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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

Introduction  

The porfomas contained in this paper were created to provide an audit trail for the progression of policy 
options from the Issues and Options stage through to the Preferred Options draft policies. 

In the Issues and Options document, published in February 2014, 72 separate issues which had been 
identified following the First Consultation Document published in May 2013 were identified, with potential 
policy options for dealing with each issue provided. 

Following consultation on the Issues and Options document, comments were assessed and any 
alternative options not already proposed were identified and assessed as to whether they were 
reasonable and realistic for dealing with the issue concerned. These are summarised where relevant in 
the ‘Brief overview of consultation responses’ section on each proforma sheet.  An audit trial of how the 
alternative issues were identified and assessed is provided in ‘Identification of alternative options and 
progression to Preferred Options’ document which is available at www.northyorks.gov.uk/mwevidence . 

An outline of any major new evidence available since May 2014 has been included on the proforma along 
with an indication of whether the issue has any important ‘Duty to Cooperate’ implications. 

Consultation responses, alternative options, any new evidence and sustainability appraisal of options and 
alternative options were all taken into account in preparing the ‘Discussion around development of 
preferred policy approach’, which consequently leads to the ‘Preferred Policy Approach’, which includes 
the draft preferred policy wording and justification.  The preferred policies have been through a 
sustainability assessment and the summary is included in the proformas.  In some cases, since 
completion of the proformas, minor further editing of draft policy text and justification has been carried out 
for the purposes of finalising the content of the Preferred Option draft Plan.  As a result there may 
therefore be some differences in specific text, although the overall policy approach remains unchanged. 

At this stage some topic areas were reassessed, such as aggregates, oil and gas and safeguarding and 
some issues were combined with others.  The table below clarifies how issues identified at Issues and 
Options stage have been translated into draft policies. 

id Issue title Policy 
number 

Preferred Policy title 

Id01 Broad geographical approach to supply of 
aggregates 

M01 Broad geographical approach to supply of 
aggregates 

Id02 Locational approach to new sources of 
supply of aggregate 

- Issue addressed under other aggregate 
policies 

Id03 Calculating sand and gravel provision M02 Provision of sand and gravel 

Id04 Overall distribution of sand and gravel 
provision 

M03 Overall distribution of sand and gravel 
provision 

Id05 Landbanks for sand and gravel M04 Landbanks for sand and gravel 

Id06 Safeguarding of sand and gravel 
resources 

S01 Safeguarding mineral resources 

Id07 Provision of crushed rock M05 Provision of crushed rock 

Id08 Maintenance of landbanks for crushed 
rock 

M06 Landbanks for crushed rock 

Id09 Safeguarding crushed rock S01 Safeguarding mineral resources 

Id10 Concreting sand and gravel M07 Meeting concreting sand and gravel 
requirements 

Id11 Building sand delivery M08 Meeting building sand requirements 

Id12 Magnesian limestone delivery M09 Meting crushed rock requirements 

Id13 Unallocated extensions to existing 
aggregate quarries 

M10 Unallocated extensions to existing 
quarries 

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 1 



                   

 
 

             
 

  
 

  
 

   

     

    

   
  

  
 

    

    

   

    

    
 

 
 

 

      

      

   

   
 

   
 

 
   

     

   

   

    

  

   

   

  

     

  

   

    

      

  
 

  
 

 
 

 

  

 

 

  
 

 
 

 
  

  

 
 
 

 
  

     

Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

Id14 Supply of alternatives to landwon primary 
aggregates 

M11 Supply of alternatives to landwon primary 
aggregates 

Id15 Continuity of supply of silica sand M12 Continuity of supply of silica sand 

Id16 Silica sand resources safeguarding S01 Safeguarding mineral resources 

Id17 Continuity of supply of clay M13 Continuity of supply of clay 

Id18 Incidental working of clay in association 
with other minerals 

M14 Incidental working of clay in association 
with other minerals 

Id19 Clay resources safeguarding S01 Safeguarding mineral resources 

Id20 Continuity of supply of building stone M15 Continuity of supply of building stone 

Id21 Use of building stone - Incorporated into M15 

Id22 Safeguarding building stone S01 Safeguarding mineral resources 

Id23 Overall spatial options for oil and gas M16 Overall spatial policy for hydrocarbon 
development 

Id24 Co-ordination of gas extraction and 
processing 

- Incorporated into M18 

Id25 Gas developments (Exploration and 
appraisal) 

M17 Exploration and appraisal for hydrocarbon 
resources 

Id26 Gas developments (Production and 
processing) 

M18 Production and processing of 
hydrocarbon resources 

Id27 Coal mine methane - Covered by policies M17 and M18 

Id28 Coal bed methane, underground coal 
gasification, shale gas and carbon and 
gas storage 

M19 Carbon gas storage (CBM, underground 
coal gasification and shale gas covered 
by M17 and M18) 

Id29 Continuity of supply of deep coal M20 Continuity of supply of deep coal 

Id30 Shallow coal M21 Shallow coal 

Id31 Safeguarding shallow coal S01 Safeguarding mineral resources 

Id32 Safeguarding deep coal S01 Safeguarding mineral resources 

Id33 Disposal of colliery spoil M22 Disposal of colliery spoil 

Id34 Potash supply M23 Potash and Polyhalite supply 

Id35 Safeguarding potash S01 Safeguarding mineral resources 

Id36 Supply of gypsum M24 Supply of gypsum 

Id37 Gypsum safeguarding S01 Safeguarding mineral resources 

Id38 Safeguarding of deep mineral resources S01 Safeguarding mineral resources 

Id39 Supply of vein minerals M25 Supply of vein minerals 

Id40 Safeguarding vein minerals S01 Safeguarding mineral resources 

Id41 Borrow pits M26 Borrow pits 

Id42 Overall approach to the waste hierarchy W01 Moving waste up the waste hierarchy 

Id43 Strategic role of the Plan area in the 
management of waste 

W02 Strategic role of the Plan area in the 
management of waste 

Id44 Meeting waste management capacity 
requirements – Local Authority Collected 
Waste 

W03 Meeting waste management capacity 
requirements – Local Authority Collected 
Waste 

Id45 Meeting waste management capacity 
requirements – Commercial and Industrial 
waste 

W04 Meeting waste management capacity 
requirements – Commercial and Industrial 
waste 

Id46 Meeting waste management capacity 
requirements – Construction Demolition 
and Excavation waste 

W05 Meeting waste management capacity 
requirements – Construction Demolition 
and Excavation waste 

Id47 Managing agricultural waste W06 Managing agricultural waste 

Id48 Managing Low Level (Non-nuclear) 
Radioactive waste 

W07 Managing Low Level (Non-nuclear) 
Radioactive waste 

Id49 Managing waste water (sewage sludge) W08 Managing waste water (sewage sludge) 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

Id50 Managing power station ash W09 Managing power station ash 

Id51 Overall locational principle for provision of 
new waste capacity 

W10 Overall locational principle for provision of 
new waste capacity 

Id52 Waste site identification principles W11 Waste site identification principles 

Id53 Waste management facility safeguarding S03 Waste management facility safeguarding 

Id54 Transport infrastructure I01 Minerals and waste transport 
infrastructure 

Id55 Transport infrastructure safeguarding S04 Transport infrastructure safeguarding 

Id56 Locations for ancillary minerals 
infrastructure 

I02 Locations for ancillary minerals 
infrastructure 

Id57 Minerals ancillary infrastructure 
safeguarding 

S05 Minerals ancillary infrastructure 
safeguarding 

Id58 Presumption in favour of sustainable 
development 

D01 Presumption in favour of sustainable 
minerals and waste development 

Id59 Local amenity and cumulative impacts D02 Local amenity and cumulative impacts 

Id60 Transport of minerals and waste and 
associated traffic impacts 

D03 Transport of minerals and waste and 
associated traffic impacts 

Id61 North York Moors National Park and 
AONBs 

D04 North York Moors National Park and 
AONBs 

Id62 Minerals and waste development in the 
Green Belt 

D05 Minerals and waste development in the 
Green Belt 

Id63 Landscape D06 Landscape 

Id64 Biodiversity and Geodiversity D07 Biodiversity and Geodiversity 

Id65 Historic environment D08 Historic environment 

Id66 Water environment D09 Water environment 

Id67 Strategic approach to reclamation and 
afteruse 

D10 Reclamation and afteruse 

Id68 Sustainable design, construction and 
operation of development 

D11 Sustainable design, construction and 
operation of development 

Id69 Other criteria for minerals and waste 
development 

D12 Protection of agricultural land and soils 

Id70 Developments proposed within Mineral 
Safeguarding Areas 

S02 Developments proposed within Mineral 
Safeguarding Areas 

Id71 Consideration of applications in minerals 
consultation areas 

S06 Consideration of applications in 
Consultation areas 

Id72 Coal mining legacy D13 Consideration of applications in 
Development High Risk Areas 

The individual proformas are included in the following pages. 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

Policy id01- Broad geographical approach to supply of aggregates 
Options presented 
at Issues and 
options stage 

Option 1: This approach could seek to ensure that requirements for new 
aggregates supply from the Joint Plan area would be met only from those parts 
of the area outside the North York Moors National Park, AONBs and the City of 
York area. 
Option 2: In addition to aggregates supply from the NYCC area, this approach 
could seek to deliver an element of total sand and gravel supply requirements 
from the City of York area by encouraging working of sand and gravel (including 
building sand) in appropriate locations. 

What the SA told us 
Option 1 would have clear benefits for the landscape and natural and historic environment whilst 
enabling supply of aggregates to be maintained. In particular significant positive effects would be 
evident in the AONBs which currently contain aggregates quarries. 
Option 2 would potentially have negative effects on the environment of the City of York but would 
potentially displace such effects from elsewhere in the Plan area and enable aggregates required 
within York to be sourced locally. 
Number of consultation responses 
Total number of comments against id: 32 
Question 07: Do you have any views on 
either of these options? 

Option 1: 11(1 SC, 1 MWI) 
Option 2: 7 (2 LA, 2 MWI) 
DNS: 5 ( 1 SC) 

Question 08: Are there any alternative 
options that you think should be considered? 

Number of respondents: 9 (1 SC, 1 LA, 1MWI) 

Brief overview of consultation responses 
Key Messages Q7: Several responses suggested that there should be no restriction on where 
aggregates are worked and that the City of York should contribute to aggregate supply. Converse 
views were also received which sought to see a restriction of working within the North York Moors 
National Park and AONBs. 
Developing a policy which locates sites close to markets was also raised and supported in some 
consultation responses. 
One representation sought to clarify the interpretation of the NPPF within the consultation and 
suggested that whilst the NPPF states that ‘as far as practical’ landbanks should be maintained outside 
the National Park and AONBs this does not necessarily mean that there should be a blanket ban of 
working in these areas. 

Key Messages Q8: A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are 
detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why 
they have or have not been taken forward. Any realistic alternatives have been worked up and are 
detailed below 

Proposed Option 3 
 Allow extraction of aggregate from within National Park and AONBs if required to do so as well 

as from the rest of the Joint Plan area. 
Suggested approach 
Supply from the National Park and AONBs would be supported in circumstances where demand could 
not be met from locations outside protected areas. 

Proposed Option 4 
 Any workings in the York area are restricted to being small scale and only used in the York 

area. 
Suggested approach 
In addition to aggregates supply from the NYCC area seek to deliver an element of total sand and 
gravel supply requirements from the City of York area by encouraging working of sand and gravel 
(including building sand) in appropriate locations. Extraction within the City of York area would be 
supported where it is on a small scale and is for use only within the City of York area. 

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 4 



                   

 
 

             
 

 
 

      
  

 
 

 
 

   
   

 

 
 

 
    

 
 

  
 

 
      

   
 

 
   

  
   

  
  

     
 

   
   

      

     
      

    
   

     
 

    
   

   
 

 
        

    
         

    
  
      

   
    

Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

Proposed Option 5 
 There should be no specific geographical restriction in the Plan relating to the location of 

aggregates extraction in the Joint Plan area. 
Suggested approach 
Allow extraction to take place from any geographical location in the Joint Plan area. 

Proposed Option 6 
 Restrict further extraction in the land between the North York Moors and Yorkshire Dales 

National Parks, any sites should be restored to their former use. 
Suggested approach 
Only permit future extraction in the geographical area between the North York Moors and Yorkshire 
Dales National Parks where sites are to be restored to their former use. 

Proposed Option 7 
 Support aggregate extraction through extensions to former quarries in the National Park. 

Suggested approach 
Notwithstanding the restrictions identified in Options 1 and 2, this option would support aggregate 
extraction through extensions to former quarries in the National Park. 

Proposed Option 8 
 In addition to Option 1 or 2 support should be given to the use of excess crushed rock from 

building stone sites in the National Park in the local area. 
Suggested approach 
Working alongside Option 1 or 2 and notwithstanding any restrictions applied through Options 1 and 2, 
this option would support the use of excess crushed rock from building stone sites in the National Park 
and AONBs as aggregate for use in the local area. 
SA of options including alternatives 
Summary of assessment 
Option 1 would have clear benefits for the landscape and natural and historic environment whilst 
enabling supply of aggregates to be maintained. In particular significant positive effects would be 
evident in the AONBs which currently contain aggregates quarries. Option 3 would place greater 
uncertainty over the positive effects observed for  the National Park and AONBs as a result of both 
Options 1 and 2, although would have positive effects in relation to supply of minerals and the 
economy, whilst Option 7 is likely to lead to negative effects on the National Park without necessarily 
benefitting the economy overall. 
Options 2 and 4 would potentially have negative effects on the environment of the City of York (with 
effects under Option 2 being greater than effects under Option 4) but would potentially displace such 
effects from elsewhere in the Plan area and enable aggregates required within York to be sourced 
locally, thus having a positive effect in terms of transportation impacts. Under Option 5 there would 
potentially be negative effects on the environment across the Plan area although it scores positively in 
terms of the economy and ensuring supply of aggregates. 
Acting alongside the overall strategy, Option 6 would have negative effects in the longer term as it 
would not support securing enhancements for the landscape, biodiversity or recreation. Option 8 would 
provide positive effects in relation to the supply of minerals and on minimising environmental effects. 

Revised Recommendations 
It is recommended that a combination of Options 1, 2 and 3 be progressed, whereby the policy is clear 
that extraction should take place outside of the National Park and the AONBs as a first priority but 
within the rest of the NYCC area and the City of York area. Option 8 should also be supported as a 
further means of enabling aggregates extraction with minimal environmental effects. 
Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
Whilst mixed views were received on the degree of constraint that should be applied in the NP and 
AONBs, it is considered that a relatively high level of constraint is appropriate, taking into account the 
requirements of national minerals policy. It is acknowledged that it may be reasonable to allow some 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

more flexibility in AONBs in relation to the approach towards existing aggregates quarries and this 
distinction could be reflected in policy.  It is agreed that incidental extraction of aggregate in 
association with building stone in these areas could be appropriate in some circumstances.  It is also 
accepted that it would be appropriate in principle to support sand and gravel working within the City of 
York area, taking into account national policy and guidance.  In practice opportunities for working in 
this area are likely to be very limited.   
Evidence base update 
A further assessment of the potential deliverability of sand and gravel working in York was undertaken 
by the Joint Plan authorities in August 2014, taking into account findings of previous resource 
identification work carried out by BGS in 2013.  The assessment suggests there are significant 
constraints to sand and gravel working and that any supportive policy should utilise a criteria based 
approach. 

Since Issues and Options consultation a site for aggregates working in the NYMNPA area has been 
submitted for consideration. 

This evidence base update is accurate as of January 2015. 
Duty to Cooperate 
Is this is a DtC matter: yes 
At a general level the imbalance between location of resources and areas of demand for minerals was 
a factor influencing the decision to produce a joint minerals and waste plan for NYCC/CYC/NYMNPA. 

Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
A range of national policy considerations and guidance are relevant particularly: 
-Landbanks of non-energy minerals should be maintained outside National Parks, AONBs, World 
Heritage Sites, Sites of Special Scientific Interest and Conservation Areas as far as practical; 
-National Park Authorities are not expected to designate preferred areas or areas of search for 
minerals given their overarching responsibilities for managing National Parks; 
-All areas with minerals resources should make a contribution to supply where practical 

Mixed views were received on the approach that should be taken with respect to National Parks, 
AONBs and the City of York.  The SA favoured an approach of restricting minerals aggregates 
extraction in National Parks and AONBs, whilst supporting the principle of small scale working in the 
City of York area.  Taking into account the range of views received it is c considered that it may be 
relevant to draw a distinction between support for aggregate working in the NYMNP and support for 
working in the AONBs.  Aggregates extraction in the NP has not taken place for a number of years 
and any further working would, in effect involve opening up a new extraction area.  By contrast there 
are a number of active and dormant aggregates sites in AONBs in the Plan area.  It is recognised that 
there could be benefit in providing support in principle for limited further working at such sites where 
this could help maintain current economic and employment benefits associated with the site and where 
development could take place without compromising the environment. This could provide a greater 
degree of flexibility, as well as a positive approach, in the Plan.  In some cases it is possible that any 
such proposals would also need to satisfy the major development test.  Such an approach would 
represent a modification of the alternative Option 3. 

With regard to the City of York area, it is considered that it could be appropriate to support the principle 
of small scale working of sand and gravel to help provide some flexibility for development of a more 
local source of supply.  Due to the level of constraints in this area and the absence of any proposed 
site allocations it is considered that such support would need to be provided through a criteria-based 
policy.  Restricting sales from any such workings to the City of York area only is not considered 
practicable but, as sand and gravel sites tend to serve relatively local markets, it is likely that any such 
workings would mainly serve markets in the City of York area in any event. 

It is accepted that supporting the incidental supply of crushed rock from building stone sites in the 
National Park and AONBs would be appropriate to help ensure the efficient use of resources, provided 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

that the removal of this material from the site would not compromise the standard of restoration, taking 
into account the sensitivity of the environment in these areas.  

The preferred approach is a combination of Options 1 and 2 with elements of additional options 3 and 
8. 
Preferred policy approach – title changed to M01: Broad geographical approach to supply of 
aggregates 
The Joint Plan area outside the North York Moors National Park, the Areas of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty and the City of York will be the main focus for extraction of aggregate (sand and 
gravel and crushed rock).  Exceptions to this principle will be made for: 

1) In the National Park and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, the extraction of crushed 
rock aggregate where it is incidental to building stone extraction as the primary activity, 
and where the removal of crushed rock from the site will not compromise the high 
quality reclamation and afteruse of the site. 

2) In the Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, the extension of time for the extraction of 
remaining permitted reserves at existing quarries and/or, subject where necessary to 
the major development test, the limited lateral extension or deepening of existing 
quarries where necessary to help ensure continued operation of the site during the plan 
period.  Any proposals in these areas will need to demonstrate a particularly high 
standard of mitigation of any environmental impacts including, where practical, 
enhancement of mitigation and quality of site reclamation compared with that required 
by the existing permission/s. 

3) In the City of York area, the small scale extraction of sand and gravel where the 
development will comply with the development management policies in the Plan. 

Supporting text 

The large majority of aggregates resources, and existing aggregates quarries, are located in the NYCC 
area.  Due to a combination of resource availability issues and environmental constraints, it is 
expected that this will remain the position over the plan period. However, there may be limited 
circumstances where it would be appropriate to support aggregates extraction in other parts of the 
Joint Plan area. 

Although extraction has taken place until relatively recently there are now no existing permitted 
aggregates quarries in the National Park.  Further working would therefore involve opening a new 
quarry.  It is not considered that there is sufficient justification for such development, taking into 
account the existence of substantial permitted reserves elsewhere in the Joint Plan area, as well as the 
requirements of national policy, which supports the maintenance of landbanks of aggregate from 
outside National Parks as far as practical. 

Although Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty are also subject to a similar degree of national policy 
constraint, the AONBs in the Joint Plan area contain a number of well-established crushed rock 
quarries, including Pateley Bridge Quarry in the Nidderdale AONB and a number of smaller quarries in 
the Howardian Hills AONB.  It would not be appropriate to support large scale new working in these 
areas during the plan period, taking into account availability of reserves and resources of crushed rock 
elsewhere in the Plan area.  However, provision of support for the continuation of working at sites 
where existing time limited permissions are due to expire during the plan period yet reserves remain, 
would help ensure that local economic benefits, including local employment, are sustained, as well as 
the site’s contribution to the overall supply of aggregate.  Similar benefits could also arise through the 
limited physical extension of quarrying at existing sites in the AONB where this is needed to enable the 
site to continue its’ existing role in supply. 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

Where an extension in time, or additional extraction through lateral extensions or deepening, are 
proposed a very high degree of protection of the environment should be demonstrated and, preferably, 
overall enhancement of the quality of environmental mitigation and site reclamation compared with that 
required by the existing permission/s.  This is necessary to help reduce the overall impact of such 
development on these highly protected areas.  It is unlikely that proposals involving an increase in rate 
of output compared with the previous position would be supported under this policy. Where any 
proposals are considered to be ‘major development’ they will also need to satisfy the specific policy 
tests for such development as currently set out in the National Planning Policy Framework. 

There is no recent history of aggregates extraction in the City of York area but evidence suggests that 
some sand and gravel resources (mainly building sand) are present, particularly in the north. 
Resources in this area are subject to a substantial number of environmental and physical constraints 
and it is considered that the potential to identify suitable resources for development is relatively low. 
No proposals have come forward from industry in response to calls for sites. However, provision of 
support in principle for small scale extraction would be appropriate to help encourage delivery of a 
local contribution to supply, subject to suitable proposals coming forward.  The draft York Local Plan 
identifies a range of criteria which would need to be met by any proposals for working in the City of 
York area and any proposals would also need to comply with the development management policies in 
the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan. 

Links to Objectives and Policies 
Links to Objectives 
Objective 6 
Objective 7 
Objective 9 

Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: 
Id04: Overall distribution of sand and gravel 
Id07: Provision of crushed rock 
Id10:Concreting sand and gravel delivery 
Id11: Building sand delivery 
Id12: Magnesian limestone delivery 
Id13: Unallocated extension to existing aggregate quarries 
Id58: Presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste development 
Id59: Local amenity and cumlative impacts 
Id61: North York Moor National Park and the AONBs 
Id62: Minerals and waste development in the Green Belt 
Id63: Landscape 
Id64: Biodiversity and geodiversity 
Id65: Historic environment 
Id66: Water environment 
Id67: Strategic approach to reclamation and afteruse 

SA/SEA 
Summary of assessment 
This preferred option exhibits a range of different effects. In the main the sustainability objectives 
recorded minor positive effects for the protected landscapes in the plan area. However, some minor 
negative effects associated with crushed rock extraction   shifted location away from protected areas 
and into the remaining plan area.  

Recommendations 
No further mitigation is proposed. 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

Policy id02: Locational approach to new sources of supply of aggregate 
Options presented 
at Issues and 
options stage 

Option 1: This option could seek to establish the principle that new sources of 
supply of aggregates are provided as close as practicable to the main external 
markets, including Tees Valley and County Durham areas, and West and South 
Yorkshire, as well as, for sites expected to serve mainly internal markets, the 
main population centres of York, Harrogate and Scarborough. 
Option 2: This option would seek to ensure that new sources of supply of 
aggregates are provided in proximity to the A1 to help provide flexibility in 
supply. 
Option 3: This option would not seek to direct new sources of supply to specific 
areas in proximity to markets but would consider the whole area of potential 
resources as being suitable in principle for the identification of new sites or 
areas, subject to testing against other relevant criteria and constraints. 

What the SA told us 
While all options display a mixture of positive, negative and uncertain effects, Options 1 and 2 exhibit 
more positive effects than Option 3. Negative effects are associated with land and soils and recreation 
to some degree under all three options. In broad terms, while Option 1 and 2 are considered to reduce 
journey lengths, there remains a risk that those journeys will run close to communities under Option 1. 
Another key issue is how options may restrict the distribution of sites – with Option 1 more likely to 
attract sites to areas that may be visible from protected landscapes, and Option 2 drawing sites closer 
to the best quality agricultural land. All options carry some degree of economic benefit. The 
assessment of Option 3 is more uncertain as it is not known what the resultant overall spatial 
distribution of aggregate sites will be. 
Number of consultation responses 
Total Number of comments against id: 30 
Question 9: Do you have a preference for 
any of the options presented above? 

Option 1: 8 (1 SC/1 MWI/ 
1Local Authorities) 

Combination: 1(SC/MWI/ 
1 Local Authorities) 

Option 2: 6(SC/2 MWI/ 2 
Local Authorities) 

Did not Specify: 
2(SC/MWI/  1 Local 
Authorities) 

Option 3: 8(1 SC/2 MWI/ 
Local Authorities) 

None: 2(1 SC/1 MWI/ 
Local Authorities) 

Question 10: Are there any alternative 
spatial options relevant to the supply of 
aggregates the Authorities should consider? 

Number of respondents: 3 (SC/ 1 MWI/ 1 Local 
Authorities) 

Brief overview of consultation responses 
Key Messages Q9: Responses expressed mixed views on which option is preferred. Support was 
given to option 3 because of the flexibility it provides. Responses which supported option 1 did so as it 
as it would reduce the overall transport distances and those that did not specify a particular option did 
express support for sourcing aggregates as near as possible to intended markets or that environmental 
factors should be taken into account. One respondent did not express support for any of the options 
presented because it was considered that they do not take account of the importance of existing 
supply patterns in relation to respective markets. Support was also expressed for option 2 as this 
approach would help NY continue with the north/south landbanks which would help the MPAs in the 
NE region meet their needs. Concern was expressed about the traffic impact of this option upon the A1 
and concentrations of heritage assets within this area. 

Key Messages Q10: 
A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested 
new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why they have or have not been 
taken forward. Any realistic alternatives have been worked up and are detailed below. 

Proposed Option 4 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

 Priority to be given to sites to be located in close proximity to market and good transport 
networks, extraction from more restricted areas would be allowed if can be justified. 

Suggested option 
Give priority to proposals which locate sites in close proximity to market and good transport networks 
and suitable restoration proposals. Extraction from more restricted areas would be allowed if there is 
suitable justification for it. 

Proposed Option 5 
 Working alongside other options consideration should be given to minimising impact on 

climate change and food supply by aggregate sites. 
Suggested approach 
Working alongside other options consideration would be given to minimising impact on climate change 
and food supply by aggregate sites. 

Proposed Option 6 
 Use Areas of Search to help identify future sites for mineral development and consider 

strategic restoration proposals as part of the assessment process. 
Suggested approach 
Areas of Search would be used to help identify future sites for mineral development and strategic 
restoration proposals would be considered as part of the assessment process. 

Proposed Option 7 
 Support expansion of existing quarries over the development of new sites. 

Suggested approach 
Give priority to extending existing quarries instead of permitting new sites. 

Proposed option 8 
 New sources of supply of aggregate should be directed to locations where strategic restoration 

objectives could be realised. 
Suggested approach 
New sources of supply of aggregates would be directed to locations where strategic restoration 
objectives could be realised. 

SA of options including alternatives 
Summary of assessment 
While all options display a mixture of positive, negative and uncertain effects, Options 1 and 2 exhibit 
more positive effects than Option 3. Negative effects are associated with land and soils and recreation 
to some degree under options 1, 2, 3 and 7 and 8. In broad terms, while Option 1 and 2 are considered 
to reduce journey lengths, there remains a risk that those journeys will run close to communities under 
Option 1. Similarly options 4 and  5 broadly reduce journey lengths, though there is some uncertainty 
over whether the more remote locations allowed by option 4 with a ‘suitable justification’ would work 
against this to a degree. Another key issue is how options may restrict the distribution of sites – with 
Options 1 and 4 in particular more likely to attract sites to areas that may be visible from protected 
landscapes, and Option 2, and to a lesser extent options 4 and 5 drawing sites closer to the best 
quality agricultural land. 
Some options carry some degree of economic benefit, however options 1 and 4 may have some 
negative effects on tourism (due to visibility of quarries from national parks) and quality of life (due to 
more traffic on the local road network), while some options show some degree of disbenefit for 
opportunities for recreation and leisure (impacting in varying degrees on recreational assets such as 
enjoyment of national parks or the public access network). 
The assessment of Option 3 is generally more uncertain than other options as it is not known what the 
resultant overall spatial distribution of aggregate sites will be, though it could offer increased locational 
choice which may bring some benefits.  There are also a number of negative effects that are 
particularly associated with option 8 as under that option site locations are determined to a large 
degree by their restoration potential rather than the impacts that they may have during their operational 

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 10 



                   

 
 

             
 

 
 

 
    

    
      

      
     

   
  

  
  

    
    

     
   

   
 

    
 

 

 
  

    
 

   
    

      
 

 
   

 
  

   
    

   
 

  
     

    
 

   
       

 
      
      

  
      

 

 

     
   

Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

lifetime, and may end up clustering together displaying cumulative effects. 

Revised Recommendations 
A key conclusion of this assessment is that there is merit in adopting an approach that includes 
aspects of both options 1 and the links to the A1 explored in 2. This would potentially balance the 
negative aspects of each option with the positive aspects of the other. So such an option would include 
the principle of proximity to markets, but would also favour proximity to the A1 (or other access to the 
rail / canal / strategic road network where possible). The principle of areas of search outlined in option 
6 also performs well (but is unlikely to perform as well as identifying specific sites), while giving priority 
to extending existing quarries (option 7) could have some significant benefits if used in conjunction with 
a combination of option 1 and 2.  
Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
The range of views received is likely to reflect the wide range of considerations that may be impacted 
by an overall locational approach to new sources of supply.  The need for a degree of flexibility in any 
approach is acknowledged, in order to reflect the relative lack of detailed knowledge of resource 
quantity/quality across the Plan area. It is also acknowledged that the existing distribution of sites will 
already, to some extent, represent a reasonable match between sources of supply and locations of 
demand, as industry is likely to seek to locate quarries as near as practicable to key markets to help 
minimise transport costs, which are particularly significant for aggregates as low value materials. 
Inevitably other factors, such as detailed environmental and amenity considerations, will need to be 
taken into account when specific site locations are being considered through allocations or planning 
applications.  

Evidence base update 
Evidence updates as at January 2015 

Since completion of Issues and Options consultation an updated Local Aggregates Assessment (draft 
December 2014) has been prepared, together with an Aggregates Demand Forecasting Paper (July 
2014) which will assist in the development of this policy. 

Duty to Cooperate 
Is this is a DtC matter: yes 

At a general level engagement activity relevant to the Duty to Cooperate, including preparation of the 
Local Aggregates Assessment 2014, suggest that demands on aggregates resources in the Joint Plan 
area from locations outside the area, in markets both to the north and south of North Yorkshire (eg 
West and South Yorkshire and Tees Valley), are likely to continue over the plan period. 

Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
A range of views were expressed in relation to this area of policy, with a recognition by some 
respondents of the benefits of seeking to locate sources of supply close to markets to minimise 
transport impacts whereas the aggregates industry commented that the existing pattern of sites 
already reflects the distribution of markets, that industry will always seek to locate sources of supply 
near to markets for reasons of economics and that there is a need for some flexibility. Other 
respondents considered that more specific considerations should also influence choice of location, 
including protection of food supply and climate change issues; that the locational approach should be 
driven by strategic restoration opportunities through identification of Areas of Search and that 
preference should be given to extension of existing sites.  With respect to this latter point it should be 
noted that this set of options was directed mainly at circumstances where new ‘greenfield’ locations are 
under consideration.  National planning guidance gives greater priority to the identification of specific 
sites or Preferred Areas than Areas of Search.  

Inevitably a wide range of factors will need to be considered in determining the actual location of any 
new sites but the SA suggests there is merit in seeking to ensure a pattern of sites which helps 
minimise overall transport.  This issue is most relevant to concreting sand and gravel as most 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

additional provision likely to be made for aggregates in the Plan will be for this type of aggregate.  A 
further consideration relevant to this issue is the extent to which, for sand and gravel, the previous 
policy approach in North Yorkshire of considering concreting sand and gravel provision and landbanks 
on the basis of northwards and southwards distribution areas, reflecting general patterns of supply 
from the Plan area, may help to deliver an objective of ensuring a good match between sources of 
supply and locations of demand.  This issue therefore overlaps with issues dealt with at Issues and 
Options stage under id04 Overall Distribution of Sand and Gravel Provision and id05 Landbanks for 
Sand and Gravel. 

An approach that sought to ensure the availability of supply of concreting sand and gravel in both the 
northwards and southwards distribution areas would help reflect the general relationship between 
sources of supply and key markets, whilst also reflecting the general distribution of existing sites and 
infrastructure and providing some flexibility to industry in that it would not represent a highly 
proscriptive approach.  As a substantial proportion of the concreting sand and gravel resources in the 
Plan area are located within the central vales of York and Mobwray, through which the A1 runs, it is 
likely that any realistic pattern of future working will result in sites being located in relatively close 
proximity to this major transport corridor. 

For building sand, which requires resources of different characteristics to concreting sand and gravel, 
and which are relatively limited and sporadic in their geographical distribution and only worked on a 
relatively small scale, it is considered that a relatively flexible approach should be preferred but which 
seeks to encourage development of resources near to key markets where feasible.   

As only limited additional provision of crushed rock is envisaged, based on current evidence, with the 
main focus of future requirements likely to be on Magnesian Limestone, it is noteworthy that there is a 
high degree of coincidence between the Magnesian Limestone resource, which crops out in a narrow 
band aligned generally north-south through the central part of the area and the A1 and other major 
access routes in the central part of the Plan area.  A focus on future provision of Magnesian Limestone 
would therefore have the effect of locating any new provision in relatively close proximity to the A1, 
with the associated flexibility in terms of access to a range of markets that would result. 

If this approach is followed it could be implemented through policy dealing specifically with the 
provision of sand and gravel and the provision of crushed rock respectively and therefore would not 
require a separate, specific, policy in the Plan. 

Preferred policy approach 
That the overall locational approach to new sources of supply of aggregate be addressed through the 
identification of northwards and southwards supply areas for concreting sand and gravel through the 
specific sand and gravel policies in the Plan and that a flexible locational approach to the supply of 
building sand be followed through the specific building sand policies in the Plan. For crushed rock it is 
considered that an overall locational approach will not be required if future provision is focused on 
Magnesian Limestone. 

Note - This will be addressed under the relevant minerals- specific policies. 
M03: Overall distribution of sand and gravel provision 
M05: Provision of crushed rock 
M07: Meeting concreting sand and gravel requirements 
M08: Meeting building sand requirements 
M09: Meeting Crushed rock requirements 

SA/SEA 
N/A  
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Policy id03: Calculating sand and gravel provision- Now Called Provision of sand and gravel 
Options presented 
at Issues and 
options stage 

Option 1: This option would involve projecting forward 10 year annual average 
sales over the period to 2030 to provide an indication of the overall scale of 
provision required, after allowing for the level of reserves already with planning 
permission. Based on the position at the end of 2011 this would result in a need 
for an additional 27.5mt of sand and gravel over the Plan period. 
Option 2: This option would calculate provision of sand and gravel by basing 
future requirements on an assumed annual average requirement higher than that 
generated by taking an annual average of 10 years sales at the time of plan 
preparation. This option would include an assumption of an additional 7mt over 
the plan period (calculated based on the mid-point between the sub regional 
apportionment figures contained in the former RSS of 2.63mtpa and provision 
based on pre-recession levels of 2.7mtpa). Based on the position at the end of 
2011 this would result in a need for an additional 34.5mt of sand and gravel over 
the plan period. 
Option 3: This option would calculate future provision by projecting forward 10 
year annual sales and incorporating an additional contingency of 10% over the 
full plan period. Based on the position at the end of 2011 this would result in a 
need for an additional 31.9mt of sand and gravel over the plan period. 
Option 4: This option would calculate future provision by projecting forward 10 
year average sales with the addition of a review of sand and gravel sales at the 
end of 2019. In the event that sales of sand and gravel recover to a level such 
that short term average sales (as measured over a three year averaging period 
for the years 2017, 2018 and 2019) exceed the 10 year average sales figure 
used to define provision at the time of plan preparation by an amount exceeding 
10%, then additional provision can be made in line with that referred to in Option 
3 above, i.e. provision of an additional 10% leading to a total provision of 31.9mt 
over the plan period. 
Option 5: This option would involve projecting forward 10 years annual sales but 
factoring in an assumed reduction of 1mt in land-won supply, which would be 
offset by increased imports of marine aggregate. Based on the position at the 
end of 2011 this would result in a need for an additional 26.5mt of sand and 
gravel over the plan period. 
Option 6: This option would involve projecting forward 10 year annual sales but 
factoring in a larger assumed reduction in the overall requirement to take 
account of the potential for other alternative sources of supply to also serve 
markets currently met by exports from North Yorkshire. An assumed reduction in 
overall provision of 250,000tpa over the period 2020-2030 could be applied, 
resulting in a reduction of 2.5mt in overall provision. Based on the position at the 
end of 2011 this would result in a need for an additional 25mt of sand and gravel 
over the plan period. 

What the SA told us 
There is a significant amount of uncertainty in relation to all of these options due to uncertainty over 
where provision would be made. However, generally there are likely to 
be negative effects on climate change, resource minimisation and waste, which range in severity 
depending on the amount extracted varying from option 2 (which performs least well) to option 6 
(which performs the best). 
Negative effects are also observed in other areas for individual options, with Options 2, 3 and 4 
exhibiting the most certain negative environmental effects. Option 5 also has the potential to lead to 
negative effects on marine environments. Most options also have some positive effects, particularly in 
relation to economic growth, flood risk and changing population. This is because it is important to 
match supply of aggregate with demand to support the economy, and because new sand and gravel 
sites may open up opportunities to contribute to a range of SA objectives, including flood storage and 
to meet the development needs of local communities and businesses. The exception to this is Option 
6, which shows uncertain to negative economic and population effects as shortfalls in provision may 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

result. Option 6 would be likely to have positive environmental effects due to a lower level of land take. 
Number of consultation responses 
Total Number of comments against id: 25 
Question 11: Do you have a preference for 
any of the options presented above? 

Option 1: 2(SC/MWI/ 
2 Local Authorities) 

Option 5: 0 

Option 2: 0(SC/MWI/ 
Local Authorities) 

Option 6: 6(SC/MWI/ Local 
Authorities) 

Option 3: 3(SC/MWI/ 
1Local Authorities) 

Did not Specify: 3(SC/2 
MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 

Option 4: 7(1 SC/1 
MWI/ 2 Local 
Authorities) 

None: 1(1 SC) 

Question 12: Are there any alternative 
options we should consider in order to 
determine the level of sand and gravel 
provision to be made in the Joint Plan? 

Number of respondents: 3 (1 SC) 

Brief overview of consultation responses 
General Comments: The suggestion in option 6 that Derbyshire CC may increase supply of sand and 
gravel into West Yorkshire is unlikely to occur. 

Key messages Q 11: Respondents views were mixed on which option is preferred. Both option 6 and 
4 were most preferred as they were seen to provide the greatest flexibility in terms of reviews to take 
account of uncertainties in supply. Some support was given for option 6 based on the view that this 
provided the ‘least worst’ option. 
Preference was also given to a combination of options 1 and 3, taking into account other relevant 
factors in the calculation of supply, such as national infrastructure projects, any increase such as that 
proposed in option 3 must be based on local information and can be fully justified. Respondents who 
either didn’t support any of the options or did not express a preference suggested that future sand and 
gravel provision should be calculated with a forecast of demand in mind and not just an average of the 
last 10 years sales data. The forecast should take account of other relevant local information such as 
housing requirements. One respondent deemed that any option which affected the marine environment 
should not be considered. 

Key Messages Q12: 
A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested 
new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why they have or have not been 
taken forward. Any realistic alternatives have been worked up and are detailed below. 

Proposed Option 7 
 Support increased importation of aggregate into the joint Plan area to reduce reliance on 

supply from within the Joint Plan area. 
Suggested approach 
Consideration would be given to possibilities to increase imports into the Plan area which would be 
factored into a reduced requirement to be provided from within the Plan area itself. 

Proposed Option 8 
 Combine Options 1 and 3, project forward 10 year average sales and incorporate 10% 

contingency up to end of Plan period to provide flexibility. 
Suggested approach 
Calculate future provision by projecting forward 10 year average sales and considering any likely 
changes to building rates over the Plan period compared to building rates over the past 10 years. 

Proposed Option 9 
 Option 1 should include a commitment to monitoring. 

Suggested approach 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

Calculate future provision by projecting forward 10 year annual average sales over the period to 2030 
to provide an indication of the overall scale of provision required, after allowing for a level of reserves 
already with planning permission. Based on the position at the end of 2011 this would result in a need 
for an additional 27.5mt of sand and gravel over the plan period. Monitoring should take place on a 
regular basis. 

Proposed Option 10. 
 Option 4 should be expanded to take account of external sources of supply. 

Suggested approach 
Calculate future provision by projecting forward 10 year average sales with the addition of a review of 
sand and gravel sales at the end of 2019. In the event that sales of sand and gravel recover to a level 
such that short term average sales (as measured over a three year averaging period for the years 
2017, 2018 and 2019) exceed the 10 year average sales figure used to define provision at the time of 
the plan preparation by an amount exceeding 10%, then additional provision can be made in line with 
that referred to in Option 3, i.e. provision of an additional 10% leading to a total provision of 31.9mt 
over the plan period. When reviewing provision at the end of 2019 consideration will also be given to 
provision from outside of the Plan area. 

SA of options including alternatives 
Summary of assessment 
There is a significant amount of uncertainty in relation to all of these options due to uncertainty over 
where provision would be made. However, generally there are likely to be negative effects on climate 
change, resource minimisation and waste, which range in severity depending on the amount extracted 
varying from Option 2 (which performs least well) to Option 6 (which performs the best). 
Negative effects are also observed in other areas for individual options, with Options 2, 3, 4, 8 and 10 
exhibiting the most certain negative environmental effects. Option 5 also has the potential to lead to 
negative effects on marine environments and Option 7 has the potential to displace negative effects 
outside of the plan area. Most options also have some positive effects, particularly in relation to 
economic growth, flood risk and changing population. This is because it is important to match supply of 
aggregate with demand to support the economy, and because new sand and gravel sites may open up 
opportunities to contribute to a range of SA objectives, including flood storage and to meet the 
development needs of local communities and businesses. The exceptions to this are Options 6 and 7, 
which shows uncertain to negative economic and population effects as shortfalls in provision may 
result. These options would however be likely to have positive environmental effects (at least within the 
plan area) due to a lower level of land take. 

Revised recommendations 
Option 6 performs the most positively in terms of the sustainability appraisal. However, this option does 
present some uncertainty in terms of meeting demand for sand and gravel. This might be addressed 
by allowing greater flexibility to increase supply in a similar way to option 4 and Option 10.  
The SA Team considered that as option 6 takes account of the potential for other alternative sources of 
supply, final consideration of this option should also include consideration of the alternatives presented 
under ID14. 
Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
It is agreed that factors other than historic sales should be taken into account in deriving the scale of 
future provision to be made for sand and gravel and that any approach should consider external supply 
and demand factors where practicable.  The range of specific views relevant to this issue are noted 
and have generally been reflected in discussion contained in the Local Aggregates Assessment for 
North Yorkshire, which will form a key part of the evidence base for the Plan.  It is also agreed that 
there will be a need for ongoing monitoring of sand and gravel provision and supply and that an 
element of flexibility in any approach could be appropriate in order to reflect the range of uncertainties 
that exist.  

Evidence base update 
An updated Local Aggregates Assessment for the Yorkshire and Humber area was produced in 
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February 2015 for submission to the Y&H AWP. 

Duty to cooperate 
Is this is a DtC matter: yes 

Supply of sand and gravel gives rise to strategic cross boundary issues as a result of the important role 
of the Plan area in the export of sand and gravel to adjacent areas where shortfalls in supply exist. 
Consultation with relevant MPAs has taken place during preparation of the Plan and in the preparation 
of the Local Aggregates Assessment.  Discussion with adjacent MPAs has also taken place via the 
Y&H AWP and through input into LAAs prepared by adjacent areas. 
Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
The updated (2015) Local Aggregates Assessment is the key source of evidence for identification of 
the scale of future provision to be made for sand and gravel.  This contains detailed information and 
discussion on a local approach to identifying future demand over the plan period and has been 
developed through consultation with relevant organisations including the minerals industry.  The 
conclusions of the LAA suggest that the level of predicted demand should reflect historic sales but add 
additional components of predicted demand to reflect projected housing growth in key market areas as 
well as foreseeable supply constraints elsewhere which could impact on demand for sand and gravel 
from North Yorkshire.  Such an approach is considered to be most in line with national policy, which 
requires other local demand factors to be taken into account in deriving a forecast. 

The SA indicated a significant amount of uncertainty in relation to the predicted effects of the range of 
options initially considered.  There is also likely to be significant uncertainty about the actual scale of 
future demand for sand and gravel that may arise.  It is therefore considered, at this stage, that the 
preferred approach should be based on the approach identified in the LAA but utilise lower and higher 
range assumptions about demand over the whole plan period, which could inform the basis for ongoing 
monitoring and give an element of flexibility in the Plan. 

It is considered that this flexibility could be provided through use of a lower case assumption about 
future demand using the base demand forecast contained in the LAA 2015 (Table 23) and a higher 
case assumption using the total assumed demand (also identified in Table 23 of the LAA). 

A further consideration is that the demand forecast in the LAA assumes that demand will increase 
relatively rapidly over the period to 2018, reflecting a bounce back from a period of recession or 
relatively low economic growth, together with the impact of expected increasing demand for sand and 
gravel related to house building. Thereafter the forecast predicts only a low level of annual growth.  
Taking into account likely lead times for any new sand and gravel extraction resulting from 
implementation of the Plan, and in view of the fact that the forecast can only be indicative and will need 
to be subject to monitoring, it is considered that the annual provision to be made in the Plan should be 
the average of total predicted demand (for each of the lower and higher case assumptions) over the 
whole of the plan period. 

It will also be necessary to ensure maintenance of an adequate landbank for sand and gravel at the 
end of the Plan period, in line with national policy.  As the actual level of sales of sand and gravel will 
be subject to ongoing monitoring over the plan period, and there will be a need to review the LAA 
annually in line with national policy, it is not considered appropriate at this stage to identify the 
projected level of supply at the end of 2030 which would form the basis for maintenance of a 7 year 
landbank at that date.  This is a matter which will need to be kept under review through monitoring and 
updates to the LAA in line with national policy and guidance. 

The preferred option therefore represents an alternative option not specifically considered at Issues 
and Options stage. 
Preferred policy approach – title changed to M02: Provision of sand and gravel 
Total provision for sand and gravel over the 16 year period 1st January 2015 to 31st December 
2030 will be made in the range of 41.3 to 42.8 million tonnes, at an equivalent annual rate 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

between 2.58 and 2.68 million tonnes. 

Additional provision shall be made, through a mid term review of provision in the Plan, if 
necessary in order to maintain a 7 year landbank of sand and gravel at 31 December 2030 
based on an annual rate of provision to be determined through the review. 

Supporting justification 

Evidence indicates that demand for sand and gravel worked in the Plan area is likely to continue and 
may increase over recent historic levels.  Pressure for growth and development generates demand for 
aggregate minerals, including sand and gravel. The Plan area has traditionally been a major supplier of 
sand and gravel in the Yorkshire and Humber and Tees Valley areas, as well as within North 
Yorkshire, and growth and development in all these areas is expected to take place over the plan 
period.  Information about relevant future supply and demand factors for sand and gravel has been 
included in the Local Aggregates Assessment for the North Yorkshire Sub-region, which will be 
updated regularly.  In order to ensure that an adequate supply can be maintained, significant additional 
resources of sand and gravel will need to be made available for working in the Plan area, in line with 
the level of demand forecasted in the LAA. 

The initial distribution of provision between concreting sand and gravel (northwards distribution), 
concreting sand and gravel (southwards distribution) and building sand will be in accordance with the 
approach set out in Policy M03 Overall Distribution of Sand and Gravel Provision.  

In order to ensure availability of an adequate supply (ie a 7 year landbank) at the end of 2030, it will 
also be necessary to identify the additional resources needed to deliver this.  As it is intended that the 
Local Aggregates Assessment will be updated regularly, and that it may be expected that changes to 
the approach to demand forecasting may occur over the plan period, it is not considered appropriate to 
specify, at this stage, the level of further provision that may be needed in order to maintain a 7 year 
landbank at 2030.  This is a matter which can be addressed in monitoring of the plan and via a mid-
term review, at which time the level of additional provision which may be needed can be subject of 
updated assessment, and additional site allocations brought forward if necessary.   

Links to Objectives and Policies 
Links to Objectives 
Objective 5 

Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: 
Id01: Broad geographical approach to supply of aggregate 
Id04: Overall distribution of sand and gravel provision 
Id05: Landbanks for sand and gravel 
Id10: Concreting sand and gravel delivery 
Id11: Building sand delivery 
Id14: Supply of alternatives to land won primary aggregates 

SA/SEA 
Summary of assessment 
This preferred policy’s effects are in the main uncertain as no indication of where provision would be 
obtained from is presented. However, clearly extracting a substantial volume of sand and gravel will 
have at least some environmental effects, though the magnitude of these effects is dependent on 
location. There are a small number of exceptions to this. For instance, it requires energy to extract and 
to transport minerals which, assuming continued reliance on fossil energy, would generate significant 
CO2 and other greenhouse gases, with strongly works against the climate change objective. Similarly, 
the ‘minimising resource use’ use objective displays strong negative effects, as this policy will allow for 
the consumption of up to 42.8 Mt of primary minerals. There are also some positive effects noted, for 
instance the recreation objective receives  indirect positive support, as further extraction would 
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ultimately lead to further restoration in line with other policies in the plan, while the economic 
development, flooding and changing population objectives would also be supported. 

Recommendations 
While much is uncertain in relation to this objective, although this is inevitable in a policy of this nature.  
To some extent this policy is mitigated by policy M11 which encourages alternatives to land won 
primary aggregate, though it is acknowledged that many secondary and recycled aggregates are not 
direct substitutes for sand and gravel.  Further consideration of the potential contribution made by 
recycled and secondary aggregate is recommended when this policy is considered at the mid term 
review, depending on the availability of reliable data. 

Policy id04:  Overall distribution of sand and gravel provision 
Options 
presented at 
Issues and 
options stage 

Option 1: This option could make future provision for sand and gravel on the basis of 
separate provision for the southwards and northwards distribution areas (concreting 
sand and gravel) and for building sand, at a ratio of 50:45:5. 
Option 2: This option could make future provision for sand and gravel on the basis of 
separate provision for the southwards and northwards distribution areas with an 
increased emphasis on provision for the southwards distribution area. This could 
assume provision based on a ratio of 55:40:5 southwards : northwards : building 
sand. 
Option 3: This option could make future provision for sand and gravel on the basis of 
separate provision for the southwards and northwards distribution areas with 
increased emphasis on provision for the northwards distribution area. This could 
assume provision on the basis of a ratio of 45:50:5 southwards : northwards : building 
sand. 
Option 4: This option could make provision for concreting sand and gravel on the 
basis of a single subdivision, combining provision across the northwards and 
southwards distribution areas, with overall provision of concreting sand and gravel: 
building sand at a ratio of 95:5. 

What the SA told us 
All options display a mixture of uncertain, negative and positive effects. However, Option 1 displays the 
strongest positive effects largely because it matches well with current market demand, so effects on 
transport, air pollution and climate change as well as economic growth are all positive. There are also 
a number of areas where positive effects are either balanced by uncertainty or are confined to a 
particular period. 
Other options tend to perform less well, and effects vary depending on the ratio of northern to southern 
division. For instance, landscape effects are both positive and negative under all options though some 
uncertainty is noted. Similarly, the transport related benefits become negative under Options 2 and 3, 
or uncertain to negative for option 4. 
The final Option (4) displays significant uncertainty across most of the SA objectives as it is not clear 
where sand and gravel extraction will occur under this objective. 
Number of consultation responses 
Total Number of comments against id: 18 
Question 13: Do you have a preference for 
any of the options presented above? 

Option 1: 9 (1 SC,2 MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 
Option 2: 0 
Option 3: 2(SC/MWI/ 
Local Authorities) 

None: 1(SC/MWI/ Local 
Authorities) 

Option 4: 1(SC/MWI/ 1 
Local Authorities) 

Did not specify: 
2(SC/MWI/1 Local 
Authorities) 

Question 14: Are there any alternative 
options we should consider relevant to the 
distribution of sand and gravel provision in 
the Joint Plan area? 

Number of respondents:  3 (1 SC, 1 MWI, 1 Local 
Authorities) 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

Brief overview of consultation responses 
General Comments: 
Concern about any action to limit exports to adjoining areas in the short to medium term. 
Option 3 suggests there is potential for an increase in supply of sand and gravel from East Midlands to 
west and south Yorkshire but this is unlikely to occur from Derbyshire. 
Extraction should only occur where there is adequate means of restoration identified. 

Key Messages Q13: The majority of respondents expressed a preference for the continuation of the 
existing northward and southward supply patterns areas based on Option 1. 
One respondent did not support any of the options put forward and instead would like to see provision 
made from across the whole of the Plan area. 

Key Messages Q14: 
A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested 
new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why they have or have not been 
taken forward. The only realistic alternative has been worked up and is detailed below. 

Proposed Option 5 
 The Joint Plan area should be considered as a whole if there is a shortfall in one of the 

distribution areas. 
Suggested approach 
Enable provision for sand and gravel to be made from across the Plan area to meet either northwards 
or southwards demand where there is a shortfall in either the northwards or southwards distribution 
area. 

SA of options including alternatives 
Summary of assessment 
All options display a mixture of uncertain, negative and positive effects. However, Option 1 displays the 
strongest positive effects largely because it matches well with current market demand, so effects on 
transport, air pollution and climate change as well as economic growth are all positive. There are also 
a number of areas where positive effects are either balanced by uncertainty or are confined to a 
particular period.  

Other options tend to perform less well, and effects vary depending on the ratio of northern to southern 
division. For instance, landscape effects are both positive and negative under Options 1 to 4 though 
some uncertainty is noted. Similarly, the transport related benefits become negative under Options 2 
and 3, or uncertain to negative for option 4. 
Option 4 displays significant uncertainty across most of the SA objectives as it is not clear where sand 
and gravel extraction will occur under this objective. 

The addition of Option 5 is considered likely to result in a number of minor positive effects as it would 
ensure that demand is met leading to positive economic benefits and, where a shortfall exists, it would 
allow a larger number of sites from which overall sand and gravel provision can be made. This means 
that it is less likely that the most sensitive sites will need to be developed in order to meet demand. 
Option 5 would lead to some minor negative impacts in relation to transport, air quality and climate 
change although wherever possible provision would be met within the designated distribution areas, 
keeping these negative effects to a minimum.  

Revised Recommendations 
Option 1 is associated with a clear economic and a number of outright environmental, benefits and is 
seen to perform best in relation to the SA Framework. It is considered that Option 1 should be 
combined with Option 5 in order to ensure that demand can be met and to strengthen the economic 
benefits. 

Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
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The preference for distributing provision in line with the previous approach and in order to maintain 
existing supply patterns is noted.  It is agreed that it may be appropriate to make provision across the 
whole of the Plan area if it is not practicable to make sufficient provision within either subdivision.  This 
could help avoid an undue burden being placed on any particular distribution area in order to meet 
expected requirements. 

Evidence base update 
Local Aggregates Assessment Dec 2014 and Sand and Gravel Demand Forecasting Paper (July 
2014).  These indicate an expectation of future demand from markets outside the Plan area both to the 
north and south, including the potential for a small increase in demand from markets in West and 
South Yorkshire.   

Duty to Cooperate 
Is this is a DtC matter: yes 

Considered through preparation of and consultation on the NY LAA 2014 update, Sand and Gravel 
Forecasting Paper and direct correspondence with other MPAs. 
Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
The approach to this issue is influenced by the overall approach to forecasting demand for sand and 
gravel and the overall scale planned for.  Since preparation of the Issues and Options consultation 
further work on demand forecasting has taken place, leading to a suggested approach which factors in 
likely future demand into an overall forecast. This work, and work on the LAA, suggests that there may 
be a small relative increase in demand from export markets south of the Plan area rather than to the 
North.  However, at the time of undertaking this work there was no corresponding LAA for the Tees 
Valley area (the principle northwards export area) which might help inform this position. As it is 
proposed to factor in an allowance for a small relative increase in demand in export markets to the 
south in the overall assessment of future demand, as well as take into account housing growth issues 
in the Tees Valley area in the demand forecast, it is not considered necessary to make an adjustment 
to the allocation of provision between the two areas, given the significant uncertainty that exists over 
the scale of actual, as opposed to forecast, demand. 

It is considered that, if it is not practicable to meet the required provision for concreting sand and gravel 
in one or other distribution area, for example because it is not possible to identify sufficient future 
resources for extraction, then the necessary total provision should be met across both areas in 
combination. 

Preferred policy approach – title changed to M03: Overall distribution of sand and gravel 
provision 
Overall provision of sand and gravel will be allocated in the following proportions: 

Southwards distribution area: 50% 
Northwards distribution area: 45% 
Building sand: 5% 

If it is not practicable to make overall provision, through grant of permission on allocated sites 
in accordance with this ratio, then provision for concreting sand and gravel shall be made 
across both areas in combination.  

Supporting text 

Evidence in the Local Aggregates Assessment suggests that demand for sand and gravel from the 
Plan area will be significant and that there will be a continuing requirement for exports of concreting 
sand and gravel into adjacent areas, particularly Tees Valley and West and South Yorkshire, where 
there are substantial limitations on the availability of similar resources.  Since adoption of the North 
Yorkshire Minerals Plan in 1997 separate provision has been made for maintenance of supply in 
northwards and southwards distribution areas for concreting sand and gravel, reflecting the distribution 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

of key markets for sand and gravel as well as the distribution of sources of supply and this approach 
has been successful in maintaining supply.  Although there are some indications that there could be a 
small relative increase in future demand from markets to the South in response to future supply 
constraints and growth pressures, an allowance for this has been made in the overall forecast of 
demand for the Joint Plan area and there are a number of uncertainties about the actual scale of future 
demand for concreting sand and gravel in the various markets served by the Joint Plan area.  It is 
therefore considered that provision should be made in accordance with the recent historic shares of 
total provision for each distribution area, with separate provision for building sand reflecting the 
different end uses for this product. 

Links to Objectives and Policies 
Links to Objectives 
Objective 5 
Objective 6 
Objective 7 

Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: 
Id01: Broad geographical approach to supply of aggregate 
Id03: Calculating sand and gravel provision 
Id04: Overall distribution of sand and gravel provision 
Id05: Landbanks for sand and gravel 
Id06: Safeguarding sand and gravel 
Id10: Concreting sand and gravel 
Id11: Building sand delivery 

SA/SEA 
Summary of assessment 
There are a range of effects that arise from this preferred policy and all effects are tentative with 
significant uncertainty at this scale. For instance, the biodiversity, water, soils, historic environment and 
recreation objectives all show a negative relationship with this preferred policy, largely because the 
balance of development proposed favours areas that are richer in terms of the environmental assets 
associated with those SA objectives. 
More positive contributions towards objectives are reported for the traffic, air quality and climate 
change objectives because, as the policy seeks to fit with the distribution of markets and demand, the 
length of minerals freight journeys will be slightly less on balance. This will also keep costs down and 
benefit the economy SA objective. Other objectives are either neutral or report more mixed effects. For 
instance, while journeys may be shorter, because the southern plan area is closer to centres of 
population, there may be a greater probability that traffic will affect communities.  

Recommendations 
No further mitigation is proposed 

Policy id05:  Landbanks for sand and gravel 
Options 
presented at 
Issues and 
options stage 

Option 1: Provide for separate 7 year landbanks for concreting sand and gravel for 
both the southwards and northwards distribution areas and for building sand. 
Option 2: Provide for a 7 year landbank for concreting sand and gravel over the 
whole Joint Plan area and a separate 7 year landbank for building sand. 
Option 3: This option would support the principle of time extensions at existing sand 
and gravel quarries where necessary to allow full extraction of permitted reserves. 

What the SA told us 
Options 1 and 2 have relatively similar effects, although Option 2 allows more flexibility, which may 
result in lesser environmental effects. However Option 2 is assessed as having worse effects in 
relation to transport, air quality and climate change. Both options have major negative effects on soils 
in the long term as the potential for increased activity could impact on best and most versatile 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

agricultural land. 
Option 3, which would act in combination with Option 1 or 2, displays a number of sustainability 
benefits as site extensions have a number of inherent sustainability benefits due to their reduced land 
take and lesser resource consumption requirements. 
Number of consultation responses 
Total Number of comments against id: 15 
Question 15: Do you have a preference for 
any of the options presented above? 

Option 1: 2 (SC/MWI/ 
Local Authorities) 

Combination: 7 (SC/3 
MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 

Option 2: 1 (SC/MWI/ 1 
Local Authorities) 

Did not Specify: 0 

Option 3: 3 (SC/MWI/ 1 
Local Authorities) 

None: 1(1 SC/MWI/ Local 
Authorities) 

Question 16: Are there any alternative 
options that the Authorities should consider 
relating to the maintenance of landbanks for 
sand and gravel within the 
Joint Plan area? 

Number of respondents: 1 (SC/MWI/ Local 
Authorities) 

Brief overview of consultation responses 
Key messages Q15: The majority of respondents expressed a preference for a combination of the 
options put forward. 5 respondents considered a combination of Option 1 and 3 would provide the 
most appropriate Option whilst a further 2 respondents considered a combination of Option 2 and 3 
would be the most appropriate.  

Key Messages Q16:  
Two alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new 
options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why they have or have not been taken 
forward. In this case both of the suggested options were dealt with under other options in the Plan. 

SA of options including alternatives 
N/A 
Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
The preference of the majority of consultees for a combination of Options 1 and 3 is noted.  This 
approach (in relation to maintenance of a landbank) would also be more in line with other proposed 
policies relating to the provision of sand and gravel.  

Evidence base update 

Local Aggregates Assessment December 2014 and Aggregates Demand Forecasting Paper July 2014 
is the most up to date evidence relating to sand and gravel landbanks. The evidence used was 
accurate as of January 2015. 
Duty to Cooperate 
Is this is a DtC matter: yes 

At a general level the issue of maintaining supply of aggregate, including to locations outside the Joint 
Plan area, have been addressed through preparation of, and consultation on, the Local Aggregates 
assessment and Demand Forecasting Paper and through direct consultation with relevant MPAs.  

Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
Consideration of the issues and options dealt with under id04 has led to the conclusion that provision 
for concreting sand and gravel should be made on the basis of northwards and southwards supply 
areas, with separate provision for building sand because of the differing markets it serves. If this 
approach is adopted it follows that, for monitoring purposes, corresponding separate landbanks should 
be maintained.  This will help ensure that adequacy of supply within each of the subdivisions can be 
kept under review. No respondents suggested that an alternative to maintaining a minimum 7 year 
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landbank for sand and gravel should be considered and such an approach would be in line with 
national policy. 

An additional option was also put forward relating to the provision of support for time extensions to 
existing sand and gravel quarries where necessary to allow full extraction of reserves to help maintain 
landbanks.  Whilst it is considered that such an approach should be supported in the Plan this matter 
may more appropriately be dealt with along with other policy areas in the Plan.  

Preferred policy approach – title changed to M04: Landbanks for sand and gravel 

A minimum 7 year landbank of concreting sand and gravel will be maintained throughout the 
plan period for each of the northwards and southwards distribution areas identified on the key 
diagram.  

A separate minimum 7 year landbank will be maintained throughout the plan period for building 
sand. 

Supporting text 

National planning policy for aggregate minerals requires the maintenance of landbanks (a stock of 
reserves with planning permission for extraction) to help ensure continuity in supply. The landbank is a 
key means of monitoring adequacy of supply, with a shortfall in the landbank indicating that more 
reserves need to be released.  For sand and gravel a minimum landbank sufficient for 7 years at the 
anticipated rate of supply (at the manual rate as set out in the Plan) is required.  The spatial approach 
for sand and gravel is to make provision for supply of concreting sand and gravel from separate 
northwards and southwards distribution areas, along with a separate landbank for building sand, which 
serves different end uses. To assist with monitoring the effectiveness of this approach it will be 
necessary to monitor, and maintain, separate landbanks for the southwards and northwards 
distribution areas and for building sand. 

As concreting sand and gravel resources are only present in potentially workable configurations in the 
NYCC area and City of York Council areas it follows that, subject to other policies in the Plan, the 
provision needed to maintain sand and gravel landbank requirements will be met within those parts of 
the Plan area outside the North York Moors National Park.  National planning policy confirms that 
National Park Authorities are not required to maintain landbanks owing to other policy constraints. 

Links to Objectives and Policies 
Links to Objectives 
Objective 5 

Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: 
Id01: Broad geographical approach to supply of aggregate 
Id03: Calculating sand and gravel provision 
Id04: Overall distribution for sand and gravel 
Id10: Concreting sand and gravel delivery 
Id11: Building sand delivery 
Id13: Unallocated extensions to existing aggregates quarries 
Id41: Borrow pits 

SA/SEA 
Summary of assessment 
Impacts in relation to this policy are largely neutral in the short term with minor negative impacts 
occurring in the medium to long term. This is because in the longer term separate northwards and 
southwards distribution area landbanks could mean that there is increased pressure to maintain the 
landbank in defined (and therefore finite) areas, which may put additional pressure to approve sites in 
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areas where cumulative effects on are already starting to build. Major negative impacts have been 
recorded in relation to minimising resource use and prioritising management of waste as high up the 
waste hierarchy as practicable as maintaining a landbank is likely to reduce incentive to work towards 
these objectives. Positive impacts have been identified in relation to the economy and meeting the 
needs of a changing population as this policy would ensure that adequate resources are available to 
support growth. 

Recommendations 
No further mitigation is proposed. 

Policy id06: Safeguarding sand and gravel 
Options presented 
at Issues and 
options stage 

Option 1: This option could safeguard all known sand and gravel resources with 
a 250m buffer zone to help prevent sterilisation from proximal development. 
Option 2: This option could safeguard all known sand and gravel resources with 
a 100m buffer zone to help prevent sterilisation from proximal development. 
Provide for a 7 year landbank for concreting sand and gravel over the whole 
Joint Plan area and a separate 7 year landbank for building sand. 
Option 3: This option would only safeguard sand and gravel resources outside 
urban areas and National Park and AONB designations. 
Option 4: This option could operate in parallel with other options and would only 
safeguard sand and gravel resource areas with an identified tonnage of 0.75mt 
or more. 
Option 5: This option could operate in parallel with other options and would 
safeguard any additional resources (not identified in the current evidence base) 
where put forward for allocation as sites or preferred areas and where supported 
by adequate information to justify the presence of a viable resource. 

What the SA told us 
As safeguarding does not infer any sand and gravel development will take place there is generally no 
predicted effect. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the 
Plan. 
Most of the options perform strongly in terms of minimising the use of resources as well as the 
economic growth objective as future sterilisation is avoided, thus conserving resources for future 
economic benefit. Option 1 performs better than Options 2 and 3 in relation to the economy, whilst all 
of Options 1, 2 and 3 perform strongly in relation to resource efficiency. There are indirect negative 
effects associated with the reduced buffer size under Option 2 as problems such as proximity of 
receptors to noise and dust may limit the extent of area which could be worked. 
Option 4 may be subject to the cumulative effects of more concentrated areas of development if 
smaller sand and gravel resource areas are sterilised through lack of safeguarding and thus possible 
future development. Option 5 would strengthen the performance of other options in relation to the 
economy and resource efficiency where used together with them. 
Under each option, effects from displacement of development which would have taken place are 
uncertain as this will depend upon the stringency of any policy approach applied. This will need to be 
considered when assessing policies at the Preferred Options stage. 
Number of consultation responses 
Total Number of comments against id: 17 
Question 17: Do you have a preference for 
any of the options presented above? 

Option 1: 6 (SC/2 MWI/ 1 
Local Authorities) 

Option 5: 0 

Option 2: 0 Combination: 6(SC/2 
MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 

Option 3: 1(1 SC) Did not specify: 1(1 LA) 
Option 4: 1(SC/MWI/ 
Local Authorities) 

None: 0 

Question 18: Are there any alternative 
options that the Authorities should consider 

Number of respondents: 2 
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relating to safeguarding of sand and gravel 
resources? 
Brief overview of consultation responses 
Key messages Q17: Respondents views were mixed with Option 1 and a combination of Options 
being preferred. Of the combination of options which were put forward by respondents 4 favoured an 
approach based on Option 1 and Option 5, 1 respondent suggested an approach based on Options 2 
and 5 and 1 respondent preferred an approach based on Options 1 and 4.  
3 respondents did not support an approach which included Option 3 as it is considered that 
safeguarding should not exclude mineral resources within environmentally important areas and that the 
matter of maintaining ‘landbanks’, as used in the justification, should be kept separate to the matter of 
‘safeguarding’. 
One respondent considered that threshold used in Option 4 is incorrect and that prior extraction does 
not have to be in economically viable quantities. The material could be processed on site and used as 
part of the development, or moved off site for processing. The threshold proposed is only relevant if the 
site were to become a traditional mineral operation. 

Key message Q18:  
A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested 
new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why they have or have not been 
taken forward. The only realistic alternative option was worked up and is detailed below 

Proposed Option 6 
 To safeguard all known sand and gravel resources with a larger buffer zone, 500m has been 

selected for this. 
Suggested approach 
Safeguard all known sand and gravel resources with a 500m buffer zone. 

SA of options including alternatives 
Summary of assessment 
As safeguarding does not infer any sand and gravel development will take place there is generally no 
predicted effect. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the 
Plan.  
Most of the options perform strongly in terms of minimising the use of resources as well as the 
economic growth objective as future sterilisation is avoided, thus conserving resources for future 
economic benefit. Options 1 and 6 perform better than Options 2 and 3 in relation to the economy, 
whilst Options 1, 2, 3 and 6 all perform strongly in relation to resource efficiency and addressing the 
needs of a changing population. There are indirect negative effects associated with the reduced buffer 
size under Option 2 as problems such as proximity of receptors to noise and dust may limit the extent 
of area which could be worked. The positive effects under option 6 are likely to be greater than those 
resulting from the other options due to the presence of a larger buffer. Option 4 may be subject to the 
cumulative effects of more concentrated areas of development if smaller sand and gravel resource 
areas are sterilised through lack of safeguarding and thus possible future development. Option 5 would 
strengthen the performance of other options in relation to the economy and resource efficiency where 
used together with them.  
Under each option, effects from displacement of development which would have taken place are 
uncertain as this will depend upon the stringency of any policy approach applied. This will need to be 
considered when assessing policies at the Preferred Options stage.  

Revised Recommendations 
The SA does not show a strong preference for one particular option, though options 2 and 4 are 
considered less sustainable than options 1 and 6. Option 5 can add some beneficial effects to other 
options when used together with them.  

Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
The preference of the majority of consultees to either Option 1 or a combination of Options 1 and 5 is 
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noted.  It is agreed that such an approach would be most in line with the BGS good practice guidance 
on minerals safeguarding (2011) and work undertaken on safeguarding by BGS on behalf of the Joint 
Plan authorities.  It is not considered that a 500m safeguarding buffer for sand and gravel would be 
appropriate taking into account the working methods typically used in sand and gravel extraction and 
the comparatively lower amenity impacts that tend to arise compared with certain types of stone 
quarries. 

Evidence base update 
Since the Issues and Options consultation one additional evidence paper has been produced which is 
relevant to the safeguarding of sand and gravel, this is the Cross boundary Safeguarding Paper 
August 2014. This paper shows the cross boundary safeguarding of mineral resources including sand 
and gravel and currently out for consultation as of January 2015. 
Duty to Cooperate 
Is this is a DtC matter: yes 

Consideration has been given to safeguarding of sand and gravel resources across the boundary of 
the Joint Plan area to help ensure consistency approach.  A paper on cross-boundary safeguarding 
has been produced and subject to consultation with adjacent mineral planning authorities. 

Consultation on safeguarding has also taken place with District Councils within the two-tier part of the 
Joint Plan area. 

Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
The majority of consultees supported option 1 or a combination of option 1 and option 5.  There was 
little support for not safeguarding resources in national parks, AONBs and urban areas, or only 
safeguarding resources over a certain size threshold. An alternative option with a larger buffer zone 
was also suggested and performed similarly to option 1 in terms of the SA.   Work on safeguarding 
sand and gravel in the Plan area (undertaken by BGS) recommends use of a 250m buffer zone, as 
well as the safeguarding of resources within designated areas and urban areas. There was support for 
also safeguarding any additional sand and gravel resources identified in preferred areas or site 
allocations, where there is adequate geological evidence, even if these were not identified by BGS in 
their reports on safeguarding.  It is considered that a combination of option 1 and option 5 would 
represent the most appropriate approach. 

During the progression of the Preferred Options document a combined minerals safeguarding policy 
was developed to cover all minerals resources rather than having 11 separate policies. 
The original policy text is included below followed by the combined policy which is displayed in the 
Preferred Options document. 

Preferred policy approach – Title changed to S01: Safeguarding of mineral resources 

1) All sand and gravel resources identified on the policies map will be safeguarded for the 
future.  An additional 250m buffer zone around each resource area will also be 
safeguarded to protect the resource from encroaching development. 

2) All resources in Preferred Areas or Site Allocations shown on the policies map, along 
with a 250m buffer zone, will also be safeguarded where they lie outside the resource 
areas identified in part 1) above. 

COMBINED MINERALS SAFEGUARDING POLICY from PREFERRED OPTIONS DOCUMENT 

Part one- Surface mineral resources: 

The following surface minerals resources and associated buffer zones identified on the policies 
map will be safeguarded from other forms of surface development to protect the resource for 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

the future : 
i) All crushed rock and silica sand resources with an additional 500m buffer 
ii) All sand and gravel, clay and shallow coal resources with an additional 250m buffer 
iii)  Building stone resources and active and former building stone quarries with an additional 
250m buffer 

Part two – Deep mineral resources: 

The following deep mineral resources and associated buffer zones identified on the policies 
map will be safeguarded from surface development to protect the resource for the future: 
i) Underground coal resources within the Kellingley Colliery licensed area with an additional 
700m buffer; 
ii)  Underground potash and polyhalite resources within the Boulby Mine licensed area and 
Doves Nest Farm indicated and inferred resource area; 
iii) Underground gypsum deposits within the former Sherburn in Elmet Mine planning 
permission area; 
iv)  Vein mineral reserves within extant planning permissions with an additional 250m buffer 

Part three – protecting deep mineral resources from other underground minerals development: 

Reserves and resources of potash and polyhalite identified on the Policies Map, including a 
2km buffer zone, will be protected from sterilisation by other forms of underground minerals 
extraction and the underground storage of gas or carbon in order to protect the resource for 
the future. 

Supporting text 

Safeguarding of minerals resources from alternative forms of development which may prevent their 
subsequent extraction is an important aspect of sustainable planning for minerals.  Effective 
safeguarding helps preserve finite resources for the future, although there is no presumption that 
safeguarded resources will be worked.  Sensitive development in close proximity to minerals resources 
can also impact on the ability to work a resource in future.  It is therefore prudent to safeguard a limited 
buffer zone around the resource.  The purpose of safeguarding is not to prevent other forms of 
development on or near to a resource, but primarily to ensure that the presence of the resource is 
taken into account when other development proposals are under consideration.  This is a particularly 
important issue within those parts of the Joint Plan area which are ‘two tier’, with the majority of 
development decisions taken by the District or Borough Councils rather than the mineral planning 
authority. 
In these circumstances, consultation between the District and County Councils will be required where 
certain other forms of development, with the potential to sterilise minerals resources, are proposed in a 
safeguarded area.  Consultation criteria, including details of those types of development which are 
exempt from safeguarding, are set out in id71: Consideration of applications in Mineral Consultation 
Areas. 

Links to Objectives and Policies 
Links to Objectives 
Objective 3 

Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: 
Id01: Broad geographical approach to supply of aggregates 
Id03: Calculating sand and gravel provision 
Id04: Overall distribution of sand and gravel provision 
Id05: Landbanks for sand and gravel 
Id70: Developments proposed within mineral safeguarding areas 
Id71: Consideration of applications in mineral safeguarding areas 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

SA/SEA 
Summary of assessment 
As safeguarding does not infer that minerals extraction will take place there are generally no predicted 
direct effects. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan.  

This policy is likely to result in minor to major positive impacts in relation to encouraging the 
safeguarding of resources, economic growth and meeting the needs of a changing population as future 
mineral resource sterilisation is avoided, thus conserving resources for future economic benefit. The 
safeguarding of buffer zones around mineral reserves may also have minor positive impacts in relation 
to minimising air quality and amenity impacts experienced by users of new proximal development.  

Some uncertainty is noted in the assessment as the nature and location of any future development that 
may be displaced as a result of this policy, and the consequences of this displacement, is not known. 

Recommendations 
No mitigation is proposed 

Policy id07: Provision of crushed rock 
Options 
presented at 
Issues and 
options stage 

Option 1: This option could identify future provision for crushed rock utilising the 
most recent 10 year average sales figures available at the time of production of the 
Joint Plan (i.e. total provision of 66.5mt). This option would not result in any 
requirement to release further reserves of crushed rock. 
Option 2: This option could identify future provision for crushed rock utilising the 
most recent 10 year average sales figures available at the time of production of the 
Joint Plan, but with the identification of separate provision for Magnesian limestone at 
a level equivalent to 50% of the theoretical shortfall of Magnesian limestone (i.e. 
provision of an additional 8mt). 
Option 3: This option would operate in parallel with options promoting the increased 
use of secondary and recycled materials as alternatives to primary aggregate (see 
subsequent section on Secondary and Recycled Aggregates id14) by assuming a 
reduced overall requirement for crushed rock (equivalent to a reduction of 0.1mtpa 
over the period 2015-2030), such that the overall crushed rock requirement for the 
plan is reduced by 1.5mt to a total of 65mt. 

What the SA told us 
The assessment has revealed that Option 2 is likely to result in negative effects on the 
environment, including biodiversity / geodiversity, water and air quality, the historic environment and 
landscape, but would act particularly positively in relation to ensuring sufficient minerals are available. 
Under Option 3 there are likely to be positive effects on environmental objectives, although overall 
these may be slight as the option represents only a small decrease in crushed rock provision. Option 1 
has limited effects as further provision of crushed rock would not be required. 
Number of consultation responses 
Total Number of comments against id: 20 
Question 19: Do you have a preference for 
any of the options presented above? 

Option 1: 4 (SC/MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 
Option 2: 7 (SC/5 MWI/ 1Local Authorities) 
Option 3: 5 (1 SC/MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 

Question 20: Are there any alternative 
options the Authorities should be considering 
in order to determine the level of provision of 
crushed rock over the plan period? 

Number of respondents: 2 

Question 21: Do you agree that there 
should be a ‘zero’ requirement for crushed 
rock from the North York Moors National 
Park? 

Number of respondents: 2 (2 MWI) 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

Brief overview of consultation responses 
Key Messages Q19: Mixed views were received across the options presented. The majority of 
respondents favoured Option 2, one respondent expressed concerns about the impact this option may 
have on the assets and designations of the Southern Magnesian Limestone Ridge. Mixed views were 
received in relation to Option 3, with 5 respondents expressing support. However a number of 
respondents expressed concerns that an approach based on Option 3 may result in the requirement to 
import high quality resources for use as low grade products if there is insufficient secondary and 
recycled material available. 

Key Messages Q20: 
A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested 
new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why they have or have not been 
taken forward. Any realistic alternatives were worked up and are detailed below. 

Proposed Option 4 
 Support increase in importation of crushed rock to reduce demand on crushed rock from the 

Joint Plan area. 
Suggested approach 
Consideration would be given to possibilities to increase imports into the Plan area which would mean 
a reduced requirement would be needed from within the Plan area. 

Proposed Option 5 
 To work alongside options 1 or 2 and would factor in likely future growth over the plan period. 

Suggested approach 
Calculate future provision by projecting forward 10 year average sales and considering any likely 
changes to building rates over the Plan period compared to building rates over the past 10 years. 

Proposed Option 6 
 Should identify Areas of Search for crushed rock to be taken up towards the end of the Plan 

period. 
Suggested approach 
Identify Areas of Search for crushed rock to be taken up towards the end of the Plan period. 

SA of options including alternatives 
Summary of assessment 
The assessment has revealed that Option 2 is likely to result in negative effects on the environment, 
including biodiversity / geodiversity, water and air quality, the historic environment and landscape, but 
would act particularly positively in relation to ensuring sufficient minerals are available. Under Option 3 
there are likely to be positive effects on environmental objectives, although overall these may be slight 
as the option represents only a small decrease in crushed rock provision. Option 1 has limited effects 
as further provision of crushed rock would not be required.  
Under Option 4, relying more on imports produces more negative effects in terms of environmental 
impacts from increased traffic and less support for jobs and the economy but positive effects in terms 
of less direct impact on habitats and landscape. 
Option 5 has more negative effects arising from the potential for greater extraction requirements. 
The effects of Option 6 are mostly the same as other options in the short and most of the medium term 
(as the option is additional to other options). In the longer term effects are mostly negative as the 
option allows the opportunity for further extraction over and above the extraction rates in other options. 
However, there would be positive economic effects as this option creates greater certainty that 
demand for crushed rock can be met. 

Recommendations 
It is recommended that Option 3 be pursued as this would enable sufficient provision of Magnesian 
limestone whilst limiting negative effects and encouraging of use of secondary and recycled 
aggregates 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
Discussion on the identification of future requirements for crushed rock is contained in the Local 
Aggregates Assessment for the NY Sub-region.  The range of responses to consultation at Issues and 
Options stage is noted, including the lack of any clear consensus on the way forward in relation to 
overall identification of future requirements. Consultation during preparation of the Local Aggregates 
Assessment 2015 update indicated that industry did not necessarily favour an approach based on a 
more objective forecasting of demand, as was advocated for sand and gravel, particularly taking into 
account the substantial reserves of crushed rock with planning permission.   Accordingly, in preparing 
the LAA, a range of potential methods were looked at and the conclusion reached that an indicative 
level of 4mt per annum would be appropriate, representing a mid-point between the various methods 
considered. 

A number of consultation responses supported the identification of provision for Magnesian Limestone 
separate from other crushed rock and this issue was also considered in preparing the LAA.  It is 
agreed that, taking into account specific circumstances relating to Magnesian Limestone, that it would 
be appropriate to make separate provision.  

Evidence base update 
An updated Local Aggregates Assessment for the Yorkshire and Humber area was produced in 
February 2015 for submission to the Y&H AWP. 

Duty to Cooperate 
Is this is a DtC matter: Yes 

Supply of crushed rock gives rise to strategic cross boundary issues as a result of the important role of 
the Plan area in the export of crushed rock to adjacent areas where shortfalls in supply exist. 
Consultation with relevant MPAs has taken place during preparation of the Plan and in the preparation 
of the Local Aggregates Assessment.  Discussion with adjacent MPAs has also taken place via the 
Y&H AWP and through input into LAAs prepared by adjacent areas. 

Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
The updated (2015) Local Aggregates Assessment is the key source of evidence for identification of 
the scale of future provision to be made for crushed rock. This contains detailed information and 
discussion on a local approach to identifying future demand over the plan period and has been 
developed through consultation with relevant organisations including the minerals industry.  For 
crushed rock, aggregates industry representatives have expressed the view that there is more 
uncertainty about the future level of demand.  In general terms it is likely that there will be growth in 
demand for crushed rock in response to general growth in the economy and, to some extent, the 
influence of other factors such as predicted higher rates of house building.  However, the market for 
crushed rock is wider than for sand and gravel, with a wider range of opportunities for delivering supply 
to key markets also served by the NY Sub-region.  The current high level of reserves of crushed rock 
in the NY Sub-region also suggests that the precise level of any forecast demand is of less 
significance, in terms of the implications for delivery of future supply, than is the case for sand and 
gravel.  The LAA assumes an annual demand of 3.75mt for current forward planning purposes.   

The SA supported an approach which could operate in parallel with support for increased supply of 
secondary and recycled aggregate and this is addressed separately through specific policy dealing 
with supply of these types of materials. 

It is acknowledged that Magnesian Limestone is an important component of overall supply of crushed 
rock and is in relatively short supply.  It is therefore considered that it would be appropriate to make 
separate provision for this rock type, in order to help ensure its ongoing availability.  Such an approach 
would be consistent with national policy which indicates that separate landbanks can be maintained.  
Data available in the LAA indicates that, averaged over the 5 year period 2009 to 2013, sales of 
Magnesian Limestone accounted for 37% of total crushed rock sales from the Plan area.  It is therefore 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

considered appropriate that an equivalent percentage should be allocated to future provision 
specifically for Magnesian Limestone. 

It will also be necessary to ensure maintenance of an adequate landbank for crushed at the end of the 
Plan period, in line with national policy.  As the actual level of sales of crushed rock will be subject to 
ongoing monitoring over the plan period, and there will be a need to review the LAA annually in line 
with national policy, it is not considered appropriate at this stage to identify the projected level of supply 
at the end of 2030 which would form the basis for maintenance of a 10 year landbank at that date.  
This is a matter which will need to be kept under review through monitoring and updates to the LAA in 
line with national policy and guidance. 

The preferred option therefore represents an alternative option not specifically considered at Issues 
and Options stage. 

Preferred policy approach – title changed to M05: Provision of crushed rock 
Total provision for crushed rock over the 16 year period 1st January 2015 to 31st December 2030 
shall be 60mt, at an equivalent annual rate of 3.75mt, within which specific provision for a total 
of 22.2mt, at an equivalent annual rate of 1.39mt per annum, shall be for Magnesian Limestone. 

Additional provision shall be made if necessary, through a mid term review of provision in the 
Plan, in order to maintain a 10 year landbank of crushed rock, including a separate 10 year 
landbank for Magnesian Limestone, at 31 December 2030 based on an annual rate of provision 
to be determined through the review. 

Supporting justification 

Evidence indicates that demand for crushed rock worked in the Plan area is likely to continue, although 
the scale of future requirements is difficult to assess.  Pressure for growth and development generates 
demand for aggregate minerals, including crushed rock. The Plan area has traditionally been an 
important supplier of crushed rock in the Yorkshire and Humber and Tees Valley areas, as well as 
within North Yorkshire, and growth and development in all these areas is expected to take place over 
the plan period.  Information about relevant future supply and demand factors for crushed rock has 
been included in the Local Aggregates Assessment for the North Yorkshire Sub-region, which will be 
updated regularly. 

Substantial permitted reserves of crushed rock already exist in the Plan area and there is no near term 
prospect of an overall shortfall in supply.  However, evidence in the LAA suggests that in order to 
reflect supply imbalances across the range of crushed rock types present in the area, it may be 
necessary to make available further resources of Magnesian Limestone.  This would help ensure that 
an adequate supply of this particular rock type can be maintained.  It is therefore appropriate to identify 
specific provision for this type of rock separately from other crushed rock sources. 

In order to ensure availability of an adequate supply (ie a 10 year landbank) at the end of 2030, it may 
also be necessary to identify some additional resources of crushed rock towards the end of the Plan 
period, depending on the actual scale of demand that occurs.  As it is intended that the Local 
Aggregates Assessment will be updated regularly, and that it may be expected that changes to the 
approach to demand forecasting may occur over the plan period, it is not considered appropriate to 
specify, at this stage, the level of further provision that may be needed in order to maintain a 10 year 
landbank at 2030.  This is a matter which can be addressed in monitoring of the plan and via a mid-
term review, at which time the level of additional provision which may be needed can be subject of 
updated assessment, and additional provision made if necessary. 

Links to Objectives and Policies 
Links to Objectives 
Objective 5 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: 
Id01: Broad geographical approach to supply of aggregate 
Id08: Maintenance of landbank for crushed rock 
Id09: Safeguarding crushed rock 
Id12: Magnesian limestone delivery 
Id13: Unallocated extensions to existing aggregates quarries 
Id14: Supply of alternatives to land won primary aggregates 

SA/SEA 
Summary of assessment 
This preferred policy’s effects are in the main uncertain as no indication of where provision would be 
obtained from is presented. However, clearly extracting a substantial volume of crushed rock will have 
at least some environmental effects, though the magnitude of these effects is dependent on location. 
There are a small number of exceptions to this. For instance, it requires energy to extract and to 
transport minerals which, assuming continued reliance on fossil energy, would generate significant 
CO2 and other greenhouse gases, which strongly works against the climate change objective. 
Similarly, the ‘minimising resource use’ use objective displays strong negative effects, as this policy will 
allow for the consumption of up to 60 Mt of primary minerals. There are also some positive effects 
noted, for instance the recreation objective receives  indirect positive support, as further extraction 
would ultimately lead to further restoration in line with other policies in the plan, while the economic 
development, flooding and changing population objectives would also be supported. 

Recommendations 
While much is uncertain in relation to this objective, this is inevitable in a policy of this nature. No 
further mitigation is proposed. 

Policy id08:  Landbanks for crushed rock 
Options 
presented at 
Issues and 
options stage 

Option 1: Provide for maintenance of a single 10 year landbank of crushed rock over 
the plan period and support the principle of time extensions at individual sites where 
necessary to allow full extraction of permitted reserves. 
Option 2: Provide for the maintenance of a separate 10 year landbank for Magnesian 
limestone and other crushed rock reserves over the plan period and support the 
principle of time extensions at individual sites where necessary to allow full extraction 
of permitted reserves. 
Option 3: This option could operate in association with either Option 1 or 2 above 
and would seek to ensure that landbanks of crushed rock are maintained within those 
parts of the plan area outside the National Park and AONBs. 
Option 4: This option could operate in association with either Option 1 or 2 above 
and would rely on national policy and development management policies in the Joint 
Plan to ensure that landbanks of crushed rock are maintained within those parts of 
the plan area outside the National Park and AONBs. The NPPF requires landbanks 
for non-energy minerals to be maintained outside of National Parks, AONBs, World 
Heritage Sites, Scheduled Monuments and Conservation Areas as far as is practical. 

What the SA told us 
The assessment has revealed that both Options 1 and 2 could have negative effects on 
the environment, including biodiversity / geodiversity, air and water quality, landscape and the historic 
environment, and communities of the Plan area should these result in the need to release more land 
for extraction than is currently permitted. They would however, enable a level of minerals supply to 
meet demand for development. 
Option 3 would provide protection for the National Park and the AONBs to a greater extent than Option 
4 where there would be a level of uncertainty over potential protection for these areas, particularly in 
the longer term. 
Number of consultation responses 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

Total Number of comments against id: 20 
Question 22: Do you have a preference for 
any of the options presented above? 

Option 1: 2 (SC/MWI/ 
Local Authorities) 

Combination: 5 (1 SC/1 
MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 

Option 2: 5 (SC/2 MWI/ 
Local Authorities) 

Did Not Specify: 0 

Option 3: 4 (1 SC/MWI/ 
Local Authorities) 

None: 0 

Option 4: 0 
Question 23: Are there any alternative 
options that the Authorities should be 
considering relating to the maintenance of 
landbanks for crushed rock? 

Number of respondents: 4 (SC/3 MWI/ Local 
Authorities) 

Brief overview of consultation responses 
Key Messages Q22: Several respondents suggested approaches which involved a combination of the 
Options presented. 3 respondents suggested an approach based on a combination of Options 2 and 3 
and 1 respondent suggested an approach based on combining Options 1, 2 and 4. 
Some respondents suggest that an approach based on option 3 would not be the most sustainable as 
there are some important operations with the AONBs and continuation of these may be the most 
appropriate to ensure continuation of supply. The MPA would need to consider what alternatives are 
available if operations in these areas were to cease. 

Key Messages Q23: 
A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested 
new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why they have or have not been 
taken forward. There were no realistic alternatives which were able to be taken forward under this 
option, but some were transferred to other options. 

SA of options including alternatives 
N/A 
Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
The support of the majority of consultees to the identification of a separate landbank of Magnesian 
Limestone is noted. 

In overall terms, a balance needs to be struck between the need to maintain an adequate landbank 
and the need to reflect the national policy approach which seeks to ensure that, so far as practicable, 
landbanks of aggregate are maintained outside NPs and AONBs.  Whilst other policy in the Plan seeks 
to provide a degree of flexibility in relation to further working of crushed rock at existing quarries in the 
AONBs, in order to help sustain local economic benefits, it is not considered that, as a matter of policy, 
support should be provided for working in these areas solely for the purpose of maintaining an 
adequate landbank. 

Evidence base update 
Local Aggregates Assessment December 2014 and Aggregates Demand Forecasting Paper July 2014 
is the most up to date evidence relating to crushed rock landbanks. The evidence used was accurate 
as of January 2015. 

Duty to Cooperate 
Is this is a DtC matter: yes 

At a general level this issue requires cooperation between the three mineral planning authorities 
preparing the Joint Plan, particularly NYCC and NYMNPA, and is being addressed through joint 
preparation of the Plan. 
Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
National planning policy supports the maintenance of a minimum 10 year landbank for crushed rock 
and indicates that separate landbanks should be maintained for any aggregate materials of a specific 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

type or quality which have a distinct and separate market. It also requires that, as far as practical, 
provision of landbanks should be from outside national parks and AONBs.  Although the LAA has 
identified generally substantial reserves of crushed rock across the Plan area, it also identifies a 
potential specific shortfall in Magnesian Limestone as reserves of this material, relative to sales, are 
lower than for other crushed rock types in the area.  There has been support from respondents for the 
maintenance of a separate landbank for Magnesian Limestone, and such an approach would enable 
monitoring availability of this type of aggregate, which tends to serve lower grade end uses than the 
harder Carboniferous Limestones which make up the majority of current crushed rock reserves. 
Ongoing availability of Magnesian Limestone may help prevent better quality materials being used and 
therefore could be more sustainable.  Magnesian Limestone also occurs in parts of the County, 
particularly the south, where other crushed rock resources do not occur and therefore can help 
contribute to local sources of supply in this area which may otherwise be more dependent on imports. 

National policy seeks to ensure that landbanks are maintained outside national parks and AONBs and 
such an approach was also supported by the SA.  However, it remains the case that there are 
permitted reserves of crushed rock in AONBs in the plan area which make a contribution to the overall 
landbank.  Whilst the locational approach to aggregates supply does not support new working in the 
National Park, it does indicate support, in certain circumstances, for limited development at existing 
sites in the AONBs.  In practical terms therefore it is expected that reserves of crushed rock in AONBs 
will continue to make some contribution to the overall landbank during the Plan period.  However, the 
emphasis of support for further limited working at existing sites in the AONBs is to support the 
contribution they make to the local economy and employment rather than to ensure the maintenance of 
landbanks. 
Preferred policy approach – title changed to M06: Maintenance of landbanks for crushed rock 

A minimum overall landbank of 10 years will be maintained for crushed rock throughout the 
plan period.  A separate 10 year landbank will be monitored and provided for Magnesian 
Limestone crushed rock. 

Where new reserves of crushed rock are required in order to maintain the overall landbank 
above the 10 year minimum period these will be sourced from outside the National Park and 
Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty. 

Supporting text 

National planning policy for aggregate minerals requires the maintenance of landbanks (a stock of 
reserves with planning permission for extraction) to help ensure continuity in supply.  The landbank is a 
key means of monitoring adequacy of supply, with a shortfall in the lanbank indicating that more 
reserves need to be released.  For crushed rock a minimum landbank sufficient for a minimum of 10 
years at the anticipated rate of supply (at the annual rate as set out in the Plan) is required.  The 
approach for crushed rock is to identify an overall landbank for crushed rock, along with a separate 
landbank for Magnesian Limestone, which mainly serves different end uses and which is currently 
more constrained in supply than Carboniferous Limestone (the other main source of crushed rock in 
the plan area). This will assist with monitoring availability of supply across the main rock types worked 
in the area. 

Crushed rock resources occur within highly protected parts of the plan area, including the National 
Park and in both the Howardian Hills and Nidderdale AONBs.  There are no current crushed rock 
workings in the National Park and release of crushed rock in the Park where necessary in order to 
maintain the landbank would not be justified by national policy.  Both AONBs currently contribute to the 
supply of crushed rock and therefore the overall landbank of reserves.  The minerals supply policies in 
the Plan support the limited working of additional resources at these sites.  However, such support is 
provided in order to maintain the benefits that such sites bring to the local employment and economy 
rather than the contribution they may make to the landbank.   It therefore follows that the release of 
additional reserves in the AONBs specifically in order to maintain the landbank over the 10 year 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

minimum period will not be supported under this policy. 

Links to Objectives and Policies 
Link to Objectives 
Objective 5 

Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: 
Id07: Provision of crushed rock 
Id09: Safeguarding crushed rock 
Id12: Magnesian limestone delivery 
Id14: Supply of alternatives to land won primary aggregates 

SA/SEA 
Summary of assessment 
This policy could have negative effects on the environment, including biodiversity / geodiversity, air and 
water quality, landscape and the historic environment, and communities of the Plan area should these 
result in the need to release more land for extraction than is currently permitted. The policy would 
however, enable a level of minerals supply to meet demand for development and therefore would 
result in major positive impacts in relation to the economy and meeting the needs of a changing 
population. By requiring new reserves of crushed rock to be sourced from outside the National Park 
and AONBs, this policy would result in some positive effects for these designated areas particularly 
relating to landscape, recreation and tourism, cultural heritage and amenity. Some negative impacts 
may occur in these designated landscapes as there would be a decrease in local job opportunities. 

Recommendations 
No further mitigation is proposed. 

Policy id09: Safeguarding crushed rock 
Options 
presented at 
Issues and 
options stage 

Option 1: This option could safeguard all known crushed rock resources with a 500m 
buffer zone. 
Option 2: This option could safeguard all known crushed rock resources, with a 
200m buffer zone. 
Option 3: This option would only safeguard crushed rock resources outside urban 
areas and National Park and AONB designations. 
Option 4: This option could operate in parallel with other options and would 
safeguard any additional resources proposed in site allocations and preferred areas 
where supported by adequate resource information. 

What the SA told us 
Overall, minerals safeguarding areas are unlikely to have a great effect on sustainability objectives as 
their presence does not create a presumption, or add any weight, towards minerals extraction. The 
options would all have significant positive effects on safeguarding minerals resources, although Option 
3 would be slightly less positive as these effects would not be felt in the National Park or AONBs. The 
positive effects under Option 1 are likely to be greater than those resulting from Option 2 due to the 
presence of a larger buffer. Under each option, effects from displacement of development which would 
have taken place are uncertain as this will depend upon the stringency of any policy approach applied. 
Number of consultation responses 
Total Number of comments against id: 14 
Question 24: Do you have a preference for 
any of the options presented above? 

Option 1: 4 (SC/2 MWI/ 1 
Local Authorities) 

Combination: 5 (SC/3 
MWI/1 Local Authorities) 

Option 2: 0 Did not specify: 0 
Option 3: 3 (1 SC/MWI/ 
Local Authorities) 

None: 0 

Option 4: 0 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

Question 25: Are there any alternative 
options that the Authorities should consider 
relating to safeguarding of crushed rock 
resources? 

Number of respondents: 2 (1Local Authority) 

Brief overview of consultation responses 
Key Messages Q24: in addition to the support given to Options 1 and 3 several combinations were 
suggested. 3 respondents expressed a preference for an approach based on Options 1 and 4, 1 
respondents suggested an approach based on Options 1 and 3 and one respondent indicated a 
preference for and approach based on 3 and 4. Two respondents were opposed to Options 3 and 4 as 
these are not considered to be necessary or consistent with national policy. 

Key Message Q25: 
One alternative option was suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new 
options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why it has or has not been taken 
forward. The option suggested was not realistic and so was discounted. 

SA of options including alternatives 
N/A 
Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
Whilst the support indicated by some consultees for Option 3 is noted, it is considered that such an 
approach would be less consistent with national good practice guidance on minerals safeguarding 
(BGS 2011).  The support for a 500m buffer zone is noted and such an approach would be in line with 
advice on safeguarding produced by BGS for the Joint Plan authorities. 

Evidence base update 
Since the Issues and Options consultation one additional evidence paper has been produced which is 
relevant to the safeguarding of sand and gravel, this is the Cross boundary Safeguarding Paper 
August 2014. This paper shows the cross boundary safeguarding of mineral resources including 
crushed rock and currently out for consultation as of January 2015. 
Duty to Cooperate 
Is this is a DtC matter: yes 

Consideration has been given to safeguarding of crushed rock resources across the boundary of the 
Joint Plan area to help ensure consistency approach.  A paper on cross-boundary safeguarding has 
been produced and subject to consultation with adjacent mineral planning authorities. 

Consultation on safeguarding has also taken place with District Councils within the two-tier part of the 
Joint Plan area. 

Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
A range of responses were received to consultation, with several respondents favouring a combination 
of options, particularly options 1 and 4.  The SA also favoured option 1. Evidence work on minerals 
safeguarding undertaken by BGS recommended use of a 500m buffer zone for crushed rock, reflecting 
the potentially greater impacts from working this type of mineral as a result of the need for blasting or 
other high energy extraction techniques.  This means that a wider zone around a resource could 
potentially be impacted by development of the resource, justifying a broader zone within which 
consultation in respect of potentially sensitive development may be required.  Although there was 
some support for option 3 which would not safeguard resources in the National Park and AONBs this 
option was less favoured by the SA and it not currently supported by national policy or good practice 
guidance on safeguarding. 

During the progression of the Preferred Options document a combined minerals safeguarding policy 
was developed to cover all minerals resources rather than having 11 separate policies. 
The original policy text is included below followed by the combined policy which is displayed in the 
Preferred Options document. 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

Preferred policy approach – title changed to S01: Safeguarding of mineral resources 

1) All crushed rock resources identified on the policies map will be safeguarded for the 
future.  An additional 500m buffer zone around each resource area will also be 
safeguarded to protect the resource from encroaching development. 

2) All resources in Preferred Areas or Site Allocations shown on the policies map, along 
with a 500m buffer zone, will also be safeguarded where they lie outside the resource 
areas identified in part 1) above. 

COMBINED MINERALS SAFEGUARDING POLICY from PREFERRED OPTIONS DOCUMENT 

Part one- Surface mineral resources: 

The following surface minerals resources and associated buffer zones identified on the policies 
map will be safeguarded from other forms of surface development to protect the resource for 
the future : 
i) All crushed rock and silica sand resources with an additional 500m buffer 
ii) All sand and gravel, clay and shallow coal resources with an additional 250m buffer 
iii)  Building stone resources and active and former building stone quarries with an additional 
250m buffer 

Part two – Deep mineral resources: 

The following deep mineral resources and associated buffer zones identified on the policies 
map will be safeguarded from surface development to protect the resource for the future: 
i) Underground coal resources within the Kellingley Colliery licensed area with an additional 
700m buffer; 
ii)  Underground potash and polyhalite resources within the Boulby Mine licensed area and 
Doves Nest Farm indicated and inferred resource area; 
iii) Underground gypsum deposits within the former Sherburn in Elmet Mine planning 
permission area; 
iv)  Vein mineral reserves within extant planning permissions with an additional 250m buffer 

Part three – protecting deep mineral resources from other underground minerals development: 

Reserves and resources of potash and polyhalite identified on the Policies Map, including a 
2km buffer zone, will be protected from sterilisation by other forms of underground minerals 
extraction and the underground storage of gas or carbon in order to protect the resource for 
the future. 

Supporting text 

Safeguarding of minerals resources from alternative forms of development which may prevent their 
subsequent extraction is an important aspect of sustainable planning for minerals.  Effective 
safeguarding helps preserve finite resources for the future, although there is no presumption that 
safeguarded resources will be worked.  Sensitive development in close proximity to minerals resources 
can also impact on the ability to work a resource in future.  It is therefore prudent to safeguard a limited 
buffer zone around the resource.  The purpose of safeguarding is not to prevent other forms of 
development on or near to a resource, but primarily to ensure that the presence of the resource is 
taken into account when other development proposals are under consideration.  This is a particularly 
important issue within those parts of the Joint Plan area which are ‘two tier’, with the majority of 
development decisions taken by the District or Borough Councils rather than the mineral planning 
authority. 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

In these circumstances, consultation between the District and County Councils will be required where 
certain other forms of development, with the potential to sterilise minerals resources, are proposed in a 
safeguarded area.  Consultation criteria, including details of those types of development which are 
exempt from safeguarding, are set out in id71: Consideration of applications in mineral consultation 
areas. 

Links to Objectives and Policies 
Link to Objectives 
Objective 3 

Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: 
Id07: Provision of crushed rock 
Id12: Magnesian limestone delivery 
Id70: Developments proposed within mineral safeguarding areas 
Id71: Consideration of applications in mineral consultation areas 

SA/SEA 
Summary of assessment 
As safeguarding does not infer that minerals extraction will take place there are generally no predicted 
direct effects. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan.  
This policy is likely to result in minor to major positive impacts in relation to encouraging the 
safeguarding of resources, economic growth and meeting the needs of a changing population as future 
mineral resource sterilisation is avoided, thus conserving resources for future economic benefit. The 
safeguarding of buffer zones around mineral reserves may also have minor positive impacts in relation 
to minimising air quality and amenity impacts experienced by users of new proximal development.  
Some uncertainty is noted in the assessment as the nature and location of any future development that 
may be displaced as a result of this policy, and the consequences of this displacement, is not known. 

Recommendations 
No mitigation is proposed 

Policy id10:  Concreting sand and gravel delivery 
Options 
presented at 
Issues and 
options stage 

Option 1: This option could seek to deliver Joint Plan requirements for concreting 
sand and gravel through the identification of specific site allocations where possible, 
with preferred areas and areas of search identified as alternatives only if necessary. 
Option 2: This option could seek to deliver Joint Plan requirements for concreting 
sand and gravel through the identification of specific site allocations only for large 
scale sites (e.g. sites with greater than 5mt total reserve and planned output of 
0.25mtpa or greater), with remaining provision being provided through preferred 
areas or areas of search. 
Option 3: This option could rely on identification of areas of search to meet Joint 
Plan requirements. Areas could be selected from within the overall sand and gravel 
resource blocks identified in the BGS sand and gravel assessment report 2011. 

What the SA told us 
Options 1 and 2 both perform well against most sustainability appraisal objectives (other than in 
relation to minimising the use of resources). This is because allocating sites helps to plan for 
constraints and opportunities in advance so the most sustainable sites are utilised. Of the two options, 
however, Option 1 performs the best as this seeks to alleviate uncertainty through allocating the most 
sites. 
Option 3 performs more negatively as only areas of search are utilised, and these have only 
considered the most major environmental constraints in their definition, leaving localised effects to be 
addressed through mitigation at the planning application stage. However, there are economic benefits 
with this approach through allowing flexibility in site selection for developers. 
Number of consultation responses 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

Total Number of comments against id: 18 
Question 26: Do you have a preference for 
any of the options presented above? 

Option 1: 8 (2 SC/2 MWI/ 
1 Local Authorities) 

Combination: 0 

Option 2: 3 (SC/1 MWI/ 1 
Local Authorities 

Did not specify: 0 

Option 3: 1 (SC/MWI/ 
Local Authorities 

None: 0 

Question 27: Are there any alternative 
options that the Authorities should consider 
relating to safeguarding of crushed rock 
resources? 

Number of respondents: 5 (2 MWI/ 1 Local Authority) 

Question 28: Are there any other options 
that the Authorities should consider relating 
to delivery of concreting sand and gravel 
requirements? 

Number of respondents: 1 (1 Local Authority) 

Brief overview of consultation responses 
Key messages Q26: The majority of respondents expressed support for option 1 as it is considered 
that this Option provides the greatest degree of certainty and conforms with national policy. Two 
respondents expressed support for either option 1 or option 2 identifying no preference between the 
two. One responded considered Option 2 provided greater flexibility for smaller scale sites, and one 
respondent preferred option 3 as it was considered this provided the greatest flexibility. 

Key Message Q27: 
A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested 
new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why they have or have not been 
taken forward. Only one alternative approach was realistic and it has been worked up and is detailed 
below 

Proposed Option 4 
 A variation of Option 2 with total reserve changed to 3mt and planned output changed to 

0.1mtpa. 
Suggested approach 
Seek to deliver Joint Plan requirements for concreting sand and gravel through the identification of 
specific site allocations only for large scale sites (e.g. sites with greater than 3mt total reserve and 
planned output of 0.1 mtpa or greater), with remaining provision being provided through preferred 
areas or areas of search. 

SA of options including alternatives 
Summary of assessment 
Options 1, 2 and 4 all perform well against most sustainability appraisal objectives (other than in 
relation to minimising the use of resources and managing waste higher up the waste hierarchy). This is 
because allocating sites helps to plan for constraints and opportunities in advance so the most 
sustainable sites are utilised. Of these options, however, Option 1 performs the best as this seeks to 
alleviate uncertainty through allocating the most sites. 
Option 3 performs more negatively as only areas of search are utilised, and these have only 
considered the most major environmental constraints in their definition, leaving localised effects to be 
addressed through mitigation at the planning application stage. However, there are economic benefits 
with this approach through allowing flexibility in site selection for developers. 

Revised recommendations 
Option 1 is considered the most sustainable option. 

Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
The support of the majority of respondents to the inclusion of site allocations where possible is noted 
and such an approach would be most consistent with national guidance.  It is therefore considered that 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

where practicable provision in the plan should be made through specific allocations, with use of 
preferred areas or areas of search as an alternative only if necessary. 

Evidence base update 
Since the Issues and Options the National Planning Guidance was published online in March 2014 and 
it indicates a priority order for identification of site allocations, followed by preferred areas then areas of 
search. Reference to concreting aggregate is also made in the Local Aggregates Assessment 
December 2014 and Aggregates Demand Forecasting Paper July 2014. This evidence is accurate as 
of January 2015. 
Duty to Cooperate 
Is this is a DtC matter: no 

Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
Option 1 was generally supported by respondents and was favoured by the SA. Since publication of 
the Issues and Options consultation new national planning guidelines have been published which 
indicate a priority preference for identification of specific allocations where practicable.  A number of 
sites for concreting sand and gravel delivery have been put forward by industry in response to calls for 
sites, suggesting that there may be the potential for identification of specific sites in the Plan. 

Preferred policy approach – title changed to M07: Meeting concreting sand and gravel 
requirements 
Requirements for concreting sand and gravel will be met through existing permissions and the 
grant of permission on sites allocated in the Plan for working. 

Part 1 Sand and gravel (northwards distribution) allocations: 

i. Allocations required in order to meet requirements during the plan period: 

 Land at Killerby (MJP21) 
 Land at Home Farm, Kirkby Fleetham (MJP33) 

ii. Allocations potentially required to contribute to maintenance of an adequate landbank 
at 2030.  Permission will not be granted for development of these allocations prior to 
2025, unless there is a shortfall in the sand and gravel landbank in the northwards 
distribution area: 

 Land South of Catterick (MJP17) 
 Land West of Scruton (MJP43) 

Part 2 Sand and gravel (southwards distribution) allocations: 

I. Allocations required in order to meet requirements during the plan period: 

Land at Langwith Hall Farm (MJP06) 
Land at Oaklands (MJP07) 
Land at Pennycrofts and Thorneyfields and Manor Farm, Ripon (MJP14) 
Land at Great Givendale, Ripon (MJP51) 

II. Allocations potentially required to contribute to maintenance of an adequate landbank 
at 2030.  Permission will not be granted for development of these allocations prior to 
2025, unless there is a shortfall in the sand and gravel landbank in the southwards 
distribution area: 

Land at Aram Grange, Asenby (MJP04) 
Land at Ruddings Farm, Walshford (MJP35) 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

Supporting text 

National planning guidance encourages the delivery of future requirements for aggregate through the 
identification and allocation, where practicable, of specific sites for development.  Such an approach 
has the benefit of providing greatest certainty to industry and other interested parties on locations 
where future development will be acceptable in principle, thus helping to encourage investment as well 
as providing more clarity to local communities. A range of specific locations have been put forward by 
industry for consideration during preparation of the Plan and these have been assessed.  
Requirements for concreting sand and gravel over the plan period can be met through the release of 
reserves on specific sites put forward for consideration and these are identified in the policy text. 

Links to Objectives and Policies 
Link to Objectives 
Objective 5 
Objective 6 

Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: 
Id03: Calculating sand and gravel provision 
Id04: Overall distribution of sand and gravel 
Id05: Landbanks for sand and gravel 
Id06: Safeguarding sand and gravel 
Id14: Supply of alternatives to land won primary aggregates 

SA/SEA 
Summary of assessment 
A wide range of impacts will result from extraction of sand and gravel at the sites specified in this 
policy. These are outlined in the Site Sustainability Appraisal Report. As many of the site allocations lie 
in close proximity to other existing or allocated sites, cumulative impacts will be of particular 
importance. 

Recommendations 
Appropriate mitigation should be incorporated at each allocation site in line with recommendations in 
the Site Sustainability Appraisal findings for each site and with other policies in the Plan. Cumulative 
impacts should be given particular regard through the planning application process. 

Policy id11: Building sand delivery 
Options 
presented at 
Issues and 
options stage 

Option 1: This option could seek to deliver Joint Plan requirements for building sand 
through the identification of specific site allocations, should any suitable sites come 
forward, and via criteria supporting new sites and extensions to existing sites where 
necessary, in line with environmental and amenity objectives of the Joint Plan. 
Option 2: This option could seek to deliver Joint Plan requirements for building sand 
through the identification of Areas of Search. 

What the SA told us 
Option 1, when compared to the sustainability appraisal objectives, performs very well. It includes 
strong positive effects for all or part of the short to long term time period considered for biodiversity and 
geodiversity, water quality and supply, air quality, climate change, climate adaptation, heritage, 
landscapes and town and cityscapes, community vitality, recreation and leisure, health and wellbeing 
and flooding. This is because, through allocating sites and considering criteria, the most sustainable 
locations can be chosen. 
Option 2 also reports a number of (albeit less strong) positive effects as strategic sustainability issues 
can be considered when deciding upon areas of search and preferred areas. However, there is greater 
uncertainty as specific locations are unknown. 
Both options report negative effects for the resource efficiency objective as these options will 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

inevitably, if applications are approved under them, lead to significant non-renewable resource 
consumption. 
Number of consultation responses 
Total Number of comments against id: 17 
Question 29: Do you have a preference for 
any of the options presented above? 

Option 1: 12 (3 SC/4 MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 
Option 2: 0 (SC/MWI/ Local Authorities) 
Combination: 2 (SC/MWI/ Local Authorities) 
Did not Specify: 1 (SC/MWI/ Local Authorities) 

Question 30: Are there any other options 
that the Authorities should consider relating 
to delivery of building sand requirements? 

Number of respondents: 2 (2 MWI) 

Brief overview of consultation responses 
Key messages Q29: The majority of respondents expressed a preference for Option 1. Two 
respondents suggested following an approach which combined Option 1 and 2. One respondent raised 
concern about the interpretation of ‘strategic’: although the amount of sand required may be small it 
could still be considered strategically important. 

Key messages Q30: 
A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested 
new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why they have or have not been 
taken forward. Only one suggested alternative was realistic and it has been worked up and is detailed 
below 

Proposed Option 3 
 Combine options 1 and 2 would identify sites by use of site allocations along with criteria in the 

first instance and then followed by Areas of Search where sites have not been identified. 

Suggested approach 
Seek to deliver Joint Plan requirements for building sand through specific allocations and via criteria 
supporting new sites, and would also support the identification of Areas of Search if specific sites are 
not identified. 

SA of options including alternatives 
Summary of assessment 
Option 1, when compared to the sustainability appraisal objectives, performs very well.  It includes 
strong positive effects for all or part of the short to long term time period considered for biodiversity and 
geo-diversity, water quality and supply, air quality, climate change, climate adaptation, heritage, 
landscapes and town and cityscapes, community vitality, recreation and leisure, health and wellbeing 
and flooding.  This is because, through allocating sites and considering criteria, the most sustainable 
locations can be chosen. 
Option 2 also reports a number of (albeit less strong) positive effects as strategic sustainability issues 
can be considered when deciding upon areas of search and preferred areas.  However, there is 
greater uncertainty as specific locations are unknown. 
Option 3 retains many of the positive benefits of option 1, though where it is not possible to allocate 
specific sites those benefits would be lessened in the same way as option 2. 
All options report negative effects for the resource efficiency objective as these options will inevitably, if 
applications are approved under them, lead to significant non-renewable resource consumption. 

Revised recommendations 
Option 1 performs significantly more strongly against the sustainability appraisal objectives. 

Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
The general preference of respondents for an approach based on site allocations, supported by criteria 
to facilitate development of building sand resources on unallocated sites if necessary, is noted.  The 
suggestion of utilising Areas of Search where allocations cannot be identified is noted but is not 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

considered preferable to Option 1 at this stage in production of the Plan.  It is agreed that scale alone 
is not a reliable indicator of strategic significance. 

Evidence base update 
Evidence updates as at January 2015. 

Since the Issues and Options consultation the National Planning Guidance was published online in 
March 2014 and this indicates a priority order for identification of site allocations, followed by preferred 
areas then areas of search. Provision of building sand is also discussed in the updated version of the 
Local Aggregate Assessment December 2014 which as of January 2015 is out for consultation. 
Duty to Cooperate 
Is this is a DtC matter: no 

Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
Consultees and the SA generally favoured option 1 and this is more in line with the most recent 
national planning guidance, which indicates a priority for the identification of specific sites and 
preferred areas over areas of search.  Whilst some sites for building sand extraction have been 
submitted by industry for consideration in response to calls for sites, it is not yet clear whether all 
additional requirements for building sand can be met through site allocations, although for the purpose 
of this current preferred options consultation it is assumed that this is likely to be the case.  Other 
policy in the Plan will support the principle of delivery of additional building sand resources within the 
City of York area. 

Preferred policy approach – title changed to M08: Meeting building sand requirements 
Requirements for building sand will be met through existing permissions and the grant of 
permission on sites allocated in the Plan for working. 

Building sand allocations: 

Land at Hensall Quarry (MJP22) 
Land at West Heslerton Quarry (MJP30) 
Land adjacent to Plasmor blockworks, great Heck (MJP44) 
Land at Mill Balk Quarry, Great Heck (MJP54) 

Supporting text 

National planning guidance encourages the delivery of future requirements for aggregate through the 
identification and allocation, where practicable, of specific sites for development.  Such an approach 
has the benefit of providing greatest certainty to industry and other interested parties on locations 
where future development will be acceptable in principle, thus helping to encourage investment as well 
as providing more clarity to local communities. A range of specific locations have been put forward by 
industry for consideration during preparation of the Plan and these have been assessed.  
Requirements for building sand over the plan period can be met through the release of reserves on 
specific sites put forward for consideration and these are identified in the policy text. 

Links to Objectives and Policies 
Link to Objectives 
Objective 5 
Objective 6 

Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: 
Id03: Calculating sand and gravel provision 
Id04: Overall distribution of sand and gravel provision 
Id05: Landbanks for sand and gravel 
Id06: Safeguarding sand and gravel 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

SA/SEA 
Summary of assessment 
A wide range of impacts will result from extraction of sand at the sites specified in this policy. These 
are outlined in the Site Sustainability Appraisal Report. As many of the site allocations lie in close 
proximity to other existing or allocated sites, cumulative impacts will be of particular importance. 

Recommendations 
Appropriate mitigation should be incorporated at each allocation site in line with recommendations in 
the Site Sustainability Appraisal findings for each site and with other policies in the Plan. Cumulative 
impacts should be given particular regard through the planning application process. 

Policy id12: Magnesian limestone delivery 
Options 
presented at 
Issues and 
options stage 

Option 1: This option could seek to deliver any Joint Plan requirements for 
Magnesian limestone through the identification of specific site allocations, and via 
criteria supporting new sites and extensions to existing sites where necessary, in line 
with environmental and amenity objectives of the Plan. 
Option 2: This option could seek to deliver Joint Plan requirements for Magnesian 
limestone through the identification of preferred areas or areas of search. 

What the SA told us 
Option 1 is likely to result in positive effects for biodiversity and geodiversity, water quality and supply, 
air quality, climate change, climate adaptation, heritage, landscapes and town and cityscapes, 
community vitality, recreation and leisure, health and wellbeing and flooding. This is because, through 
allocating sites and considering criteria, the most sustainable locations can be chosen. 
Option 2 also reports a number of (albeit less strong) positive effects as strategic sustainability issues 
can be considered when deciding upon areas of search and preferred areas. However, there is greater 
uncertainty as specific locations are unknown. 
Both options report negative effects for the resource efficiency objective as these options will 
inevitably, if applications are approved under them, lead to significant non-renewable resource 
consumption. 
Number of consultation responses 
Total Number of comments against id: 15 
Question 31: Do you have a preference for 
any of the options presented above? 

Option 1: 10 (3 SC/3 MWI/ 2 Local Authorities) 
Option 2: 1 (SC/MWI/ Local Authorities) 
Did not specify: 3 (SC/1 MWI/ Local Authorities) 

Question 32: Are there any other options 
that the Authorities should consider relating 
to delivery of building sand requirements? 

Number of respondents: 1 (Local Authority) 

Brief overview of consultation responses 
Key Messages Q31: The majority of respondents expressed support for Option 1. 

Key Message Q32: 
One alternative option was suggested under ID12 in the responses, and another one relating to 
Magnesian Limestone was submitted under another option.  These are detailed in the ‘Suggested new 
options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why they have or have not been taken 
forward. No realistic alternative options were put forward. 

SA of options including alternatives 
N/A 
Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
The support of the majority of respondents for the identification of specific allocations where possible is 
noted. It is agreed that, if deliverable, such an approach would be more in line with national policy. 

Evidence base update 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

Evidence updates as at January 2015 

During the Issues and Options Consultation period the online National Planning Guidance was 
published in March 2014, this indicates a priority order for identification of site allocations, followed by 
preferred areas then areas of search. The provision of magnesian limestone is also in the updated 
version of the Sub-regional Local Aggregate Assessment December 2014 which is currently out for 
consultation. 
Duty to Cooperate 
Is this is a DtC matter: No 

Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
Option 1 was generally supported by respondents and was favoured by the SA. Since publication of 
the Issues and Options consultation new national planning guidelines have been published which 
indicate a priority preference for identification of specific allocations where practicable.  A number of 
proposed site allocations for Magnesian limestone working have been put forward by industry in 
response to calls for sites, suggesting that there may be the potential for identification of specific sites 
in the Plan. 

Preferred policy approach – title changed to M09: Meeting crushed rock requirements 
Requirements for Magnesian Limestone over the plan period will be met through existing 
permissions and the grant of permission on sites allocated in the Plan for working. 

Magnesian Limestone allocations: 

1) Allocations required in order to meet requirements during the plan period: 
Land at Jackdaw Crag South, Stutton (MJP23) 
Land at Barnsdale Bar Quarry (MJP28) 
Land at Went Edge Quarry, Kirk Smeaton (MJP29) 

2) Allocations potentially required to contribute to maintaining an adequate landbank at 
2030: 

Land at Gebdykes Quarry (MJP11) 

Maintenance of supply of crushed rock is also supported through the identification of allocated 
sites at: 

Land at Scarborough Field, Forcett (MJP03) (Carboniferous Limestone) 
Land at Settrington Quarry (MJP08) (Jurassic Limestone) 
Land at Whitewall Quarry (MJP12) (Jurassic Limestone) 
Land at Darrington Quarry (MJP24) (retention of processing plant site and haul road) 

Supporting text 

National planning guidance encourages the delivery of future requirements for aggregate through the 
identification and allocation, where practicable, of specific sites for development.  Such an approach 
has the benefit of providing greatest certainty to industry and other interested parties on locations 
where future development will be acceptable in principle, thus helping to encourage investment as well 
as providing more clarity to local communities. A range of specific locations have been put forward by 
industry for consideration during preparation of the Plan and these have been assessed.  
Requirements for Magnesian Limestone and crushed rock over the plan period can be met through the 
release of reserves on specific sites put forward for consideration and these are identified in the policy 
text. 

Links to Objectives and Policies 
Link to Objectives 
Objective 5 
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Objective 6 

Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: 
Id07: Provision of crushed rock 
Id08: Maintenance of landbanks for crushed rock 
Id09: Safeguarding of crushed rock 

SA/SEA 
Summary of assessment 
A wide range of impacts will result from extraction of crushed rock at the sites specified in this policy. 
These are outlined in the Site Sustainability Appraisal Report. As many of the site allocations lie in 
close proximity to other existing or allocated sites, cumulative impacts will be of particular importance. 

Recommendations 
Appropriate mitigation should be incorporated at each allocation site in line with recommendations in 
the Site Sustainability Appraisal findings for each site and with other policies in the Plan. Cumulative 
impacts should be given particular regard through the planning application process. 

Policy id13: Unallocated extensions to existing aggregates quarries 
Options 
presented at 
Issues and 
options stage 

Option 1: This option would support the principle of extensions to existing quarries, 
where the proposed extension area has not been allocated in the Joint Plan, subject 
to it being demonstrated that the development would be consistent with the overall 
aggregates supply strategy in the Plan, or meet another demonstrable need for 
aggregate consistent with Joint Plan objectives, would not significantly undermine the 
potential for a greater total proportion of supply to come from alternatives to primary 
aggregate, and that the site to be extended is not located within the National Park or 
an AONB. 
Option 2: option would only support the principle of extensions, where the proposed 
extension area has not been allocated in the Plan, where the reserves are necessary 
in order to maintain the landbank of permitted reserves above the minimum required 
by national and local policy and the site to be extended is not located within the 
National Park or an AONB. 
Option 3: This option would not support the principle of development on unallocated 
sites, including proposals for the extension of existing sites. 

What the SA told us 
The assessment revealed that Option 3 would provide greater protection for the environment and 
communities than Options 1 or 2 yet would raise questions over the deliverability of minerals, although 
this would depend on whether or not there was a sufficient landbank maintained at other permitted 
sites throughout the plan period. 
Number of consultation responses 
Total Number of comments against id: 20 
Question 33: Do you have a preference for 
any of the options presented above? 

Option 1: 4(SC/3 MWI/ 
Local Authorities) 

Combination: 1 

Option 2: 2 (1 SC/MWI/ 1 
Local Authorities) 

Did not specify: 1 

Option 3: 6 (1 SC/MWI/ 1 
Local Authorities) 

None: 4 (1 SC/2 MWI/ 
Local Authorities) 

Question 34: Are there any other options 
that the Authorities should consider relating 
to consideration of applications on 
unallocated sites? 

6 (1 SC/ 3 MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 

Question 35: Do you consider that there is a 
need for the Joint Plan to contain a policy 

Yes: 2 
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relating to applications for aggregates 
working on unallocated sites? 

No: 0 

Brief overview of consultation responses 
Key messages Q33: Mixed views were received with the majority of respondents preferring Option 3. 
Three respondents did not express any support for any of the options put forward. Instead these 
respondents considered that if the plan were updated regularly, as required by national guidance, there 
would not be a need for this policy. One respondent considered that each proposal should be 
determined on its own merits and that there should not be any presumption in favour of expansion. 
Respondent also suggested that appropriate extensions should be included in the plan. One 
respondent expressed a preference for option 2 as this would support the release of unallocated 
extensions to existing quarries where reserves are not necessary to maintain a landbank of reserves 
above the minimum requirement. 

Key Messages Q34: A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are 
detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why 
they have or have not been taken forward for further consideration. Any realistic alternatives have 
been worked up and are detailed below 

Proposed Option 4 
 Prioritise extensions to existing sites over extraction at new locations. 

Suggested approach 
Prioritise extensions to existing sites over extraction at new locations. 

Proposed Option 5 
 Extensions would only be supported if there are to be major gains for biodiversity. 

Suggested approach 
Unallocated extensions would only be supported where there would be major gains for biodiversity. 

Proposed Option 6 
 Unallocated extensions would be permitted where they meet the broad sustainability criteria of 

the NPPF. 
Suggested approach 
Unallocated extensions would be permitted where they meet the broad sustainability criteria of the 
NPPF. 

Proposed Option 7 
 Allow unallocated extensions across the whole of the Joint Plan area, including the National 

Park and AONBs 
Suggested approach 
In combination with either Option 1 or Option 2 this alternative option would remove the requirement in 
these options for the site to be located outside of the National Park or an AONB. 

Proposed Option 8 
 If Option 3 selected add an option where small scale extensions to existing quarries would be 

allowed. 
Suggested approach 
In combination with Option 3, this option would allow small scale extensions to existing quarries. 

Key messages Q35: Those who responded to this question considered it appropriate for the MWJP to 
contain a policy relating to applications for aggregates working on unallocated sites. 

SA of options including alternatives 
Summary of assessment 
The assessment revealed that Option 3 would provide greater protection for the environment and 
communities than Options 1 or 2 yet would raise questions over the deliverability of minerals, although 
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this would depend on whether or not there was a sufficient landbank maintained at other permitted 
sites throughout the plan period. It is possible that an indirect result of the option would be to 
encourage other sites to come forward, with associated sustainability effects  
Option 4 has some benefits that largely arise from the fact that less supporting infrastructure, such as 
access routes, would be required at existing sites. However, there are concerns that prolonged 
negative effects could occur around existing sites. Option 5 performs well for biodiversity in the longer 
term, though more than most other options (and to a degree all options that restrict extensions do this) 
may have the indirect effect of encouraging new allocated or unallocated and potentially less 
sustainable sites to come forward to meet demand, 
Option 6 scored well, but generally minor positive effects were at the lower end of the positive scale as 
the NPPF tends to encourage local issues to be dealt with through the local plan. 
When considered in combination with other relevant options, Option 7 had a broad range of effects, 
though negative impacts were recorded where objectives correlate with the special qualities of local 
AONBs. Option 8 had a range of effects that mostly were either insignificant or minor negative, though 
recorded some low level economic benefits. 

Revised recommendations 
It is recommended that either Option 2 or 3 would be the most sustainable to follow, although Option 3 
is possibly a little inflexible and could lead to negative effects should insufficient landbanks be 
maintained and /or new unallocated sites come forward. The chosen option should be combined with 
the element of Option 1 which requires consideration to be given to implications for increasing the 
contribution that secondary and recycled aggregates make to aggregates supply. There may also be 
some merit in considering the preference for extending existing sites rather than developing new sites, 
though it as yet unclear how this could work outside of the allocations process, and the issues of 
prolonged local effects resulting from extensions to permission for working at a site would need strong 
mitigation. 
Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
A wide range of views were expressed in response to consultation on this issue and no clear 
consensus emerged.  Whilst it is recognised that updating of the Plan, potentially including the bringing 
forward of more allocations where necessary, could suggest that there is no need for a policy relating 
to unallocated extensions, it is considered that including a policy would help ensure that the Plan 
contains an degree of ongoing flexibility which could help ensure that proposals which are generally 
consistent with Plan objectives can be considered within a supportive policy context.  This would 
generally be in line with the presumption in favour of sustainable development.  It is also not 
considered practicable to identify and potentially allocate every suitable future extension in the Plan at 
the outset and such an approach could again lack a degree of flexibility. 

Evidence base update 
During the Issues and Options Consultation period the online National Planning Guidance was 
published in March 2014, this indicates a priority order for identification of site allocations, followed by 
preferred areas then areas of search. 
Duty to Cooperate 
Is this is a DtC matter: no 

Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
Whilst there was support through consultation for an approach which sought to preclude grant of 
permission for unallocated extensions to existing sites, some other respondents sought a more flexible 
approach.  A range of alternative approaches were suggested and there was no obvious consensus on 
a way forward.  Similarly, no very clear position emerged through the SA.  In coming to a view on this 
matter it is also necessary to bear in mind national planning policy including the presumption in favour 
of sustainable development. 

The NPPF states that, in plan-making, planning authorities should seek opportunities to meet the 
development needs of their areas and one of the core planning principles identified in the NPPF is the 
need to: proactively drive and support sustainable economic development to deliver the homes, 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

business and industrial units, infrastructure and thriving local places that the country needs.  Every 
effort should be made objectively to identify and then meet the housing, business and other 
development needs of an area, and respond positively to wider opportunities for growth. With specific 
regard to minerals, the NPPF also states that LPAs should identify and include policies for extraction of 
minerals resources of local and national importance in their area.  Clearly, in order to meet the 
requirements for sustainable development it is also necessary to balance these objectives with a range 
of environmental and other social objectives. 

Taking into account the requirements of national policy, it is considered necessary to include a policy 
on the Plan which provides support in principle for appropriate proposals for minerals extraction on 
land not allocated in the Plan.    This is a particular issue for aggregates minerals as a result of the 
large number of existing sites in the area, the relatively high volume of total sales and fluctuations in 
level of sales depending on the strength of other economic activities which drive demand for aggregate 
although it is considered it would be appropriate to follow the same policy principle for extensions to 
other forms of mineral working to help reflect the national policy presumption.  A positive approach to 
suitable extensions to existing sites could also help maintain productive capacity and availability of a 
mix of material types and qualities.  These factors suggest a need for some flexibility in the Plan.  
Provision of support for further development on unallocated land, where compatible with other policies 
in the Plan, particularly those protecting environment and amenity, could be a means of increasing 
flexibility.  Such an approach would also be consistent with the flexibility included within policy dealing 
with the overall locational approach to aggregates supply, which gives support in principle for limited 
extensions to existing sites in AONBs subject to certain criteria.  

Preferred policy approach – title changed to M10: Unallocated extensions to existing quarries 
Proposals for extensions to minerals extraction sites on land not allocated for working 
in the Plan will be supported subject to the following criteria; 

i) Where necessary in the National Park and AONBs, a satisfactory outcome in 
respect of the requirements for major development as set out in Policy D04; 

ii) Where the development would not compromise overall delivery of the strategy 
for the sustainable supply and use of minerals, including encouragement of the 
use of alternatives to primary minerals; 

iii) Where the development would be consistent with the development management 
policies in the Plan. 

Supporting text 

The presumption in favour of sustainable development means that development should not be 
prevented solely because it is not identified and supported specifically in the Plan.  Such an approach 
could unnecessarily prevent development which might otherwise be acceptable and could impact 
adversely on the local and wider economy and other social objectives.  However, it will be particularly 
important to ensure that, where development proposals do come forward on land not identified 
specifically for working, that they do not compromise other important strategic objectives of the Plan 
and that environmental and amenity considerations are given careful consideration through application 
of relevant development management policies in the Plan.  In all cases any reserves granted on 
unallocated sites would, where relevant, contribute towards the landbank of the mineral. 

The NPPF does not preclude major development from taking place in protected areas  however 
proposals need to be considered against the requirements for major development which say that 
exceptional circumstances need to be shown and it can be demonstrated that they are in the public 
interest.  Although the term ‘major development’ is not defined in the context of the national policy test, 
it is likely that most proposals for extensions to aggregates quarries in the National Park and AONBs 
will be subject to the test.   
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Links to Objectives and Policies 
Link to Objectives 
Objective 5 

Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: 
Id03: Calculating sand and gravel provision 
Id04: Overall distribution of sand and gravel provision 
Id07: Provision of crushed rock 
Id14: Supply of alternatives to land won primary aggregates 
Id61: North York Moors National Park and AONBs 

SA/SEA 
Summary of assessment 
For most SA objectives this preferred policy results in mixed positive and negative effects when 
compared to the SA objective. This is because the option allows unallocated extensions to sites, which 
would ordinarily result in a range of negative environmental and social effects (largely because it will 
either extend or increase issues that affected areas surrounding quarries during the lifetime of the 
quarry).  However, the preferred policy does include a number of safeguards against this that should 
lessen effects and make sites more sustainable, not least the major development test and the 
reference to consistency with development control policies.  The policy would also offset the need for 
some new sites to be developed. 

Some objectives vary from this pattern slightly. For instance, for climate change the extended negative 
traffic impacts at sites are seen as outweighing the benefits of making use of existing infrastructure at 
site (though there is considerable uncertainty here), while the soils objective notes the loss of land / 
soils that is potentially allowed by this policy. Similarly, although this option might reduce the need for 
new sites elsewhere to some degree, there will be jobs and revenue / viability benefits from allowing 
site extensions, as well as benefits to tourism that will result from the protections afforded to protected 
landscapes in the policy. This leads to strongly positive effects on the economy objective. Other 
objectives where positives outweigh the negative, or are positive in their own right are the landscape 
and changing population needs objectives. 

Recommendations 
This policy is largely already mitigated for by the Development Management Policies.  No further 
mitigation is proposed. 

Policy id14: Supply of alternative to land won primary aggregates 
Options 
presented at 
Issues and 
options stage 

Option 1: This option would seek to encourage the maximum use of secondary 
materials through one or more supporting measures which could include: 
Supporting the principle of development of new infrastructure, such as ancillary 
manufacturing facilities of appropriate scale utilising secondary aggregate as the 
primary raw material, at sites where secondary aggregates are produced. 
Supporting the principal of limited re-working of secondary aggregate materials 
already deposited in current or former disposal facilities, where consistent with 
environmental and amenity objectives of the Joint Plan. These would principally 
include ash disposal sites and current and former colliery spoil disposal facilities. This 
could also include supporting the principle of an upward revision to the current annual 
tonnage export limit for secondary aggregate from the Gale Common ash disposal 
facility. 
Supporting the use of secondary aggregate materials as part of a broader policy 
approach to the sustainable use of materials in the design and construction of 
development. 
Option 2: This approach could promote the use (including the potential for increased 
use) of recycled aggregate though a range of measures including: 

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 50 



                   

 
 

             
 

 
  

 
 

  

  
 

 
   

   

   

  
    

    
  

  
 

  
  
  

  
 

 
 

 

   
  

 
 

 

   
 

 
 

    
   

 
     

     
  

 
 

 
   

 
 

 
 

  

I 
I 

Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

Supporting the use of recycled aggregate materials as part of a broader policy 
approach to the sustainable use of materials in the design and construction of 
development. 
Encouraging the maximum recovery of recycled aggregate during demolition 
activity. 
Encouraging the separation of materials with potential for use as recycled 
aggregate during waste management processes. 
Encouraging the use of existing minerals extraction sites as locations for the 
reception, processing and onward sale of recycled aggregate during their period of 
operation. 
Making adequate provision for any new facilities needed for the management of 
construction and demolition waste identified through any waste needs assessment 
undertaken during preparation of the Joint Plan. 

What the SA told us 
Both of these options will result in largely positive effects, with particularly strong positive effects 
associated with sustainability objectives relating to biodiversity, soil / land, climate change, resource 
use and minimising waste generation. 
Minor areas of uncertainty occur for a number of SA objectives, and minor negative effects occur under 
the health and wellbeing SA objective under both options due to the potential for local transport or 
amenity impacts around secondary or recycled aggregates facilities. 
Number of consultation responses 
Total Number of comments against id: 18 
Question 36: Do you have a preference for 
any of the options presented above? 

Option 1: 4 Combination: 5 
Option 2: 4 Did Not Specify: 2 

Question 37: Are there any other options 
that the Authorities should consider relating 
to the supply of alternatives to land won 
primary aggregates? 

Number of respondents: 3 ( 3 MWI) 

Question 38: Do you have any views on the 
potential scale of change in the supply of 
secondary and recycled aggregates that may 
be expected over the plan period to 2030? 

Number of respondents: 3 

Question 39: Do you have any views on the 
range of measures that should be supported 
in the Joint Plan area in order to increase 
supply of secondary and recycled 
aggregate? 

Number of respondents:3 

Brief overview of consultation responses 
Key messages Q36: Overall a combination of the two options was preferred by respondents. Several 
respondents supported option 2 as this provides greater use of secondary aggregates. 

Key messages Q37: A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are 
detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why 
they have or have not been taken forward. The realistic alternatives are summarised and worked up 
and are detailed below 

Proposed Option 3 
 Support the use of colliery spoil as secondary aggregate in principle, provided it is not obtained 

from restored colliery spoil tips. 
Suggested approach 
Support the use of colliery spoil as secondary aggregate in principle, provided it is not obtained from 
restored colliery spoil tips. 

Proposed Option 4 
 Give preference to using secondary aggregate direct from source rather than from tip sites. 
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Suggested approach 
Give preference to using secondary aggregate direct from source rather than extracting from tip sites. 

Key messages Q38: One respondent identified the possibility that Ferrybridge Power station could 
close by 2023 without government direction on energy policy. Two respondents could not envisage any 
major changes in supply unless the regulations on quality of products and specifications change or 
technical innovations occur.  

Key messages Q39: One responded considered a stable energy policy which generates investment 
for the existing power plants. One respondent offered no additional measures but expressed a lack of 
support for the reworking of previously disposed colliery spoil. 
General:  The use of colliery spoil as a secondary aggregate is supported but the working of 
previously tipped material is not.  One respondent expressed concern about the use of aggregates 
quarries as locations for the reception, processing and onward sale of aggregate, indicating that 
countryside locations, particularly Green Belt, would not be appropriate for this kind of activity. 

SA of options including alternatives 
Summary of assessment 
All of these options will result in largely positive effects, with particularly strong positive effects 
associated with sustainability objectives relating to  biodiversity, soil / land, climate change, resource 
use and minimising waste generation. 
Minor areas of negative effects or uncertainty occur for a number of SA objectives and minor negative 
effects occur under the health and wellbeing SA objective under options 1, 2 and 3, and under the 
community vitality objective under options 1 and 3 due to the potential for local transport or amenity 
impacts around secondary or recycled aggregates facilities. Many of the positive effects associated 
with option 3 are amplified for option 4, which effectively reduces the steps in the secondary aggregate 
supply chain. 

Revised recommendations 
The SA recommends that all options have merits and elements of each could be pursued. 
The SA Team felt that as these options take account of the potential for other alternative sources of 
aggregates to primary aggregates, final consideration of ID03 (particularly option 6) should also 
consider this option when calculating sand and gravel provision. 

Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
The general support for the range of measures proposed is acknowledged, as is the concern 
expressed about use of previously tipped material as a potential source of secondary aggregate.  It is 
agreed that reworking of restored and landscaped features would not be appropriate, and that it will 
often be preferable to source secondary aggregates direct from the point of origin rather than sites 
where it is disposed of.  However, in some cases it may be acceptable and in the interests of the 
sustainable use of materials to supply secondary materials from disposal sites provided that they are 
not taken from restored and landscaped areas.  With regard to use of aggregates quarries for the 
reception, processing and onward sale of aggregate, it is considered that these can represent suitable 
locations.  It is increasingly common for recycled materials to be blended with primary aggregates as 
part of a more sustainable overall mix of materials, which is sometimes needed to meet market 
specifications.  Blending of recycled aggregate materials within a quarry is a form of activity very 
similar in nature to the types of activity already likely to be taking place and in many cases would be 
unlikely to add significantly to impacts on environment and amenity. Provided that any such activity is 
ancillary to the scale and nature of activity already taking place then is likely to be an acceptable form 
of development.  It is further considered that, where it is ancillary to the main quarry development it is 
unlikely in many cases to represent inappropriate development in the Green Belt.  However, the 
potential for increased traffic movements may be a particular consideration and any sites used for such 
purposes should be well located to the main road network so that additional impacts are not caused. 

Evidence base update 
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Since undertaking Issues and Options consultation in 2014 the expected closure of Kellingley Colliery 
has been announced.  The Colliery represents one of the main sources of secondary aggregate in the 
Plan area. 

Reference to the supply secondary aggregate is made in the Local Aggregates Assessment December 
2014 update which is currently out for consultation as of January 2015. 

National Planning Practice Guidance, published after preparation of the Issues and Options 
consultation, now indicates that, in some circumstances, sites for minerals transport could 
appropriately be combined with sites for the processing and redistribution of secondary and recycled 
aggregate.   

Duty to Cooperate 
Is this is a DtC matter: no 

Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
There was general support for the range of measures proposed under both options to support the use 
of secondary and recycled aggregate respectively.  An exception was that some respondents were not 
in favour of the limited re-working of materials already deposited in disposal sites.  The SA was broadly 
supportive of all options.  It is recognised that re-working of previously deposited spoil can have 
impacts, particularly where it would involve disturbance to established landscape features.  It may 
therefore be preferable to limit support under this option to removal of previously deposited spoil at 
disposal sites only where the removal would take place prior to restoration and landscaping of the 
relevant part of the site. 

It is considered that a criterion relating to use of sustainable construction materials (secondary and 
recycled aggregate) would be more appropriately included in policy dealing with sustainable design, 
construction and operation of development. 

A further consideration that has arisen is that National Planning Practice Guidance now indicates that, 
in some circumstances, sites for minerals transport could appropriately be combined with sites for the 
processing and redistribution of secondary and recycled aggregate.  It is agreed that in some 
circumstances such sites could form suitable locations for this type of activity and that reference to this 
should be included in the policy. 

Preferred policy approach – title changed to M11: Supply of alternatives to land won primary 
aggregates 
Proposals which would facilitate the use of secondary and recycled aggregate as an alternative 
to primary aggregate will be supported including: 

1) The development of appropriately scaled new ancillary infrastructure, including 
ancillary manufacturing facilities, utilising secondary aggregate as the primary raw 
material, at sites where secondary aggregates are produced; 

2) The supply of secondary aggregate from waste disposal sites provided it would not 
involve disturbance to restored ground or landscaped features; 

3) The separation of materials with potential for use as aggregate during waste 
management activity and the maximum recovery of recycled aggregate during 
demolition activity; 

4) The use of appropriately located aggregates mineral extraction sites as locations for the 
ancillary reception, processing and onward sale of recycled aggregate during the 
associated period of minerals extraction at the site; 

5) The use of appropriately located sites for the transport of minerals as locations for the 
ancillary reception, processing and onward sale of recycled aggregate during the 
associated period of minerals transport activity at the site. 
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Supporting text 

National planning policy provides strong support for the use of secondary and recycled aggregate as 
alternatives to ‘primary’ aggregate, in order to minimise the consumption of finite natural resources. 
Such an approach is also consistent with objectives to minimise waste and deal with waste further up 
the waste hierarchy. A range of measures, capable of being implemented or supported through 
planning processes, can help contribute to these objectives and are supported in the Plan.  Support for 
facilities for the management of construction and demolition waste is also provided under the waste-
specific policies and can also help with supply of materials which can substitute for primary aggregate. 

Although use of secondary and recycled aggregate gives rise to benefits in terms of replacement of 
natural materials and in generating economic activity in its own right, it can also have impacts on the 
environment and amenity.  Proposals for new facilities and infrastructure for the supply of secondary 
and recycled aggregate will therefore need to comply with other relevant policies in the Plan, 
particularly the development management policies in Chapter 9. 

A particular consideration is the role that quarries and sites for the transport of minerals can play in 
providing locations for the reception, processing and supply of aggregate.  Many aggregates quarries 
now supply a wide range of products, including a proportion of recycled materials, sometimes as a 
blend of primary and recycled materials.  This can help minimise overall use of primary aggregate and 
help sustain economic activity at minerals extraction sites. However, aggregates quarries are 
generally located in open countryside locations and are sometimes subject to a range of environmental 
constraints in the vicinity.  In some cases they are located in the Green Belt and may have been 
permitted because of the particular circumstances which allow flexibility for minerals extraction in the 
Green Belt, subject to particular tests. It is considered that small scale recycling activity at operational 
minerals extraction sites in the Green Belt can be supported in principle under this policy, provided that 
it would preserve the openness of the Green Belt.  Construction of buildings for the purposes of 
recycling activity at quarries in the Green Belt would be unlikely to be supported under this policy.

 In all cases quarries and sites for the transport of minerals proposed to be used for the reception and 
supply of recycled aggregate as part of an overall mix of supply should be well located in relation to the 
major road network in order to help minimise any adverse impacts on environment or amenity. 
Links to Objectives and Policies 
Link to Objectives 
Objective 4 
Objective 6 

Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: 
Id03: Calculating sand and gravel provision 
Id07: Provision of crushed rock 
Id10: Concreting sand and gravel 
Id46: Meeting waste management capacity requirements – Construction, demolition and excavation 
waste 
Id50: Managing power station ash 
Id57: Locations for ancillary minerals infrastructure 

SA/SEA 
Summary of assessment 
For most of the SA objectives positive effects arise because supporting the use of secondary and 
recycled aggregates would offset the need to extract primary aggregates (and the negative effects 
associated with this). Some SA objectives report neutral effects as impacts associated with extraction 
elsewhere are simply shifted to new locations. However, the health and wellbeing and community 
vitality objectives note some additional negative effects associated with the dusty nature of some 
secondary aggregates, while the water objective recognises the potential for water pollution from the 
storage and processing of some secondary aggregates (which would be dealt with via the 

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 54 



                   

 
 

             
 

  

 

  
    

   
 

 

    
 

 

  
   

    
   

 
     
   

     
   

  
  

 
  

  
 

 
    

  
  

  
  

  
   

  
   

    
  

 
  

 

  
  

 
 

 
 

 

 
      

 
  

    

Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

environmental permitting regime). There are also uncertainties associated with the supply of secondary 
aggregates such as colliery spoil.  

Recommendations 
This policy is largely mitigated by other policies in the plan (particularly D02 Local Amenity 
and Cumulative Impacts) as well as the environmental permitting / pollution control regime. 
However, monitoring of the supply of secondary and recycled aggregates is recommended 
due to uncertainties over supply. 

Policy id15: Continuity of Supply of Silica Sand 
Options 
presented at 
Issues and 
options stage 

Option 1: 
This option would support the principle of continued production at the Blubberhouses 
and Burythorpe sites, including the principle of lateral extensions and/or deepening of 
those sites where necessary, if needed to help provide a 10 year landbank at the 
Burythorpe site and 15 years at the Blubberhouses site. 
Option 2: This option would support the principle of continued production at the 
Burythorpe site only, including the principle of lateral extensions and or deepening 
where necessary in order to help provide a 10 year landbank. 
Option 3: This option would not express support in principle for continued supply of 
silica sand but would identify a range of criteria to be applied to any proposals which 
come forward for development of silica sand resources. Criteria could include a need 
for adequate demonstration of the quantity and quality of the resource, and, in the 
case of any proposals for the working of silica sand within the Nidderdale AONB, a 
requirement to demonstrate that the proposals are in the public interest and, where 
international nature conservation designations may be affected, the satisfactory 
outcome of an Appropriate Assessment under the Habitats Regulations. 

What the SA told us 
These three options exhibit contrasting sustainability effects. Option 1 is associated with the most 
negative effects. This is largely because there are some key environmental receptors (such as an 
internationally important nature conservation site) around the Blubberhouses site in particular. The 
Burythorpe site was considered to have fewer constraints affecting it. 
Option 2 reports similar sustainability effects to Option 1, though these are less significant as Option 2 
considers only the possibility of extensions at Burythorpe, where environmental receptors which may 
be affected tend to be of a lower order. 
Option 3 is considered the most sustainable as no assumptions are made on which of these sites will 
be developed, and criteria allow the opportunity to consider environmental effects prior to any 
approval. However, there are negative effects on the economic growth objective under this option. 
There is considerable uncertainty in the assessment of all three options and further tests, through the 
site allocations and Habitats Regulations assessment processes may be necessary to give a more 
certain assessment of sustainability. 
Number of consultation responses 
Total Number of comments against id: 14 
Question 40: Do you have a preference for 
any of the options presented above? 

Option 1: 4 (SC/2 MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 
Option 2: 5 (1 SC/MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 
Option 3: 4 (SC/MWI/ Local Authorities) 

Question 41: Are there any alternative 
options we should consider in relation to the 
continuity of silica sand supply? 

Number of respondents: 1 

Brief overview of consultation responses 
Key Messages Q40: Views were mixed in relation to which option would be preferred. There was 
concern about the potential working of Blubberhouses and the impact on the environmental 
designations. It was considered that further understanding of the national silica sand supply is needed 
in order to properly assess if the reopening of Blubberhouses is necessary, or achieved within the 
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principles of sustainable development. Further comments included the need for the plan to 
acknowledge that minerals can only be worked where they occur. 

Key Messages Q41: 
One alternative was suggested which was site specific and not strategic and therefore not taken 
forward as an alternative option. The details are in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals 
table’ along with justification as to why it has not been taken forward. 

SA of options including alternatives 
N/A 
Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
The very limited distribution of silica sand in the plan area means there are substantial limitations on 
the options available for future supply. Silica sand is a scarce resource nationally and a positive 
approach to its future extraction is appropriate in principle, where constraints allow.  However, in the 
case of those resources located in the Nidderdale AONB, there will be need to balance the potential 
benefits of development of the minerals resource with other important considerations including 
landscape and tourism/recreation. Proposals would need to demonstrate compliance with the major 
development test set out in national planning policy.  Because of the proximity of the resource to 
internationally important nature conservation designations it is also likely that Appropriate Assessment 
under the Habitats Regulations would be needed.  As these tests, which are fundamental to 
development of the resource, can only be meaningfully addressed via specific, detailed, proposals 
through a planning application, the suitability in principle cannot be established with any certainty at 
this stage.  

Evidence base update 
No new evidence since Issues and Options consultation as of January 2015 
Duty to Cooperate 
Is this is a DtC matter: yes 

The evidence base indicates that a major glass manufacturing operation in the Plan area relies on 
import of silica sand of appropriate quality from a site in Norfolk.  Correspondence with Norfolk County 
Council has confirmed that provision for continued extraction of silica sand in Norfolk is being made in 
the relevant minerals plan for Norfolk.  This should help ensure continued availability of supply over the 
Plan period. 

Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
It is considered that it would be appropriate to provide support in principle for the continued 
development of resources in the Burythorpe area as these are important resources providing supply at 
a national level.  The resources are also substantially less constrained than those located in the 
Blubberhouses area.  As substantial new investment at this site is not expected to be required it would 
also be appropriate to seek to maintain a 10 year landbank in line with national policy.  No specific 
proposals have been submitted for this site in response to calls for sites’ during production of the Plan.  
It is therefore not considered practical to make a specific site allocation at this stage. 

With regard to resources in the Blubberhouses area, the substantial environmental constraints that 
exist, when considered in the context of national policy and European legislation relating to major 
development in AONBs and impact on international nature conservation sites respectively, mean that 
testing of suitability for future development can only be properly carried out in the context of specific 
proposals.  A planning application is currently under consideration for an extension of the time period 
to complete development at Blubberhouses Quarry.  If granted this would provide sufficient resources 
to meet a 15 year landbank requirement for the site (taking into account the fact that major investment 
in new processing plant would be needed). Notwithstanding this position, it will be important to 
safeguard resources of silica sand in this location (as well as in the Burythorpe area) to ensure they 
are protected for the longer term.  This issue is addressed under subsequent options. 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

It is considered that this approach would reflect the range of views expressed in consultation 
responses as well as the uncertain outcome of the SA.  The preferred approach therefore represents a 
combination of options 2 and 3. 

Preferred policy approach – title changed to M12: Continuity of supply of silica sand 
1) Proposals for the continuing extraction of silica sand at Burythorpe Quarry, including 

proposals for lateral extensions or deepening, will be supported in principle where 
necessary in order to maintain reserves during the period to 2030 and a minimum 10 
year landbank for the site. 

Compliance with relevant Development Management policies in the Plan will need to be 
demonstrated. 

2) Proposals for development of silica sand resources at Blubberhouses Quarry, including 
proposals for the extension of time to complete existing permitted development, lateral 
extensions or deepening, will only be supported subject to the satisfactory outcome of 
assessment in relation to the major development test set out in national policy, the 
satisfactory outcome of Appropriate Assessment under the Habitats Regulations and 
where it can be demonstrated that compliance with other relevant Development 
Management policies in the Plan can be achieved. 

Supporting text 

Silica sand is a scarce and nationally important mineral which occurs in two localised areas in North 
Yorkshire.  National policy supports the maintenance or permitted reserves of silica sand, in order to 
provide a minimum 10 year supply at individual sites, or a 15 year supply where significant new 
investment is required. 

Burythorpe Quarry, near Malton, provides a large proportion of the UK market share of resin coated 
sand.  Substantial reserves are understood to remain although a specific figure is not available. The 
current planning permission is valid until 2042 but there may be a requirement for proposals to be 
brought forward during the Plan period for the development of further reserves, although no specific 
proposals for this have been submitted. 

Blubberhouses Quarry is located within a small area of silica sand resource in the Nidderdale AONB.  
The resource overlaps with internationally important nature conservation designations.  The site has 
been dormant since 1991 and the original permission has now expired, although prior to expiry an 
application for an extension of time was submitted, which is currently undetermined.  The location of 
the site within the AONB means that any proposals for further development involving minerals 
extraction will need to satisfy the major development test set out in the National Planning Policy 
Framework.  The proximity of designated internationally important nature conservation sites also 
means that Appropriate Assessment under the Habitats Regulations will be needed.  As a result of 
these major constraints, testing of the acceptability of future development in this location can only be 
properly resolved through the submission and determination of specific proposals in the form of a 
planning application. 

In all cases proposals for further working of silica sand will need to demonstrate compliance with other 
relevant development management policies in the Plan.  

It is understood that silica sand is imported from a site in Norfolk to a glass manufacturer located in 
Selby district. Due to the specific properties of the silica sand needed to produce the quality of glass 
required it is not considered that suitable resources are currently available within the Joint Plan area.  
Evidence indicates that emerging land use plans in Norfolk are seeking to make provision for 
continued extraction of silica sand in that area, which would enable this supply arrangement to 
continue should the market require. 
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Links to Objectives and Policies 
Link to Objectives: 
Objective 5 
Objective 6 

Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: 
Id16: Silica sand safeguarding 
Id61: North York Moor National Park and the AONBs 
Id63: Landscape 
Id64: Biodiversity and geodiversity 
Id67: Strategic approach to reclamation and afteruse 

SA/SEA 
Summary of assessment 
A wide range of impacts will result from extraction of sand at the sites specified in this policy. These 
are outlined in the Site Sustainability Appraisal Report. As many of the site allocations lie in close 
proximity to other existing or allocated sites, cumulative impacts will be of particular importance. 

Recommendations 
Appropriate mitigation should be incorporated at each allocation site in line with recommendations in 
the Site Sustainability Appraisal findings for each site and with other policies in the Plan. Cumulative 
impacts should be given particular regard through the planning application process. 

Policy id16: Safeguarding of Silica Sand 
Options 
presented at 
Issues and 
options stage 

Option 1: 
This option would safeguard all known silica sand resources, with a 500m buffer zone 
to help ensure maximum protection of the resource from proximal sterilisation. 
Option 2: This option would safeguard all known silica sand resources, without a 
buffer zone given the absence of expectation of significant additional working of silica 
sand beyond current permission boundaries during the plan period. 
Option 3: This option would only safeguard silica sand resources outside AONB and 
international nature conservation designations as working in these areas are less 
likely to be acceptable in principle. 
Option 4: This option could operate in parallel with other options and would 
safeguard any additional resources of silica sand (not identified in current minerals 
resource evidence) proposed in site allocations and preferred areas, where 
supported by adequate resource information. 

What the SA told us 
As safeguarding does not infer any silica sand development will take place there is generally no 
predicted direct effect. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in 
the Plan. 
Safeguarding contributes positively, however, to the SA objective ‘to minimise the use of resources 
and encourage their re-use and safeguarding’. In a number of other ways positive indirect effects are 
noted for all options, though these vary in significance according to factors such as whether or not a 
buffer is used and whether sites are allowed within protected landscapes or international sites. 
Under each option, effects from displacement of development which would have taken place are 
uncertain as this will depend upon the stringency of any policy approach applied. 
Number of consultation responses 
Total Number of comments against id: 11 
Question 42: Do you have a preference for 
any of the options presented above? 

Option 1: 5 (SC/2 MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 
Option 2: 0 
Option 3: 6 (1 SC/MWI/ 2 Local Authorities) 
Option 4: 0 
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Question 43: Are there any alternative 
options we should consider in relation to the 
safeguarding of silica sand resources?? 

Number of respondents: 0 

Brief overview of consultation responses 
Key Message Q42: Mixed views were received in relation to safeguarding of Silica Sand, especially 
resources with areas of environmental designations. Some respondents considered it necessary to 
include all areas of the resource included environmentally designated areas as safeguarding does not 
create a presumption that the resource will be worked. Some objection was received to Option 2 as 
this was thought to be in conflict with European Guidance and it only would protect the resource which 
is currently permitted to be worked. 

Key Message Q43: 
No alternative options were put forward 

Brief overview of consultation responses 
N/A 
Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
Current best practice advice suggests that sensitive areas such as environmental designations should 
not be excluded from safeguarding as the resource is being safeguarded for the long term.  Silica sand 
is a nationally important, and relatively scarce, resource and it will be particularly important to ensure a 
robust approach towards its’ safeguarding. For the same reason it is considered important to include a 
buffer zone around the safeguarded area in order to provide further protection to the resource from 
sterilisation, although it is recognised that, because of the isolated location and high level of constraints 
that apply to the resource in the Blubberhouses area the potential for sterilisation through other forms 
of development is relatively low. 

Evidence base update 
No new evidence since the Issues and Options consultation in spring 2014, as of January 2015 
Duty to Cooperate 
Is this is a DtC matter: no 

Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
Support from consultees was divided between Options 1 and Option 3, and there was no specific 
preferred approach identified through initial SA.  It is considered that the preferred approach should be 
that which aligns most closely with current practice guidance on minerals safeguarding (BGS 2011).  
This would suggest safeguarding the entirety of the identified resource together with a 500m buffer 
zone to help prevent sterilisation through other forms of development near to but outside the resource.   
This would represent a robust approach to protection of what is recognised as a scarce resource.  No 
additional resource areas have been identified in site submissions and therefore option 4 is not likely to 
be of relevance in this instance.  Option 1 is therefore the preferred approach. 

During the progression of the Preferred Options document a combined minerals safeguarding policy 
was developed to cover all minerals resources rather than having 11 separate policies. 
The original policy text is included below followed by the combined policy which is displayed in the 
Preferred Options document. 

Preferred policy approach – title changed to S01: Safeguarding mineral resources 
All silica sand resources identified on the policies map will be safeguarded for the future.  An 
additional 500m buffer zone around each resource area is also safeguarded to protect the 
resource from encroaching development. 

COMBINED MINERALS SAFEGUARDING POLICY from PREFERRED OPTIONS DOCUMENT 

Part one- Surface mineral resources: 
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The following surface minerals resources and associated buffer zones identified on the policies 
map will be safeguarded from other forms of surface development to protect the resource for 
the future : 
i) All crushed rock and silica sand resources with an additional 500m buffer 
ii) All sand and gravel, clay and shallow coal resources with an additional 250m buffer 
iii)  Building stone resources and active and former building stone quarries with an additional 
250m buffer 

Part two – Deep mineral resources: 

The following deep mineral resources and associated buffer zones identified on the policies 
map will be safeguarded from surface development to protect the resource for the future: 
i) Underground coal resources within the Kellingley Colliery licensed area with an additional 
700m buffer; 
ii)  Underground potash and polyhalite resources within the Boulby Mine licensed area and 
Doves Nest Farm indicated and inferred resource area; 
iii) Underground gypsum deposits within the former Sherburn in Elmet Mine planning 
permission area; 
iv)  Vein mineral reserves within extant planning permissions with an additional 250m buffer 

Part three – protecting deep mineral resources from other underground minerals development: 

Reserves and resources of potash and polyhalite identified on the Policies Map, including a 
2km buffer zone, will be protected from sterilisation by other forms of underground minerals 
extraction and the underground storage of gas or carbon in order to protect the resource for 
the future. 

Supporting text 

Silica sand is a scarce resource.  Safeguarding of minerals resources from alternative forms of 
development which may prevent their subsequent extraction is an important aspect of sustainable 
planning for minerals.  Effective safeguarding helps preserve finite resources for the future, although 
there is no presumption that safeguarded resources will be worked.  Sensitive development in close 
proximity to minerals resources can also impact on the ability to work a resource in future.  It is 
therefore prudent to safeguard a limited buffer zone around the resource.  The purpose of 
safeguarding is not to prevent other forms of development on or near to a resource, but primarily to 
ensure that the presence of the resource is taken into account when other development proposals are 
under consideration.  This is a particularly important issue within those parts of the Joint Plan area 
which are ‘two tier’, with the majority of development decisions taken by the District or Borough 
Councils rather than the mineral planning authority.  In these circumstances, consultation between the 
District and County Councils will be required where certain other forms of development, with the 
potential to sterilise minerals resources, are proposed in a safeguarded area.  Consultation criteria, 
including details of those types of development which are exempt from safeguarding, are set out in 
id71: Consultation of applications in mineral consultation areas. 

Links to Objectives and Policies 
Link to Objectives 
Objective 3 

Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: 
Id15: Continuity of supply of silica sand 
Id70: Developments proposed within mineral safeguarding areas 
Id71: Consideration of applications in mineral consultation areas 

SA/SEA 
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Summary of assessment 
As safeguarding does not infer that minerals extraction will take place there are generally no predicted 
direct effects. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan.  
This policy is likely to result in minor to major positive impacts in relation to encouraging the 
safeguarding of resources, economic growth and meeting the needs of a changing population as future 
mineral resource sterilisation is avoided, thus conserving resources for future economic benefit. The 
safeguarding of buffer zones around mineral reserves may also have minor positive impacts in relation 
to minimising air quality and amenity impacts experienced by users of new proximal development.  
Some uncertainty is noted in the assessment as the nature and location of any future development that 
may be displaced as a result of this policy, and the consequences of this displacement, is not known. 

Recommendations 
No mitigation is proposed 

Policy id17: Continuity of Supply of Clay 
Options 
presented at 
Issues and 
options stage 

Option 1: 
This option would support the principle of continued production at the Alne and 
Hemingbrough sites and seek to make specific provision, through allocation of sites 
or preferred areas, for the working of further reserves of clay as extensions to 
Hemingbrough and Alne clay pits, in order to help provide a 25 year landbank at each 
of these sites. It could also seek to identify resources at Escrick as being suitable in 
principle to meet longer term requirements for clay to serve the Plasmor blockworks. 
Alternatively, where suitable specific sites or areas could not be identified, this option 
would seek to identify Areas of Search for clay sites in proximity to existing locations 
where clay is utilised (at Alne brickworks and Great Heck). 
Option 2: This option would support the principle of development of new reserves of 
clay (either as extensions to existing sites or as new greenfield sites) where there is a 
demonstrable need to release further reserves in order to maintain continuity of 
supply to existing or any new manufacturing facilities in the Plan area. 
Option 3: In addition this option could support the principle of development of new 
sources of clay for other uses (i.e. uses which are not directly related to supporting 
existing or new manufacturing facilities in the Plan area) where it can be 
demonstrated that there is a need for the mineral and the requirement could not 
reasonably be met by secondary or recycled materials. 

What the SA told us 
All of the options are likely to have environmental impacts in relation to biodiversity, land take and 
landscape given the nature of clay working, particularly where they work in combination. However, 
Option 1 is likely to have fewer significant impacts by predominantly locating additional capacity near to 
existing extraction or processing locations thus reducing transport implications (minimising the number 
and length of trips) as well as impacts on new locations elsewhere. 
The effects of Options 2 and 3 have a number of uncertainties. However, Option 2 offers more 
flexibility to maximise the use of clay in other locations where it could be viable and help to maximise 
economic benefits from extraction. 
Option 3 would support the wider economy given that the extraction of clay would be for other uses not 
currently identified within the Plan area. However, adverse effects in relation to exportation and 
transportation outside of the Plan area, as well as cumulative environmental impacts as result of 
further extraction, are identified. 
Number of consultation responses 
Total Number of comments against id: 8 
Question 44: Do you have a preference for 
any of the options presented above? 

Option 1: 4 (1 SC) Combination: 2 (1 MWI) 
Option 2: 0 
Option 3: 0 

Question 45: Are there any other options 
the Authorities should consider in relation to 

Number of respondents: 2 (1 Local Authority) 
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the continuity of clay supply? 

Brief overview of consultation responses 
Key messages Q44: The majority of respondents expressed a preference toward Option 1 as it was 
considered this provided the greatest certainty. Two respondents suggested a combination of Options 
should be taken forward, one suggesting a combination of Option 2 and 3 and the other preferring a 
combination of Option 1 and 2. 

Key Message Q45: 
One alternative option was put forward which has been worked up and is detailed below 

Proposed Option 4 
 Sites should be supported where restoration would contribute improving habitat connectivity. 

Suggested approach 
Support the development of clay extraction sites where the restoration of the site would contribute to 
improving habitat connectivity. 

SA of options including alternatives 
Summary of assessment 
Options 1 to 3 are likely to have uncertain or negative environmental impacts in relation to biodiversity, 
land take and landscape, given the nature of clay working. However, Option 1 is likely to have fewer 
significant impacts by predominantly locating additional capacity near to existing extraction or 
processing locations thus reducing transport implications (minimising the number and length of trips) 
as well as impacts on new locations elsewhere. Although it is characterised by a number of 
uncertainties, Option 2 offers more flexibility to maximise the use of clay in other locations where it 
could be viable and help to maximise economic benefits from extraction. 
Option 3, when considered alongside the other options, would support the wider economy given that 
the extraction of clay would be for a broader range of uses not necessarily associated with current 
manufacturing facilities. However, adverse effects in relation to exportation and transportation outside 
of the plan area as well as cumulative negative environmental impacts as result of further extraction 
are identified.  These are, however moderated by the support the option offers for secondary and 
recycled uses. 
Option 4 offers the opportunity to support longer term benefits for biodiversity, water, climate 
adaptation, recreation and wellbeing. However, most other impacts are uncertain as they would be 
dependent on location. 

Revised recommendations 
Assuming that any proposals would also be subject to alternative policies within the plan, it is 
considered that Option 1 in relation to supporting existing production should be pursued. The long term 
restoration benefits of Option 4 could also be captured by incorporating it into other policies, 
particularly Option 1. 

Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
It is acknowledged that any policy should provide clarity as to the circumstances where future 
development will be acceptable in principle and that it could be appropriate to take forward a 
combination of options.  It is considered that the relationship between restoration and habitat 
connectivity is an issue which is best addressed in the development management policies in the plan 
as it may be relevant to other types of mineral besides clay. 
Evidence base update 
The online NPPG has been published since the Issues and Options consultation took place  in spring 
2014 but there are no changes regarding clay from when the NPPF was published in 2012 

Since completion of Issues and Options consultation a proposed site allocation for an extension to clay 
workings at Alne brickworks has been submitted in order to provide a 25 year supply for the adjacent 
brickworks and will be assessed as part of the site assessment process. 
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This evidence update is accurate as of January 2015. 

Duty to Cooperate 
Is this is a DtC matter: no 

Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
National policy seeks the maintenance of a stock of at least 25 years supply for brick clay for new or 
existing plant. There are two existing facilities in the Plan area manufacturing construction products 
from clay.  Neither of these facilities currently has a 25 year supply of resources available. Since 
completion of Issues and Options consultation a site allocation for an extension of working at Alne 
Brickworks has been put forward.  If ultimately developed this new area, combined with existing 
permitted reserves, would provide a 25 year stock of reserves in line with national policy.  Existing 
reserves at the Hemingbrough clay pit supply an off-site manufacturing facility. Current reserves are 
not sufficient to provide a 25 year supply and a site allocation for an extension which would provide an 
additional 12 years reserves has been put forward. In combination with existing reserves this would 
still not result in a 25 year supply being available.  However, a further proposed allocation for extraction 
of clay at the former Escrick clay pit has been put forward by the same operator, containing substantial 
further reserves which, in combination with reserves at Hemingbrough, would provide in excess of 25 
years supply.   

It is therefore considered that it may be practicable to make specific provision for further clay working 
in line with national policy, subject to the outcome of the site allocations process.  Such an approach 
would be consistent with the findings of the initial SA.  However, it is acknowledged that it may also be 
appropriate to provide a degree of flexibility in policy to allow for other proposals, on unallocated sites, 
to come forward where they comply with development management policies in the Plan.  This would 
allow flexibility to help maintain supply to existing facilities in circumstances where it is not possible to 
deliver sufficient additional reserves through specific proposals at any allocated sites. 

Whilst it is acknowledge that restoration of clay sites may provide opportunities for increasing habitat 
connectivity it is considered that this principle may apply to arrange of other mineral types and is more 
appropriately addressed in development management policy. 

The preferred approach is option 1 combined with elements of option 2 to provide flexibility. 

Preferred policy approach – title changed to M13: Continuity of supply of clay 
The provision of sufficient permitted reserves of clay in order to provide a 25 year supply for 
existing manufacturing operations at Alne Brickworks and Plasmor Blockworks, Great Heck, is 
supported. 

Additional reserves to help meet this requirement are provided through a site allocation for:

 1) Allocations required in order to meet requirements during the plan period: 

Land to north of Hemingbrough clay pit (MJP45) 

Proposals for development of this site will be supported subject to compliance with the 
development management policies in the Plan. 

 2) Allocations potentially required to contribute to maintaining longer term supply   for 
Plasmor Blockworks: 

A Preferred Area on land adjacent to former Escrick brickworks (MJP55) 

Proposals for development within this site will be supported only where it can be demonstrated 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

that additional reserves are required in order to maintain an adequate longer term supply of 
clay to the Plasmor blockworks site and subject to compliance with the development 
management policies in the Plan. 

Maintenance of supply of clay is also supported through the identification of an allocated site 
for engineering clay at: 

Land north of Duttons Farm, Upper Poppleton (MJP52) 

Working of unallocated brick clay resources will be supported where it can be demonstrated 
that the mineral is needed in order to maintain an adequate supply to existing manufacturing 
facilities in line with national policy, where sufficient mineral cannot be provided from sites 
allocated in the Plan and subject to compliance with relevant development management 
policies in the Plan. 

Supporting text 

National policy requires that a stock of at least 25 years supply should be maintained for brick clay in 
order to provide adequate reserves to serve existing facilities manufacturing clay based products. 
Specific site allocations can be identified in the Plan in order to help meet this requirement for the two 
existing manufacturing facilities located in the Plan area.  Identification of these allocations provides a 
high level of certainty about the delivery of the necessary resources. 

However, it is recognised that a degree of flexibility may also be appropriate in order to ensure that 
other resources can be developed if necessary in order to meet the national policy requirement.  This 
could provide flexibility if it is not practicable to deliver the expected amount through the allocated 
areas, or to facilitate supply of clay of particular quality or technical specifications which may not be 
available in other permitted sources of supply. 

In all cases any specific proposals will need to comply with relevant development management policies 
in order to protect the environment and local amenity.  Where it is proposed to work unallocated 
resources at locations away from the manufacturing facility to be served it will be particularly important 
to ensure that road haulage impacts are minimised. 

Links to Objectives and Policies 
Link to Objectives: 
Objective 5 
Objective 6 

Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: 
Id19: Safeguarding of clay 
Id58: Presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste development 
Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts 
Id63: Landscape 
Id64: Biodiversity and geodiversity 
Id66: Water environment 
Id67: Strategic approach to reclamation and afteruse 

SA/SEA 
Summary of assessment 
A wide range of impacts will result from extraction of sand and gravel at the sites specified in this 
policy. These are outlined in the Site Sustainability Appraisal Report. As many of the site allocations lie 
in close proximity to other existing or allocated sites, cumulative impacts will be of particular 
importance. 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

In terms of unallocated sites, a range of minor positive and negative effects are recorded for most SA 
objectives as such sites will need to comply with development management policies, which will either 
control effects or may leave some minor residual effects when they are applied to clay development 
(such as on soils / land, water and landscape) or may result in minor positive effects (e.g. through 
mitigation providing a net gain or a high level of protection – as is the case for biodiversity and the 
historic environment). Strong positive effects are observed in relation the economy, community vitality 
and population change as ultimately clay extraction supports the brick industry and the wider 
construction industry and the jobs associated with those industries.  

Recommendations 
Appropriate mitigation should be incorporated at each allocation site in line with recommendations in 
the Site Sustainability Appraisal findings for each site and with other policies in the Plan. Cumulative 
impacts should be given particular regard through the planning application process. 

Policy id18: Incidental working of clay in association with other minerals 
Options 
presented at 
Issues and 
options stage 

Option 1: 
This option would support the incidental working of clay in association with production 
of other minerals, where the incidental extraction of clay would help secure the most 
sustainable use of resources and would not prejudice the overall environmental or 
amenity impacts of the primary working or the subsequent reclamation and afteruse 
of the site. 
Option 2: This option would not expressly support the incidental working of clay in 
association with production of other minerals. 

What the SA told us 
The effects arising from Option 1 are predominantly neutral to uncertain. The option would support 
incidental clay extraction where overall sustainability and environmental / amenity impacts from the 
extraction of the primary mineral are not prejudiced. However, there is some uncertainty as to the 
scope of impacts that will be considered. 
This option is likely to maximise opportunities for productivity from mineral extraction, minimising the 
generation of clay waste and providing positive benefits for the economy. In comparison to Option 1, 
Option 2 is likely to have predominantly neutral effects as it would be reliant on proposals coming 
forward to be assessed against other policies within the Plan. The impacts on the economy are 
considered to be mixed given that there is uncertainty in relation to missed opportunities and reliance 
on the market to determine incidental working of clay. Negative effects may be experienced in relation 
to effective management of site waste and the efficient use of resources. 

Recommendations 
Assuming that any proposals would also be subject to alternative policies within the plan, it is 
considered that Option 1 in relation to supporting existing production should be pursued and that 
Option 2 in relation to flexibility of future sites should be pursued. 
Number of consultation responses 
Total Number of comments against id: 2 
Question 46: Do you have a preference for 
any of the options presented above? 

Option 1: 1 
Option 2: 1 

Question 47: Are there any alternative 
options we should consider in relation to the 
safeguarding of clay resources? 

Number of respondents: 0 

Brief overview of consultation responses 
Key Messages Q46: 2 respondents made representations against Q46 but no comments were made. 
Key Messages Q47: 
No alternative options were submitted in response to this question. 

SA of options including alternatives 
N/A 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
Although support was expressed for both options 1 and 2 no specific comments were made and 
therefore no clear view or consensus emerged from consultation on this issue. 

Evidence base update 
No new evidence as of January 2015. 

Duty to Cooperate 
Is this is a DtC matter: no 

Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
There was support for each of the 2 options but no comments submitted, and no alternative options 
suggested.  

Although the SA favoured aspects of both options it is considered that the more specific guidance to 
developers provided by option 1 should be preferred.  

Preferred policy approach – title changed to M14: Incidental working of clay in association with 
other minerals 
The incidental working of clay in association with production of other minerals will be 
supported, where the incidental extraction of clay would help secure the most sustainable use 
of resources and would not significantly increase any environmental or amenity impacts 
associated with the primary working, or the subsequent reclamation and afteruse of the site. 

Supporting text 

In some mineral workings, particularly for sand and gravel and some crushed rock types, the primary 
mineral occurs in association with clay deposits which sometimes may need to be removed to access 
the primary target mineral.  Such clay deposits can, in some cases, have commercial value and it may 
be justifiable for them to be extracted and used off site.  However, in order for this to represent a 
sustainable form of mineral extraction, it will be important to ensure that removal off site of incidental 
clay would not lead to increased overall environmental impacts compared with extraction of the primary 
mineral or, particularly, that the quality of reclamation and afteruse of the site is not adversely affected.  
This latter consideration arises because clay materials are often retained on site and replaced in 
worked out areas to help provide a satisfactory final landform. Where it is proposed to remove such 
clay from the site, applicants will need to demonstrate that a satisfactory standard of reclamation and 
afteruse can still be achieved. 

Links to Objectives and Policies 
Link to Objectives: 
Objective 5 

Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: 
Id58: Presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste development 
Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts 
Id63: Landscape 
Id64: Biodiversity and geodiversity 
Id66: Water environment 
Id67: Strategic approach to reclamation and afteruse 

SA/SEA 
Summary of assessment 
The impacts associated with this policy are predominantly neutral to uncertain.  The policy would 
support incidental clay extraction where overall sustainability and environmental / amenity impacts 
would not be significantly increased.  However, there is some uncertainty as to the scope of impacts 

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 66 



                   

 
 

             
 

  
 

 
  

   
  

 

 
 

  
 

 

    

   
   

 
 

     
  

   
   

    
 

    
       

  
 

  
 

 

  
 

 
 

   
  

  
   
    
   

 
  

  

 
  

  
    

 
 

   
  

Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

that will be considered and also stringency in relation to environmental impacts resulting from the 
primary working is unknown. 

Some positive impacts would result from this policy as it would increase productivity from mineral 
extraction, minimising the generation of clay waste, providing a valuable building material and 
providing positive benefits for the economy.   

Recommendations  
No further mitigation is proposed. 

Policy id19: Safeguarding clay 
Options 
presented at 
Issues and 
options stage 

Option 1: This option would safeguard all known clay resources, with a 250m buffer 
zone to help ensure maximum protection of the resource from proximal sterilisation. 
Option 2: This option would safeguard all known clay resources, without a buffer 
zone given the large geographical scale of the resource relative to the current and 
expected future extent of working. 
Option 3: This option would only safeguard clay resources outside urban areas and 
National Park and AONB designations as working in these areas are less likely to be 
proposed or acceptable. 
Option 4: This option would operate in parallel with other options and would 
safeguard any additional resources of clay (not identified in current minerals resource 
evidence) proposed in site allocations and preferred areas, where supported by 
adequate resource information. 

What the SA told us 
As safeguarding does not infer clay extraction will take place there is generally no predicted direct 
effect. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan. 
Safeguarding contributes positively, however, to the SA objective ‘to minimise the use of resources 
and encourage their re-use and safeguarding’. In other ways positive indirect effects are noted in 
relation to the soil / land, and economic objectives through maintaining optimum sites for extraction. 
Given that Option 4 could increase the amount of clay safeguarded, this is likely to increase economic 
benefits over the plan period. Option 3 may result in minor positives for the National Park, AONBs and 
York should less harmful development sterilise the clay resource, but the likelihood of this is 
questionable. 
Under each option, effects from displacement of development which would have taken place are 
uncertain as this will depend upon the stringency of any policy approach applied. 

Recommendations 
The SA indicates that option 3 and option 4 should be pursued. 
Number of consultation responses 
Total Number of comments against id: 7 
Question 48: Do you have a preference for 
any of the options presented above? 

Option 1: 3 Option 4: 0 
Option 2: 1 Combination: 1 (1MWI) 
Option 3: 1 DNS: 0 

Question 49: Are there any alternative 
options we should consider in relation to the 
safeguarding of clay resources? 

Number of respondents: 1 (SC) 

Brief overview of consultation responses 
Key Messages Q48: The majority of respondents expressed a preference for option 1. One 
respondent suggested an approach based on a combination of Options 1 and 4 as this was would 
allow maximum resources with the inclusion of a buffer and any additional resources unidentified on 
the resource map. 

Key Messages Q49: One comment was received in relation to this question, expressing an opinion 
that there should be a presumption against extraction in protected landscapes and international and 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

national statutory protected sites. This was not considered to be a significantly different direction of 
approaches and therefore was not taken forward as an alternative option. The details are in the 
‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why it has not been 
taken forward. 

SA of options including alternatives 
N/A 
Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
Option 1, which was supported by the majority of consultees, is also in line with good practice 
guidance on mineral safeguarding (BGS 2011).  Support was also expressed for an option of not 
providing a buffer zone, and for not safeguarding clay in urban areas, National Parks and AONBs.  It is 
considered that provision of a buffer zone would be in line with practice guidance and work undertaken 
on mineral safeguarding in North Yorkshire by BGS.  It would also help provide maximum protection to 
the resource.  Similarly it is considered that excluding certain areas would be less consistent with 
current practice guidance and the long term purpose of minerals safeguarding. 

Evidence base update 
No new evidence as of January 2015. 

Duty to Cooperate 
Is this is a DtC matter: yes 
Consideration of safeguarding of minerals where they occur in close proximity to the Plan area 
boundary has taken place via the production of, and consultation on, a cross-boundary minerals 
safeguarding paper.  This did not lead to the need for any changes to the proposed safeguarding 
areas for clay. 
Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
No new evidence or policy has come forward relating to this topic. 

The SA indicates that Option 3 and Option 4 should be pursued whereas most consultees supported 
Option 1. 

No realistic alternative options were put forward for consideration. 

Option 1 is closest to the BGS recommendations in the NYCC and CYC safeguarding of minerals 
reports. Option 4 could increase the economic benefits by increasing the amount of clay safeguarded. 
As a number of site allocations are proposed, it would also be appropriate to safeguard these where 
they lie outside resource areas already identified in work undertaken by BGS.  Option 3 may result in 
minor positives for the National Park, AONBs and York should less harmful development sterilise the 
clay resource but exemption of designated areas from safeguarding is not generally supported in best 
practice guidance on minerals safeguarding. 

The preferred policy approach is a combination of Option 1 and 4. 

During the progression of the Preferred Options document a combined minerals safeguarding policy 
was developed to cover all minerals resources rather than having 11 separate policies. 
The original policy text is included below followed by the combined policy which is displayed in the 
Preferred Options document. 

Preferred policy approach – title changed to S01: Safeguarded mineral resources 
1) All clay resources identified on the policies map will be safeguarded for the future. An 

additional 250m buffer zone around each resource area will also be safeguarded to 
protect the resource from encroaching development. 

2) All clay resources in Site Allocations shown on the policies map, along with a 250m 
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buffer zone, will also be safeguarded where they lie outside the resource areas 
identified in part 1) above. 

COMBINED MINERALS SAFEGUARDING POLICY from PREFERRED OPTIONS DOCUMENT 

Part one- Surface mineral resources: 

The following surface minerals resources and associated buffer zones identified on the policies 
map will be safeguarded from other forms of surface development to protect the resource for 
the future : 
i) All crushed rock and silica sand resources with an additional 500m buffer 
ii) All sand and gravel, clay and shallow coal resources with an additional 250m buffer 
iii)  Building stone resources and active and former building stone quarries with an additional 
250m buffer 

Part two – Deep mineral resources: 

The following deep mineral resources and associated buffer zones identified on the policies 
map will be safeguarded from surface development to protect the resource for the future: 
i) Underground coal resources within the Kellingley Colliery licensed area with an additional 
700m buffer; 
ii)  Underground potash and polyhalite resources within the Boulby Mine licensed area and 
Doves Nest Farm indicated and inferred resource area; 
iii) Underground gypsum deposits within the former Sherburn in Elmet Mine planning 
permission area; 
iv)  Vein mineral reserves within extant planning permissions with an additional 250m buffer 

Part three – protecting deep mineral resources from other underground minerals development: 

Reserves and resources of potash and polyhalite identified on the Policies Map, including a 
2km buffer zone, will be protected from sterilisation by other forms of underground minerals 
extraction and the underground storage of gas or carbon in order to protect the resource for 
the future. 

Supporting text 

Safeguarding of minerals resources from alternative forms of development which may prevent their 
subsequent extraction is an important aspect of sustainable planning for minerals.  Effective 
safeguarding helps preserve finite resources for the future, although there is no presumption that 
safeguarded resources will be worked.  Sensitive development in close proximity to minerals resources 
can also impact on the ability to work a resource in future.  It is therefore prudent to safeguard a limited 
buffer zone around the resource.  The purpose of safeguarding is not to prevent other forms of 
development on or near to a resource, but primarily to ensure that the presence of the resource is 
taken into account when other development proposals are under consideration.  This is a particularly 
important issue within those parts of the Joint Plan area which are ‘two tier’, with the majority of 
development decisions taken by the District or Borough Councils rather than the mineral planning 
authority. 
In these circumstances, consultation between the District and County Councils will be required where 
certain other forms of development, with the potential to sterilise minerals resources, are proposed in a 
safeguarded area.  Consultation criteria, including details of those types of development which are 
exempt from safeguarding, are set out in id71: Consideration of applications in Mineral consultation 
areas 

Links to Objectives and Policies 
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Link to Objectives: 
Objective 3 

Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: 
Id17: Continuity of supply of clay 
Id70: Developments proposed within mineral safeguarding areas 
Id71: Consideration of applications in mineral consultation areas 

SA/SEA 
Summary of assessment 
As safeguarding does not infer that minerals extraction will take place there are generally no predicted 
direct effects. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan.  
This policy is likely to result in minor to major positive impacts in relation to encouraging the 
safeguarding of resources, economic growth and meeting the needs of a changing population as future 
mineral resource sterilisation is avoided, thus conserving resources for future economic benefit. The 
safeguarding of buffer zones around mineral reserves may also have minor positive impacts in relation 
to minimising air quality and amenity impacts experienced by users of new proximal development.  
Some uncertainty is noted in the assessment as the nature and location of any future development that 
may be displaced as a result of this policy, and the consequences of this displacement, is not known. 

Recommendations 
No mitigation is proposed 

Policy id20: Continuity of supply of building stone 
Options 
presented at 
Issues and 
options stage 

Option 1: Support the principle of continued production, including extensions to 
workings, at existing permitted building stone sites. 
Option 2: Support the principle of development of resources of building stone at new 
sites (including former building stone quarries without planning permission) as well as 
extensions to existing sites. 
Option 3: This option would not express support in principle for continued supply of 
building stone but would identify a range of criteria to be applied to any proposals 
which come forward for development of building stone resources. In addition to the 
general criteria included in the Development Management policies, indicative criteria 
for building stone development could include adequate demonstration of the nature, 
quality and quantity of resource, the market to be served and the availability of stone 
at alternative sites. 

What the SA told us 
The assessment has revealed that all options are likely to result in negative effects on the environment 
to some degree although Option 2 could in particular have significant negative effects on landscape, 
biodiversity, recreation, the historic environment, water, soil, air and amenity. Whilst Option 1 would 
have the least effects on the environment, it could also fail to deliver a sufficient supply of the right 
types of building stone to support development consistent with landscape / townscape character and 
the historic environment. 
Number of consultation responses 
Total Number of comments against id: 21 
Question 50: Do you have a preference for 
any of the options presented above? 

Option 1: 3 Option 3: 2 (1 Local 
Authorities) 

Option 2: 10 (1 SC/2 
MWI/ 2 Local Authorities) 

Did Not Specify: 2 (1 SC/ 
1 Local Authorities) 

Question 51: Are there any other options 
the Authorities should consider in relation to 
the continuity of building stone supply? 

Number of respondents: 2 (1 MWI/ 1 Local Authority) 

Question 52: Do you agree with the criteria 
used in Option 3 above? If not, what 

Number of respondents: 2 
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alternatives would you suggest? 

Brief overview of consultation responses 
Key messages Q50: The majority of respondents expressed a preference for Option 2. It was 
considered that a better understanding of the likely demand for these materials is needed as there is 
currently a weakness in the evidence base. It was also considered that building stone should not just 
be reserved for the repair and restoration market and new build requirements should also be taken into 
account. One respondent considered that extraction of building stone should be done on a site by site 
basis as this acknowledges the need to source appropriate local building stone. 

Key Message Q51: A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are 
detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why 
they have or have not been taken forward. Any realistic alternatives are summarised below. 

Proposed Option 4 
 Support the provision of building stone from sites which primarily extract crushed rock. 

Suggested approach 
This option would, where appropriate, support the sourcing and provision of building stone from sites 
which are primarily extracting crushed rock. 

Proposed Option 5 
 Same as Option 3 but exclude consideration of alternative sources. 

Suggested approach 
This option would not express support in principle for continued supply of building stone but would 
identify a range of criteria to be applied to any proposals which come forward for development of 
building stone resources. In addition to the general criteria included in the Development Management 
policies, indicative criteria for building stone development could include adequate demonstration of the 
nature, quality and quanity of resource and the market to be served. 

Key Message Q52: 2 respondents agreed with the criteria. However one respondent considered that 
the availability of stone at alternative sites should not be a consideration. 

SA of options including alternatives 
Summary of assessment 
The assessment has revealed that all options are likely to result in mostly minor negative effects on the 
environment to some degree although Option 2 could in particular have potentially more significant 
negative effects on landscape, biodiversity, recreation, the historic environment, water, soil, air and 
amenity. Whilst Option 1 would have some positive impact on the environment, particularly in relation 
to land use and minimising use of resources, it could also fail to deliver a sufficient supply of the right 
types of building stone to support development consistent with landscape / townscape character and 
the historic environment. 

Although Option 3 does not provide specific support for the continuation of supply of building stone, it 
is considered that this criteria based approach would allow new sites to come forward where required. 
Option 3 is considered more favourable in terms of sustainability effects than Option 5 as it results in 
more positive effects in relation to minimising the use of resources. 

The addition of Option 4 where appropriate is considered to result in a number of positive effects, 
particularly should it result in the need for less new building stone quarries and the associated impacts 
that these would have upon biodiversity, water, cultural heritage, landscape, air quality and amenity. 

Recommendations 
It is recommended that Option 3 would enable new sites to come forward where required whilst having 
minimal detrimental effects on the environment. As a number of positive effects were also recorded in 
relation to Option 4, it is considered that Option 3 should be adopted alongside Option 4 recognising 
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that in most cases extracting building stone from an existing crushed rock quarry is likely to have a 
lower order impact than developing a new quarry. 
Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
The Howardian Hills AONB has pointed out that the plan needs to ensure that building stone available 
in the National Park should be made available for work in the AONB as this is likely to be the closest 
match. Similarly English Heritage have said it is important to set a framework to support the delivery of 
matching stone needed for the repair of the areas heritage assets. It is considered that the preferred 
policy provides sufficient flexibility to maintain existing supplies and ensure their availability for the use 
in the repair of historic assets. 

A number of consultees have raised concerns about the restriction of use in the policy to repair, 
however it is considered that the extraction of building stone for unlimited use outside of the plan area 
will conflict with National Park purposes and could limit the availability of future resources for the repair 
of historic assets.  
Evidence base update 
There is no new evidence as of January 2015. 

Duty to Cooperate 
Is this is a DtC matter: yes 

This policy raises issues in relation to the Duty to Co-operate due stone being both imported and 
exported. 
Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
Option 2 is the preferred approach which to “support the principle of development of resources of 
building stone at new sites (including former building stone quarries without planning permission) as 
well as extensions to existing sites. Although this option has a worse outcome in terms of the 
Sustainability Appraisal it option 1 will not deliver a sufficient supply of the right types of building stone. 
The risks set out in the Sustainability Appraisal are likely to be mitigated by reference to the 
Development Management Policies set out in the Plan.  Option 2 provides the opportunity to open new 
building stone sites where the resources is required to contribute to the quality of the built environment 
of the Joint Plan Area and also provides for the extraction of stone where it is required for the repair of 
listed buildings both within and outside the plan area. 

The preferred policy approach is option 2, which supports the principle of development of resources of 
building stone, including at former quarries. The preferred option also supports the use of temporary 
quarries for the repair of historic buildings in order to address the concerns of respondents. 

The continuity of the supply of building stone is closely linked with the use of the building stone and 
therefore in drafting the preferred option policies it was concluded that the approach should be set out 
in one policy to provide more clarity. The preferred options policy takes forward option 2 which 
supports the principle of development of resources of building stone at new sites as well as extensions 
to existing sites. 

In response to the comments received the preferred options policy not includes support for the 
incidental production of building stone in association with the working of crushed rock. 

Preferred policy approach- title changed to M15: Continuity of supply of building stone 
In order to secure an adequate supply of building stone, proposals will, where consistent with 
other policies in the Plan, be supported for:- 

i. the extension of time for completion of extraction at permitted building stone extraction 
sites; 

ii. the lateral extension and/or deepening of workings at permitted building stone 
extraction sites; 

iii. the re-opening of former building stone quarries in appropriate locations; 
iv. the opening of new sites for building stone extraction in appropriate locations, 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

including the small scale extraction of building stone at new sites adjacent to existing 
historic buildings or structures where the use is specifically for their repair; 

v. the incidental production of building stone in association with the working of crushed 
rock; 

vi. the grant of permission on sites allocated in the Plan for working of building stone 

Where development is proposed in the National Park and AONBs under criteria i to iv above 
and where the development comprises major development due to its scale and the nature, 
proposals will need to meet the requirements for major development set out in Policy D04. 

Proposals for the supply of building stone should be supported by evidence to demonstrate the 
contribution that the stone proposed to be worked would make to the quality of the built and/or 
historic environment in the Plan area and/or to the meeting of important requirements for 
building stone outside the area and the scale of the proposal should be consistent with the 
identified needs for the stone. 

For proposals for supply of building stone from locations within the National Park or AONBs, it 
will need to be demonstrated that the stone is required primarily to meet requirements arising 
from new build or repair work within the National Park and/or AONBs or is for the repair of 
important designated or undesignated buildings or structures which rely on the proposed 
source of stone as the original source of supply, or can provide a directly equivalent product 
which can no longer be provided from the original source quarry. 

Additional reserves to help maintain supply of building stone are also provided through a site 
allocation for: 

Land at Brows Quarry (MJP63). 

Supporting text 

Supply of building stone is important for maintaining the quality of the built and historic environment.  
Typically, building stone quarries are relatively small in scale but, as a result of the need to source 
stone of particular technical or aesthetic properties, may sometimes be proposed in relatively sensitive 
locations and can therefore give rise to impacts on the environment or local amenity.  It is therefore 
particularly important that proposals can demonstrate compliance with other relevant policies in the 
Plan, particularly those providing protection to the environment and local amenity.   

Stone with suitable technical and aesthetic properties to meet requirements for high quality new build 
and repair work is understood to be relatively scarce in the Plan area and is a finite resource.  
Substantial export of such stone out of the area, in order to meet a general market requirement for 
building stone, may over time reduce the availability of high quality indigenous sources of supply with 
the right technical and aesthetic properties to match the existing built or historic environment in the 
area.  It is nevertheless recognised that in some instances it may be appropriate for high quality 
building stone worked in the Plan area to serve wider markets, including in cases where stone from the 
Plan area has been used in important buildings and structures elsewhere or can provide a similar 
match to stones which are no longer available elsewhere.  It is therefore important that applications for 
working of high quality stone such as ashlar are accompanied by supporting information on 
requirements for the stone, including for example reference to the Strategic Stone Study (a national 
study led by English Heritage working with the British Geological Survey which identifies the most 
significant building stone resources as well as, in some cases, the original sources of stone for 
particular buildings or settlements).  

It is recognised that the extraction of local building stone can have a positive impact in terms of 
enhancing the built environment of National Parks and AONBs, however the unrestricted extraction for 
exportation to other areas may have harmful effects both in terms of the scale of extraction in these 
highly protected areas and potential exhaustion of existing resources. The building stone used in the 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

Howardian Hills and the National Park are often sourced from the same geological structures and 
therefore it is considered appropriate to allow building stone extracted from the Park to be used in the 
Howardian Hills and vice versa as this will help to retain the characteristics of both areas.  In many 
cases, proposals for significant new working of building stone in the National Park and AONBs will also 
need to satisfy the major development test set out in national planning policy and policy D04 of the 
Plan.  
There may be occasions where stone resources are available adjacent to the site where they will be 
utilised and, as this can represent a sustainable option, in these cases limited extraction specifically to 
serve repair needs for adjacent existing historic structures or buildings will be supported in principle. 

In some cases, building stone is worked as an ancillary product in association with extraction of 
crushed rock aggregate.  Where suitable stone exists it is considered that this can be a sustainable 
form of development as it can help contribute to overall supply of building stone without substantial 
additional adverse impacts. Where proposals are brought forward for the ancillary supply of building 
stone at crushed rock quarries, proposals should contain information about any specific or additional 
impacts associated with the proposed working of building stone in order that appropriate mitigation can 
be considered if necessary. 

Links to Objectives and Policies 
Link to Objectives: 
Objective 5 
Objective 6 
Objective 9 

Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: 
Id21: Use of building stone 
Id22: Safeguarding of building stone 
Id61: North York Moors National Park and AONBs 
Id65: Historic environment 

SA/SEA 
Summary of assessment 
It is considered that this policy would provide an adequate supply and range of building stone to 
market and therefore positive impacts have been recorded in relation to the economy, community 
viability and vitality and meeting the needs of a changing population. The policy would enable building 
stone to be extracted in close proximity to historic assets or from former quarries where required in 
order that the correct type of stone can be sourced, conserving the historic environment of an area and 
the character of its heritage assets. This would result in minor to major positive impacts in relation to 
the historic environment and landscape objectives. 

Although building stone extraction tends to be a relatively small scale operation, negative impacts have 
been identified in relation to a number of the environmental objectives as this policy is likely to result in 
an increase in active building stone sites with associated biodiversity, water, air quality, recreation, 
landscape and amenity impacts. 

Recommendations 
No further mitigation is proposed. 

Policy id21: Use of building stone 
Options 
presented at 
Issues and 
options stage 

Option 1: This option would support applications for extraction of building stone from 
within the National Park and AONBs only where the stone would be used within the 
designated area it is extracted from, unless for repair of important designated or 
undesignated structures elsewhere which rely on this stone. Elsewhere in the Joint 
Plan area there would be no restriction placed on the use of the stone extracted. 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

Option 2: This option would support applications for extraction of building stone from 
within the Joint Plan area for use only within the Joint Plan area, unless for repair of 
important designated or undesignated structures elsewhere which rely on this stone. 
Stone extracted in the National Parks and AONBs would only be used within the 
designated area from which it is extracted. 
Option 3: No restrictions to be placed on the use of building stone – planning 
applications would be considered against national policy, other building stone policies 
in the Joint Plan and any relevant Development Management policies only. The 
NPPF does not place any restrictions on the use of building stone but does require 
planning authorities to consider how to meet any demand for small-scale extraction of 
building stone at, or close to, relic quarries needed for the repair of heritage assets, 
taking account of the need to protect designated sites. 
Option 4: Alongside any of options 1, 2 or 3, this option would support the limited 
extraction of stone for use in building projects on the same site, acknowledging that in 
some instances this may in fact be Permitted Development and not require planning 
permission. 

What the SA told us 
The assessment has revealed that Options 1 and 2 would be beneficial in terms of protecting the 
environment. However, Option 2 may result in negative effects on the local economy should there be 
less extraction across the area (though this is uncertain). Option 3 would result in no additional effects 
from building stone extraction. 
Option 4 is likely to have positive effects in terms of supply of building stone and reducing the effects of 
transportation, and any negative effects are likely to be minor and very temporary. 
Number of consultation responses 
Total Number of comments against id: 16 
Question 53: Do you have a preference for 
any of the options presented above? 

Option 1: 3(SC/MWI/ 1 
Local Authorities) 

Option 4: 1 

Option 2: 1 Combination: 5 
(1SC/MWI/ 1 Local 
Authorities) 

Option 3: 2 (2MWI) Did Not Specify: 1 (1SC) 
Question 54: Are there any other options 
the Authorities should consider in relation to 
the use of building stone? 

Number of respondents: 3 (1 LA) 

Brief overview of consultation responses 
Key Messages Q53: Views received from respondents in relation to the use of building stone were 
mixed. A number of respondents suggested approaches based on a combination of the Options 
presented but no consensus view, about which combination would be most appropriate, could be 
drawn. The combinations which were suggested included combinations of Option 1 and 2, Options 1 
and 4, Option 3 and 4, and Options 2 and 4. 
One respondent (Mineral Product Association) considered that Options 1 and 2 would be unworkable 
as the level of investment required to develop a site would mean it is impossible to limit sales to a 
small geographical area. English Heritage considered that there are two separate issues relating to 
building stone that should be considered. Firstly, what approach should be taken to opening up, or 
extending building stone quarries where stone is extracted for sale on the open market. Secondly, 
what approach should be taken to applications which propose the re-opening of former quarries in 
order to provide a source of building stone for a clearly defined need for repair or restoration of a 
particular building or structure. Depending on which issue is being addressed a different policy 
approach may be appropriate. It was considered that building stone applications for sale on the open 
market should be provided from across the whole joint plan area, excluding the NP and ANOBs. For 
application involving the opening of new and former quarries for the purpose of repair or restoration to 
a particular structure it was considered that a criteria based policy would be appropriate. The criteria 
identified included: if the application can demonstrate the quarry is the original source or it provides a 
directly equivalent product which  is no longer available from the original source, and the scale of 
extraction is commensurate with the expected requirements of the development for which it is 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

proposed to be used. 

Key Messages Q54 A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are 
detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why 
they have or have not been taken forward. Any realistic alternatives have been worked up and are 
detailed below 

Proposed Option 5 
 Combine options 1 and 2. 

Suggested approach 
Support applications for the extraction of building stone within the Joint Plan area for use only within 
the Joint Plan area, and building stone extracted within the National Park and AONB would only be 
used in the designated area from which it is extracted. In both cases the building stone will only be 
used elsewhere if it is for the repair of important designated or undesignated structures which rely on 
this stone. 

Proposed Option 6 
 Add additional criteria to Option 1 stating that the quarry used is the original source of stone 

and the scale of extraction is commensurate with the expected requirements of the 
development. 

Suggested approach 
Support the extraction of building stone from within the National Park and AONBs only where the stone 
would be used in the designated area from which it is extracted. In both cases the building stone will 
only be used elsewhere if it is for the repair of important designated structures which rely on this stone. 

The Mineral Products Association stated in their response that sale of building stone for use on historic 
sites is only 10%, so the greater proportion is used for new build; this should be explained when 
progressing this policy to the Preferred Option stage. 

SA of options including alternatives 
Summary of assessment 
The assessment has revealed that Options 1 and 2 would be beneficial in terms of protecting the 
environment. However, Option 2 may result in negative effects on the local economy should there be 
less extraction across the area (though this is uncertain). 
Option 3 would result in no additional effects from building stone extraction. 
Option 4 is likely to have positive effects in terms of supply of building stone and reducing the effects of 
transportation, and any negative effects are likely to be minor and very temporary. 
Option 5 would have positive effects on the landscape and historic environment but gives less support 
to new jobs and providing for needs outside the Plan area. 
Option 6 will have positive effects on the historic environment outside the Plan area where the original 
source of stone for a historic asset is from a quarry within the National Park or AONB and the scale of 
extraction is to meet the specific requirements of the historic asset. 

Revised recommendations 
It is recommended that a combination of Options 1 and 4 would be the most sustainable approach 

Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
The narrowest majority of respondents considered a combination of the proposed options as being the 
most suitable. On one hand statutory consultees such as RSPB and EH are concerned that building 
stone is a finite resources and should be limited in its use while on the other hand a number of 
operators have raised concerns about the viability of quarries if they are restricted in terms of areas 
they can sell to. The preferred option is considered to comply with the approach set out in paragraph 
142 which says that as minerals are a finite resource it is important to make best use of them to secure 
their long-term conservation. The preferred options policy has been drafted in order to be sufficiently 
flexible for the industry but also to ensure levels of extraction are commensurate with the requirements 
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of the plan area. The preferred option policy also responds to concerns from the Howardian Hills 
AONB that stone from the National Park should be made available to this area as the character of the 
building stone is the same. 

Evidence base update 
Outline any changes to national , local policy or guidance since Issues and Options which may 
influence the policy approach 
Outline any new evidence base / since Issues and Options which may influence the policy approach 
There have been no changes to the evidence base as of January 2015.  

Duty to Cooperate 
Is this is a DtC matter: yes/no? No 

Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
A number of respondents preferred option 1 over options 2, 3 or 4, however a greater number 
suggested that a combination of options would be preferable. The SA also concludes that options 1 
and 2 would be beneficial in terms of protecting the environment, but option 4 would have positive 
effects in terms of supply of building stone and reducing the effects of transportation.  

National Park Building Conservation staff informed Officers that Local builders in the National Park 
have raised concerns that there are too few local quarries and there is therefore insufficient variety of 
stone to reinforce local distinctiveness. Even with two sandstone quarries in the Park this is sometimes 
not sufficient where a colour mix is required. Limestone from Lincolnshire generally provides a good 
match. The reason that further building stone quarries do not exist in or around the Park is thought to 
be a commercial issue rather than a planning issue, and apparently there was an approval for a quarry 
close to Malton which was never implemented as it was not considered to be commercially viable. 
Whilst there has been some use of stone quarried from on site, it is felt that this option isn’t considered 
enough and possibly the Plan could do something to promote this.  

The MPA and a number of other organisations have raised concerns about the viability of quarries 
where there are restrictions in its use. The Howardian Hills AONB and English Heritage have made 
reference to the need allow building stone to be extracted in order to repair historic assets and retain 
local distinctiveness. 

The use of local building stone is recognised in terms of its importance in maintaining and enhancing 
the quality of the local environment however the unrestricted use of the stone may lead to large 
quantities being exported outside the area, which will consequently be more harmful particularly to 
designated landscapes. Option 1 will serve to protect the special qualities of the National Park and 
AONBs through restricting the available market and thereby volumes of stone extracted.  

Option 4 would support the limited extraction of stone for use in building projects on the same site, 
acknowledging that in some instances this may in fact be Permitted Development and not require 
planning permission. It is considered that this option would provide an opportunity to provide local 
stone where it can be sourced on the same site as the proposed development.  

The continuity of the supply of building stone is closely linked with the use of the building stone and 
therefore in drafting the preferred option policies it was concluded that the approach should be set out 
in one policy to provide more clarity. The preferred options policy takes forward option 2 which 
supports the principle of development of resources of building stone at new sites as well as extensions 
to existing sites. 
Preferred policy approach – incorporated into M15: Continuity of supply of building stone 
The preferred policy approach is set in the response to id20 continuity of supply of building stone. 
SA/SEA 
N/A  
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Policy id22: Safeguarding building stone 
Options 
presented at 
Issues and 
options stage 

Option 1: Safeguard all known resources with potential for use as building stone. 
Option 2: Safeguard all the scarcer resources with potential for use as building 
stone. 
Option 3: Safeguard both active and known important former building stone quarries. 
Option 4: This option would operate in parallel with the other options and would 
safeguard any additional resources of building stone (not identified in current BGS 
minerals resource information) proposed in site allocations and preferred areas, 
where supported by adequate resource information. 

What the SA told us 
As safeguarding does not infer building stone extraction will take place there is generally no predicted 
direct effect. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan. 
All options would contribute positively to safeguarding minerals and providing minerals to meet the 
needs of the population, although Option 1 would perform better than Option 2 in this respect. In other 
ways positive indirect effects are noted, such as in terms of contributing to the future supply of building 
stone for new build and for the repair of historic assets or buildings which contribute to landscape 
character. 
Under each option, effects from displacement of development which would have taken place are 
uncertain as this will depend upon the stringency of any policy approach applied. 
Number of consultation responses 
Total Number of comments against id: 12 
Question 55: Do you have a preference for 
any of the options set out above? 

Option 1: 2 Option 4: 0 
Option 2: 0 Combination : 6 (1 SC, 2 

MWI, 2 LA) 
Option 3: 1 Did Not Specify: 0 

Question 56: Are there any other options the 
Authorities should consider in relation to the 
safeguarding of building stone resources? 

Number of respondents: 1 (1 SC) 

Question 57: Are there any particular former 
building stone quarries which you consider 
should be safeguarded if Option 3 is followed? 

Number of respondents: 0 

Question 58: Should different options be 
applied to each of the different planning 
authority areas, bearing in mind the differing 
recommendations in the Minerals 
Safeguarding Area reports? 

Number of respondents: 2 

Brief overview of consultation responses 
Key Messages Q55: The majority of respondents identified a preference for a combination of Options. 
Three respondents expressed a preference for Option 3 combined with Option 4. One respondent 
suggested a combination of Option 2 and 3, one respondent suggested a combination of Options 1 
and 3 and one respondent suggested a combination of Options 1, 3 and 4. 

Key Messages Q56: The one respondent to this question suggested the MWJP adopt an approach 
which requires applicants proposing development which could affect former building stone quarries to 
either demonstrate that the stone is no longer viable or not likely to be needed in the foreseeable 
future, or in cases where there is likely to be a need for that stone, extract it prior to development. This 
approach is more relevant to ID70 – Developments proposed within Mineral Safeguarding Areas in the 
Development Management section and so is considered as an alternative there. 

Key Messages Q57: No Comments were received 

Key Messages Q58: Respondents considered a consistent approach across the whole plan area is 
appropriate. 
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SA of options including alternatives 
N/A 
Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
There was a general consensus from consultees that building stone resources should be safeguarded 
with different views on whether this should apply to existing or all sources. The MPA state that all 
sources should be safeguarded due to the cost implications involved in searching for new building 
stone.  
Evidence base update 
There has been no new evidence as of January 2015.  

Duty to Cooperate 
Is this is a DtC matter: yes/no? No 

Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
The majority of respondents preferred a combination of the options suggested, particularly of options 3 
and 4. The SA concluded that all options would contribute positively to safeguarding minerals and 
providing minerals to meet the needs of the population, although option 1 would perform better than 
option 2 in this respect. 

A combination of options 3 and 4 will be taken forward.  Cross reference will be made to the need to 
consider the preferred policy approach set out in id70 (Development in Minerals Safeguarding Areas 
and Mineral Consultation Areas). 

During the progression of the Preferred Options document a combined minerals safeguarding policy 
was developed to cover all minerals resources rather than having 11 separate policies. 
The original policy text is included below followed by the combined policy which is displayed in the 
Preferred Options document. 

Preferred policy approach – title change to S01: Safeguarding mineral resources 
All building stone resources and active and former building stone quarries identified on the 
Policies map will be safeguarded to preserve their availability for the future.  An additional 
250m buffer zone around each resource area or active or former site will also be safeguarded to 
protect the resource from encroaching development. 

COMBINED MINERALS SAFEGUARDING POLICY from PREFERRED OPTIONS DOCUMENT 

Part one- Surface mineral resources: 

The following surface minerals resources and associated buffer zones identified on the policies 
map will be safeguarded from other forms of surface development to protect the resource for 
the future : 
i) All crushed rock and silica sand resources with an additional 500m buffer 
ii) All sand and gravel, clay and shallow coal resources with an additional 250m buffer 
iii)  Building stone resources and active and former building stone quarries with an additional 
250m buffer 

Part two – Deep mineral resources: 

The following deep mineral resources and associated buffer zones identified on the policies 
map will be safeguarded from surface development to protect the resource for the future: 
i) Underground coal resources within the Kellingley Colliery licensed area with an additional 
700m buffer; 
ii)  Underground potash and polyhalite resources within the Boulby Mine licensed area and 
Doves Nest Farm indicated and inferred resource area; 
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iii) Underground gypsum deposits within the former Sherburn in Elmet Mine planning 
permission area; 
iv)  Vein mineral reserves within extant planning permissions with an additional 250m buffer 

Part three – protecting deep mineral resources from other underground minerals development: 

Reserves and resources of potash and polyhalite identified on the Policies Map, including a 
2km buffer zone, will be protected from sterilisation by other forms of underground minerals 
extraction and the underground storage of gas or carbon in order to protect the resource for 
the future. 

Supporting text 

The Planning Practice Guidance states that Minerals Plans must set out MSAs on the policies map 
and define Mineral Consultation Areas. Plans should also adopt clear development management 
policies which set out how proposals for non-minerals development in MSAs will be handled and what 
action applicants for development should take to address the risk of losing the ability to extract the 
resource. Policies should ensure that minerals are not unnecessarily sterilised whilst allowing 
competing development to proceed if there is an overriding need for it. 

Building stone is a scarce resource.  Effective safeguarding helps preserve finite resources for the 
future, although there is no presumption that safeguarded resources will be worked. Sensitive 
development on close proximity to minerals resources can also impact on the ability to work a resource 
in future.  It is therefore prudent to safeguard a limited buffer zone around the resource.   

Information of the distribution of building stone resources is less robust than for other forms of mineral 
in the Plan area.  Geological deposits with potential to contain building stone resources are potentially 
very extensive across the Plan area, although in practice it is likely that only relatively small parts of 
these will contain stone with the right technical and aesthetic properties to actually constitute viable 
sources of supply of building stone.  BGS have developed an approach for safeguarding for the Plan 
area, in consultation with building stone specialists, which has led to the identification of a number of 
specific scarcer mineral resources, within which active working for building stone is taking place and 
which could be subject of safeguarding. However some active building stone quarries lie outside the 
area identified in this way. In order to address this issue BGS have suggested that active quarries lying 
outside the proposed safeguarding areas are safeguarded, including through the use of a defined 
250m buffer zone around them, where consultation would be required in relation to certain other 
proposed development activity. 

Whilst the work by BGS has also revealed difficulties in clearly identifying important historic quarries 
across the Plan area, the work does nevertheless identify a number of important former sites in the 
North York Moors National Park which may be important future sources of building stone for specific 
parts of the Park and for the repair of specific groups of buildings in and around the Park, based on the 
Strategic Stone Study.  It is considered that these also should be subject of safeguarding with a 250m 
buffer zone. 

Links to Objectives and Policies 
Link to Objectives 
Objective 3 

Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: 
Id20: Continuity of supply of building stone 
Id21: Use of building stone 
Id70: Developments proposed within mineral safeguarding areas 
Id71: Consideration of applications in mineral consultation areas 
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SA/SEA 
Summary of assessment 
As safeguarding does not infer that minerals extraction will take place there are generally no predicted 
direct effects. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan.  
This policy is likely to result in minor to major positive impacts in relation to encouraging the 
safeguarding of resources, economic growth and meeting the needs of a changing population as future 
mineral resource sterilisation is avoided, thus conserving resources for future economic benefit. The 
safeguarding of buffer zones around mineral reserves may also have minor positive impacts in relation 
to minimising air quality and amenity impacts experienced by users of new proximal development.  
Some uncertainty is noted in the assessment as the nature and location of any future development that 
may be displaced as a result of this policy, and the consequences of this displacement, is not known. 

Recommendations 
No mitigation is proposed 

Policy id23: Overall spatial options for Oil and Gas  
Options 
presented at 
Issues and 
options stage 

Option 1: Aim to direct all gas developments (including production and processing) 
to locations outside of the National Park and AONBs, where viable alternatives to 
these locations exist. 
Option 2: Support the principle of gas developments (including production and 
processing) across the whole of the Joint Plan area provided that, within the National 
Park and AONBs, and in locations which may impact on the townscape and setting of 
the historic City of York, particularly high standards of siting, design and mitigation 
are applied. 
Option 3: Support the principle of exploration, appraisal and production of gas across 
the whole of the Joint Plan area, but aim to direct the siting of any processing or 
electricity generating facilities to locations outside National Parks and AONBs, where 
viable alternatives to these locations exist. 

What the SA told us 
The assessment has revealed that Option 1 is likely to provide the most benefits in terms of both 
protecting the natural and historic environment and landscapes and also supporting local economies, 
although this option could direct gas developments to areas of highest agricultural land quality and 
areas where water sources are protected as well as having negative effects in terms of meeting the 
energy needs of the population. Under Options 2 and 3 there may be negative effects on the 
landscape and on recreation, with Option 2 also predicted to have negative effects on biodiversity but 
positive effects for the historic environment. 
Number of consultation responses 
Total Number of comments against id: 42 
Question 59: Do you have an initial 
preference for any of the options presented 
above? 

Option 1: 16 (2 SC) Combination: 1(1 Local 
Authorities) 

Option 2: 5(3 MWI) Did Not Specify: 1(1LA) 
Option 3: 3 None: 4 

Question 60: Are there any other options 
the Authorities should consider in relation to 
the overall spatial options for oil and gas? 

Number of respondents: 12 (1 SC/2 MWI/ 1 Local 
Authorities) 

Brief overview of consultation responses 
Key messages Q59: The Majority of respondents expressed a preference for Option 1. However 
some respondents considered that Option 1 should not be considered as gas exploration and 
production has been taking place in the National Park for nearly 50 years. Those respondents who 
expressed a preference for Option 2 considered that with appropriate location, mitigation and design, 
development could take place with the National Park and AONBs. There was some concern that an 
approach which directed developments away from these areas would result in large unnecessary 
developments occurring outside these areas causing greater environmental impacts. One respondent 
suggested an approach based on a combination of Options 2 and 3. Some respondents considered 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

that the setting and townscape of the City of York should not take precedence over the setting of other 
historic towns and other historic towns and villages, and clarification is need on this. Several 
respondents did not express support for any of the options as they were considered to be contrary to 
National Policy. 

Key Message Q60: A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are 
detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why 
they have or have not been taken forward. Any realistic alternatives have been worked up and are 
detailed below 

Proposed Option 4 
 Combine options 2 and 3. 

Suggested approach 
This option would support the principle of gas developments (including production and processing) 
across the whole of the Joint Plan area provided that, within the National Park and AONBs, and in 
locations which may impact on the townscape and setting of the historic City of York, particularly high 
standards of siting, design and mitigation are applied, but aim to direct the siting of any processing or 
electricity generating facilities to locations outside the National Park and AONBs where viable 
alternatives to these exist. 

Proposed Option 5 
 Exploration, appraisal and production should be allowed without restriction throughout the 

Joint Plan area. 
Suggested approach 
This option would support the principle of gas developments (including production and processing) 
across the whole of the Joint Plan area 

Proposed Option 6 
 Have an alternative option which is criteria based. 

Suggested approach 
Under this option planning permission will be granted for exploration, appraisal or production of oil and 
gas and unconventional hydrocarbons provided they do not result in any significant adverse impacts 
on local communities or the environment. 

Other comments put forward points which should be considered when progressing to preferred 
options. The Policy should cross reference to the major development test in the National Park and 
AONBs, the policies should be expanded to include the exploratory phase, and should consider using 
the term hydrocarbon rather than gas. 

SA of options including alternatives 
Summary of assessment 
The assessment has revealed that Option 1 is likely to provide the most benefits in terms of both 
protecting the natural environment and landscapes and also supporting local economies, although this 
option could potentially direct gas developments to areas of highest agricultural land quality and areas 
where water sources are protected as well as having negative effects in terms of meeting the energy 
needs of the population. Under Options 2, 3, 4 and 5 there may be negative effects on the landscape, 
natural and historic environment and recreation, with Option 2 also predicted to have  uncertain to 
positive effects for the historic environment, whilst Option 5 would potentially have negative effects on 
a range of environmental objectives. Effects under Option 6 often show positive aspects due to the 
requirement that they do not result in any significant adverse impacts on local communities or the 
environment. However, there is significant uncertainty in this assessment as factors such as the 
threshold of significant impacts is not known. 

All options are considered to be negative in relation to minimising resource use due to the support they 
offer to the extraction of a non-renewable resource. Option 6 performs the worst in this respect as it 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

supports the extraction of a wider range of hydrocarbons, 

Recommendations 
It is acknowledged that whilst Option 1 performs best overall, Options 2 and 3 would provide a better 
framework for ensuing sufficient gas developments can come forward. A combination of options 
whereby license holders, whose license(s) cover land both within and outside National Parks and 
AONBs, must investigate possibilities outside of these areas first and all operators must aim to locate 
processing facilities outside of these areas and apply particularly high standards of siting, design and 
mitigation within these areas is recommended, though option 6’s requirement for avoidance of 
‘significant adverse impacts on local communities or the environment’ provides a broader scope for 
mitigation (provided it is coupled with the ‘particularly high standard’ mentioned in some of the options 
Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
A number of respondents suggested that no fracking should be supported within the entire plan area 
not just the AONBs and National Park. In light of the amendments to the Infrastructure Bill it is 
considered that the only option is to draft a policy which is not supportive of proposals for fracking in 
the national parks, AONBS, SACs, SPAs and SSSIs but in relation to National Parks and AONBs is 
still supportive of proposals for conventional oil and gas exploitation where the major development test 
is met. 
Some concern has also been raised that the reference to the requirement for particularly high 
standards of design near to designated areas and the City of York undermines the requirement to seek 
good quality design across the plan area. It is agreed that clear policy wording would be required in 
order to ensure that appropriate protection is also provided to other parts of the Plan area, including 
areas outside NPs and AONBs. 

Evidence base 
Since the consultation on the Issues and Options took place the Government has issued a Ministerial 
Statement, which said that applications for major development for unconventional hydrocarbons should 
be refused in National Parks and AONBs except in exceptional circumstances and where it can be 
demonstrated that they are in the public interest. Although the guidance is not clear on the treatment of 
unconventional hydrocarbons it is considered that major developments for these resources should also 
need to demonstrate they meet the major development test requirements as set out in paragraph 116 
of the NPPF. 

Since this Ministerial Statement the Government has proposed amendments to the Infrastructure Bill to 
ban hydraulic fracturing in National Parks, AONBs, SACs, SPAs and in SSSIs. 

Duty to Cooperate 
Is this is a DtC matter: No 

Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
Many comments received suggested that Shale Gas should not be supported, however this would be 
contrary to the Government’s policies so is not considered an appropriate option. The majority of 
respondents said that option 1 was their preferred approach “aim to direct all gas developments 
(including production and processing) to locations outside of the National Parks and AONBs, where 
viable alternatives to these locations exist” Those who responded with option 2 as their preferred 
option were concerned that the approach set out in option 1 would result in large unnecessary 
developments occurring outside these areas and this could have a greater impact on the special 
qualities of the designated areas. The Sustainability Appraisal also concluded that option 1 was more 
likely to provide the most benefits. 

Following the proposed amendments to the Infrastructure Bill in its final stages towards Royal Assent 
the Government approach is that fracking should not be supported in National Parks, AONBs, SACs, 
SPAs and SSSIs. Proposals for major conventional hydrocarbon developments will only be supported 
in exceptional circumstances and where they are in the public interest. For this reason Option 1 which 
aims to direct proposals outside National Parks and AONBs will be taken forward as the preferred 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

option, however it will be made clear that hydraulic fracturing in these areas will not be supported. 

National planning guidance is clear that minerals plans should include criteria based policies for the 
exploration, appraisal and production phases of hydrocarbon extraction. The guidance goes on to say 
that these policies should set clear guidance and criteria for the location and assessment of 
hydrocarbon extraction within the Petroleum Licence Areas. For this reason it is considered that four 
policies should be taken forward as below:-

1. Overall Spatial Policy for Hydrocarbon Development  
2. Exploration and Appraisal of Hydrocarbon Resources 
3. Extraction and Processing of Hydrocarbon Resources 
4. Carbon and Gas Storage 

Therefore the preferred options will be taken forward in the drafting of four policies instead of the 6 
separate options consulted on at Issues and Options stage. This is considered to align with comments 
of respondents and the changes to the national policy approach for fracking. The SA of the alternative 
options suggested that taking forward the principles of options 2 and 3 into the new policy provides a 
better framework for ensuring gas developments can come forward. 

A further consideration, not directly raised in responses to consultation, is that it would be appropriate 
to ensure that the policy addresses potential cumulative or incremental impacts associated with 
hydrocarbons development.  This arises as a result of the nature of hydrocarbons development, 
particularly unconventional hydrocarbons, where successive development may be proposed in a given 
area over a prolonged period of time in order to maximise the exploitation of any identified resource. 

Preferred policy approach – title changed to M16: Overall spatial policy for hydrocarbon 
development 
Proposals for development of unconventional hydrocarbons, including proposals involving 
hydraulic fracturing, will not be supported where they are located within the National Park, 
AONBs, Special Areas of Conservation, Special Protection Areas or Sites of Special Scientific 
Interest.   

For conventional hydrocarbons development, applicants will need to demonstrate that all 
options for undertaking the development in other, non-designated, areas licenced to the 
applicant by DECC have been fully considered before bringing forward proposals in designated 
areas.  Where such proposals located in the National Park or AONBs are considered to 
comprise major development they will only be supported in exceptional circumstances and 
where it can be demonstrated that they are in the public interest in accordance with Policy D04. 

Where proposals are within or in close proximity to the National Park and AONBs special care 
must be taken to avoid harming the setting and/or special qualities of these designated areas. 

Proposals for conventional and unconventional hydrocarbons development across the rest of 
the Plan area will be supported where it can be demonstrated that there would be no 
unacceptable impacts, taking into account proposed mitigation measures, on the environment 
or on local amenity or on the setting of heritage assets including the historic City of York and 
where they are consistent with other relevant policies in the Plan.  Particular regard will be had 
to protecting designated Green Belt from harm resulting from hydrocarbons development. 

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

Supporting text 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

Natural gas was first discovered in the geology of the North York Moors in the 1940’s. In the 1970’s 
gas was extracted from a wellhead in the National Park and processed at a processing plant in 
Pickering, however the operation ceased after a short period of time as a result of the wells producing 
water. In 1994 the Knapton gas and power generation plant was commissioned by Scottish Power with 
its gas supplies sourced from outside the National park within the Vale of Pickering at Kirby Misperton, 
Marishes, Cloughton and Pickering and production still continues. The operator of the Knapton plant 
has carried out some exploratory drilling within the North York Moors National Park with a view to 
extracting the gas and sending it through a pipeline to the processing plant. In the past the exploration 
and appraisal of gas resources has been carried out without harming the special qualities of the North 
York Moors, however each proposal will need to be assessed on its own merit. 

The NPPF indicates that great weight should be given to conserving landscape and scenic beauty in 
National Parks and AONBs, which have the highest status of protection in relation to landscape and 
scenic beauty. The Government has set out through the Infrastructure Bill that fracking should be 
banned from sites within National Parks, AONBs, Special Areas of Conservation, Special Protection 
Areas and Sites of Special Scientific Interest. However the Infrastructure Bill only refers to fracking and 
it is therefore considered that the starting point in all applications for conventional hydrocarbon 
proposals should be to steer development away from these areas unless it can be fully demonstrated 
that this is not feasible. Further details on how proposals are assessed in terms of the major 
development test are set out in Policy D04. 

The National Park Authority’s key statutory duties are to conserve and enhance the natural beauty, 
wildlife and cultural heritage of the National Park and to promote opportunities for the understanding 
and enjoyment of its special qualities by the public. These purposes were originally stated in the 1949 
Act and have more recently been restated in the Environment Act of 1995. Section 62 of the 1995 Act 
also inserted section 11A into the 1949 Act. That obliges all public authorities to have regard to the 
statutory purposes of the National Park when exercising their relevant functions. Major development 
close or adjacent to the boundary of these areas can have a significant impact on the qualities for 
which they were designated and therefore the impact of proposals on these areas should be carefully 
considered. 

The relatively flat and low lying landscape of York allows for long distance views of the Minister, which 
is integral to the setting of the Historic City. For this reason applicants will need to carefully consider 
the setting of the City when designing and siting proposals and ensure there are appropriate mitigation 
measures to prevent any harm. Where proposed development would be located in the Green Belt 
consideration will also need to be given to the effect of proposals on the purpose of the Green Belt 
designation. Further details on the Green Belt can be found in policy D05. 

The nature of hydrocarbons development, particularly for unconventional hydrocarbons such as shale 
gas, means that development may be proposed incrementally within a given area, potentially over 
substantial periods of time.  This may arise as a result of the need to drill progressively more wells, or 
re-fracture existing wells, in order to extend production or stimulate the flow of gas in a given location 
and in order to ensure an appropriate return on investment on items such as processing infrastructure.  
This has the potential to lead to cumulative impacts as more development is proposed in a given area, 
and to the potential for incremental increase in impacts on the environment or local communities.  It will 
be important to ensure that any such impacts are assessed and taken into account in considering 
proposals for hydrocarbons development. In this respect it is unlikely that hydrocarbons development 
on a substantial scale and/or over substantial periods of time, particularly where multiple surface sites 
are likely to be required, will be considered acceptable within the Green Belt or in other sensitive 
locations. 

Links to Objectives and Policies 
Link to Objectives: 
Objective 5 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

Objective 6 
Objective 9 
Objective 10 
Objective 12 

Links to other relevant policies: 
Id25: Exploration and appraisal of hydrocarbon resources 
Id26: Production and processing of hydrocarbon resources 
Id28: Carbon and gas storage 
Id56: Locations for ancillary infrastructure 
Id57: Minerals ancillary infrastructure safeguarding 
Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts 
Id61: North York Moor National Park and AONBs 
Id62: Minerals and waste development in the Green Belt 
Id63: Landscape 
Id64: Biodiversity and geodiversity 
Id67: Strategic approach to reclamation and afteruse 

SA/SEA 
Summary of assessment 
This preferred option exhibits a range of mostly minor effects, some positive and some negative. Most 
positive effects occur because the preferred policy steers development away from protected areas 
such as National Parka and Green Belt, either by not supporting it in such areas or requiring proposals 
for conventional hydrocarbons in National Parks / AONBs to meet the requirements for major 
development set out in Policy D04. Negative effects tend to occur because development may 
concentrate in other areas.  Uncertainty is noted as the policy could be made clearer on its links with 
development management policies. 

Recommendations 
To avoid any uncertainty either the policy or supporting text should make a link between this policy and 
the development management policies. 

Policy id24:  Co-ordination of gas extraction and processing 
Options 
presented at 
Issues and 
options stage 

Option 1: Support a co-ordinated approach to gas extraction and processing through 
supporting, where viable, the preferential use and/or adaptation of existing permitted 
processing infrastructure for the processing of any new gas finds and, in relation to 
any development of new gas resources not accessible to existing processing 
infrastructure, support co-ordination between licence operators and encourage the 
development of shared processing infrastructure where this would help reduce overall 
environmental impacts. 
Option 2: Do not express specific support for a co-ordinated approach to gas 
extraction and processing. 

What the SA told us 
The approach outlined in Option 1 is likely to have more positive effects than option 2 in relation to 
making use of existing infrastructure and supporting shared infrastructure where environmental 
impacts can be minimised. This is likely to reduce the need for additional land, reduce disturbance to 
wildlife and any additional impacts on the landscape/historic environment as well as reduce the 
cumulative impacts of processing across the plan area. The majority of effects from Option 2 are 
uncertain given that they would predominantly rely on other policies in the Plan as well as developers 
to co-ordinate gas processing. In terms of the economy, both options have mixed effects given that 
Option 1 is likely to reduce costs through use of existing or shared facilities but may reduce the 
flexibility of processing in certain areas or proximity to markets; whilst Option 2 is likely to allow more 
flexibility but may require new facilities which may affect viability. 
Number of consultation responses 
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Total Number of comments against id: 25 
Question 61: Do you have an initial 
preference for any of the options presented 
above? 

Option 1: 17 (SC/MWI/ 
LA) 

Did not Specify: 0 

Option 2: 3 (3 MWI) None: 1(1 SC) 
Question 62: Are there any other options 
the Authorities should consider in relation to 
the co-ordination of gas extraction and 
processing? 

Number of respondents: 4 

Brief overview of consultation responses 
Key messages Q61: The Majority of respondents expressed a preference for Option 1. Some 
respondents considered that the policy wording could be strengthened as the use of ‘support’ and 
‘encourage’ being considered as weak. 
Option 2 provides flexibility to developers to identify sites for new infrastructure. It was considered that 
an approach seeking coordination could be restrictive and could only be achieved where realistic and 
commercially viable. 
One respondent who did not express a preference for either option suggested the Plan should remain 
flexible in order to take account of any potential new PEDL being granted. 

Key messages Q62: A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are 
detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why 
they have or have not been taken forward. There were no realistic alternatives which could be taken 
forward as policy options but points were raised to be considered during the progression to Preferred 
Options. It was considered by one respondent that the words ‘support’ and ‘encourage’ were too weak 
and stranger terms should be used. Flexibility should be built into the policy to allow for any new 
licencing areas which come forward and also the expansion of the gas extraction business. The term 
hydrocarbon should be used instead of gas. 

SA of options including alternatives 
N/A 

Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
One respondent suggested that the plan should remain flexibility and it is considered that the wording 
of the preferred policy now provides a balance between directing development to appropriate locations 
and supporting development in the new licence areas. The majority of respondents supported the 
approach set out in option 1 and this has been carried forward into a merged extraction and processing 
policy. One respondent raised concern about the use of the words support and encourage and this has 
also be strengthened in the policy. 

Evidence base 
There has been new national policy which considers this issue specifically (January 2015) 

Duty to Cooperate 
Is this is a DtC matter: no 

This is not considered to be a matter which requires addressing through the Duty to Co-operate. 
Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
The preferred option of the majority of respondents was option 1, which supported a co-ordinated 
approach to gas extraction and processing. Option 1 was also considered to have more positive effects 
in terms of the Sustainability Appraisal. 

It is difficult to separate out this requirement from the overall approach to gas extraction and 
processing and therefore it is considered that the criteria of this is incorporate into id 26 to avoid 
duplication. The wording of this preferred policy has been changed to include the words “where 
practical” as a means to provide more flexibility on the use of shared facilities. The wording has also be 
changed from “oil and gas” to “hydrocarbons” in response to the comments received. The wording has 
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also been strengthened from “support” and “encourage” to “should be adopted”.  

Preferred policy approach – been incorporated into M18: Production and processing of 
hydrocarbon resources 
This policy is only relevant to the extraction and processing of gas and therefore to provide clarity it is 
considered appropriate to merge the requirements of option 1 into the preferred option on Gas 
Developments (exploration and appraisal), which was id 26 in the issues and options document. 

SA/SEA 
N/A  

Policy id25: Gas development (exploration and appraisal)  
Options 
presented at 
Issues and 
options stage 

Option1: This option would support development for the purposes of exploration 
and appraisal for gas (where such development would be consistent with other 
strategic policies in the Plan) where the site has been selected to minimise any 
adverse impacts on the environment, amenity and on transport considerations 
resulting from the exploration and appraisal activity, so far as practicable taking 
into account the geological target being explored or appraised, and subject to 
particularly high standards of siting, design and mitigation where any 
development is proposed within or in close proximity to the National Park or 
AONBs and in locations which may impact on the townscape and setting of the 
historic City of York. 

What the SA told us 
This option requires the consideration of environmental, amenity and transport effects in relation to gas 
exploration and appraisal. This, when considered alongside the regulatory regime, is likely to have 
predominantly positive effects in ensuring that any adverse impacts as result of this are minimised and 
locations are chosen which are not significantly affected, though some residual effects may remain. 
However, due to the nature of exploration, development may be proposed in locations which conflict 
with landscape or other designations. This would need to be balanced against the potential economic 
benefits from exploration as well as other social and environmental effects. 

Number of consultation responses 
Total Number of comments against 
id: 

42 

Question 63: Do you agree with the option 
presented above? 

Yes: 9 No: 7 
Did Not Specify: 3 

Question 64: Are there any alternatives that 
you would like the Authorities to consider in 
relation to gas developments (exploration 
and appraisal)? 

Number of respondents: 12 (SC/ 2 MWI/ Local 
Authorities) 

Question 65: Are there any additional 
specific criteria that should be included? 

Number of respondents: 11 

Brief overview of consultation responses 
General: One respondent considered this id box to contradict Option 1 of id23 and expressed no 
further views. 

Key Messages Q63: Opinion was broadly mixed regarding the suitability of the Option presented. One 
respondent highlighted that the landscape and visual intrusion impacts of exploration and appraisal are 
temporary and reversible. 
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Key Messages Q64: A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are 
detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why 
they have or have not been taken forward.  Any realistic alternatives are summarised and worked up 
below. 

Proposed Option 2 
 Do not include any specific criteria within the Plan for the exploration and appraisal of oil and 

gas, instead rely on National Policy in the NPPF. 
Suggested approach 
This option would not set out specific support for exploration and appraisal for oil and gas but would 
instead rely on policy contained in the NPPF.  Specifically in relation to oil and gas exploration and 
appraisal, the NPPF requires constraints to be addressed on production and processing within 
licensed areas. 

One suggested alternative was to remove the words ‘or in close proximity to…’ suggesting that there 
should be particularly high standards of siting, design and mitigation within the National Park and 
AONBs but NOT in the area surrounding it, this has been covered by id61 but should not include 
Option 3 so may need to consider this in development of the policy. 

Other points put forward which should be considered during the development of this policy at Preferred 
Option stage are to use the term hydrocarbon instead of gas, the word ‘minimise’ in the option should 
be changed to ‘mitigate’ and the option implies that the visual impact of development outside, but close 
to the boundary, of the National Park is a material consideration, but this should only be relevant if the 
development is actually visible from the National Park. 

Key Messages Q65: A wide range of views regarding possible additional criteria that could be 
included were received but the existing option already included minimising impact on environment, 
amenity and transport. 

SA of options including alternatives 
Summary of assessment 
Option 1 requires the consideration of environmental, amenity and transport effects in relation to gas 
exploration and appraisal.  This, when considered alongside the regulatory regime,  is likely to have 
predominantly positive effects in ensuring that any adverse impacts as a result of this are minimised 
and locations are chosen which are not significantly affected, though some residual effects may 
remain.  However, due to the nature of exploration, development may be proposed in locations which 
conflict with landscape or other designations.  This would need to be balanced against the potential 
economic benefits from exploration as well as other social and environmental effects. 

Option 2 would result in the absence of a specific framework within the plan for assessing the effects 
relating to gas exploration and appraisal and guiding the location of such development and it is 
considered that this may result in negative impacts on a number of the SA objectives. In the medium 
and longer term there is much uncertainty in relation to Option 2 as national policy in relation to gas 
exploration and appraisal is evolving fairly rapidly and effects would depend upon the national policy 
that is in place at the time. 

Revised recommendations 
Option 1 should be pursued as this criteria-based approach provides guidance and standards specific 
to gas exploration and appraisal and provides greater certainty in the medium to long term. It is 
recommended that Option 1 is extended to include more detail as to social factors to be considered, 
such as effects on safety and local economy. 

Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

The views of many respondents were that fracking should not be supported at all. Although the 
Government has set out its intention to ban fracking in National Parks, AONB’s and on SSSIs they 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

remain clear that fracking in other areas remains a priority. If the Joint Minerals and Waste Plan 
included a policy which banned fracking across the plan area it would be considered contrary to 
National Policy Guidance. The preferred option policy is considered to set robust criteria against which 
proposals will be considered. Although this policy does not ban fracking it will ensure that a robust 
assessment is undertaken to address the fears that are associated with the process of fracking.  

One of the comments raised which opposed the proposed option was that proposals for exploration 
and appraisal were temporary and therefore had limited impact on the landscape. Although many 
proposals of a temporary nature may not have adverse impacts each case will need to be assessed on 
its individual merits. The preferred option policy is intended to support proposals where they do not 
cause harm. 

One suggestion from respondents was that the term hydrocarbons should be used instead of gas and 
this has been carried forward in the drafting of the preferred options policies. 

A number of alternatives were suggested one of which was that conventional and unconventional gas 
should be treated separately in terms of policy. Although the process for the appraisal and extraction of 
unconventional hydrocarbon development is different from that of conventional hydrocarbons the 
criteria against which applications will be assessed are the same. For this reason it was not considered 
appropriate to set different policies for conventional and unconventional hydrocarbons.  

Evidence Base Updates 

Since the consultation on the Issues and Options took place the Government has issued a Ministerial 
Statement, which said that applications for major development for unconventional hydrocarbons should 
be refused in National Parks and AONBs except in exceptional circumstances and where it can be 
demonstrated that they are in the public interest. Although the guidance is not clear on the treatment of 
unconventional hydrocarbons it is considered that major developments for these resources should also 
need to demonstrate they meet the major development test requirements as set out in paragraph 116 
of the NPPF. 

Since this Ministerial Statement the Government has given a clear steer through amendments to the 
Infrastructure Bill that fracking is not appropriate in certain highly designated areas including National 
Parks AONBs, SACs, SPAs and SSSIs. However there is no clear stance on proposals for 
conventional hydrocarbons. For this reason it is considered appropriate to apply the requirements of 
paragraph 116 (the Major Development Test) when considering applications for major development in 
the National Park or AONBs. There is no clear guidance as to the approach where development is not 
considered to be major development and therefore the policy will need to set out criteria against which 
these types of applications will be considered. 

Duty to Cooperate 
Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No 

This policy is not considered to raise any issues in relation to the duty to co-operate. 

Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
Only one option was consulted upon and the majority of respondents agreed with the approach. 

Many of the respondents did not support unconventional gas development, however as this is contrary 
to the Government’s aims in areas outside National Parks, AONBs, SACs, SPAs and SSSIs a general 
presumption against development is not considered an appropriate option. Nevertheless the preferred 
option will include criteria to protect water sources and the other issues raised by respondents.  

Exploration and appraisal for hydrocarbons may involve seismic surveys and exploratory drilling. This 
stage is temporary and for exploratory purposes only and therefore as long it doesn’t cause significant 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

harm to the area, proposals should be supported in principle. This follows the advice set out in the 
Planning Guidance which states that planning authorities should not take account of future activities at 
the exploration stage, although where EIA is required it may be necessary to consider this. 

This approach is consistent with the comments to the consultation at Issues and Options stage. 
References to the setting of proposals will be clarified in the Development Management Section 
particularly in reference to design of developments.  This policy will also ensure high levels of design 
outside protected areas, as requested by respondents. 

In response to the comments received, further details will be included in the supporting text on all the 
other regulatory regimes and their responsibilities.  

Preferred policy approach – title changed to M17: Exploration and appraisal for hydrocarbon 
resources 
Proposals for the exploration and appraisal of hydrocarbon resources will be supported where 
they are considered to be in accordance with the overall spatial policy as set out in Policy M16 
for onshore hydrocarbon development and the following requirements are met: 

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

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

iii. development would be consistent with other relevant policies in the Plan. 

Supporting text 

Exploration may initially begin with seismic investigations to identify prospective structures and may 
not require planning permission, but applicants must notify the Minerals Planning Authority. Exploration 
for hydrocarbons can only take place where the gas is located and typically takes the form of drilling a 
well, which will normally consist of a vertical well and potentially a small number of lateral extensions. 
These wells are designed to log and take samples of rock (‘core’) in order to acquire the geological 
data from the potential hydrocarbon layers of interest. However in the case of shale gas exploration 
and appraisal hydraulic fracturing may be required. This stage takes place over a short period of time 
(typically around 12 to 25 weeks, after which the well is capped and the site vacated) and therefore as 
long it doesn’t cause significant harm to the environment or local amenity because of the proposed 
location of the development, proposals should be supported. This follows the advice set out in the 
Planning Guidance which states that planning authorities should not take account for future activities at 
the exploration stage. 

The National Planning Guidance says that it is unlikely that an Environmental Impact Assessment will 
be required for exploratory drilling operations which do not involve hydraulic fracturing. However when 
considering the need for an assessment it is important to consider factors such as the nature, size and 
location of the proposed development. 

Where the exploratory stage has proven the existence of oil and gas the operator will need to test the 
resource to establish whether it can be economically exploited. The testing of hydrocarbons can take a 
number of forms and may involve additional seismic work, longer term flow tests or the drilling of 
further wells. The exploration and appraisal of shale gas resources is likely to involve hydraulic 
fracturing followed by flow testing in order to establish the economic viability of the resource and its 
potential productive life. Proposals for the appraisal stage must address the implications, where 
relevant, of noise, dust, air quality, lighting, visual impact on the local and wider landscape, 
archaeological and heritage features; traffic; risk of contamination to land; soil resources; impact on 
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best and most versatile agricultural land; blast vibration; flood risk; land stability/subsidence including 
as a result of the presence of faults; internationally, nationally or locally designated wildlife sites, 
protected habitats and species, and ecological networks; impacts on nationally protected landscapes 
(National Parks, the Broads and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty); nationally protected geological 
and geo-morphological sites and features; site restoration and aftercare;  surface and ground water 
resource and pollution issues. When determining applications for the testing of unconventional 
hydrocarbon resources  additional details will also be required on the geological structure, including 
faulting information, 

All drilling operations are subject to notification to the Health and Safety Executive. Each proposal site 
is assessed by the Environment Agency who regulates discharges to the environment, issue water 
abstraction licences, and are statutory consultees in the planning process. The Environment Agency 
has issued guidance on this which notes that a mining waste permit will be required for drill cuttings, 
spent drill muds and drill fluids, flow-back fluids, waste gases and wastes left underground. A permit 
will also be needed if large quantities of gas are to be flared and for groundwater activities, depending 
on the local hydrology. 

Links to Objectives and Policies 
Link to Objectives: 
Objective 5 
Objective 6 
Objective 9 
Objective 10 

Links to other relevant policies 
Id25:Overall spatial policy for hydrocarbon development 
Id26: Production and processing of hydrocarbon resources 
Id28: Carbon and gas storage 
Id56: Locations for ancillary infrastructure 
Id57:Minerals ancillary infrastructure safeguarding 
Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts 
Id61: North York Moor National Park and AONBs 
Id62: Minerals and waste development in the Green Belt 
Id63: Landscape 
Id64: Biodiversity and geodiversity 
SA/SEA 
Summary of assessment 
The preferred policy mostly acts as a positive safeguard against the main impacts of hydrocarbon 
exploration and appraisal, particularly as it combines with preferred policy M16 and other policies such 
as the development control policies, though uncertainty is noted as these other policies are as yet 
unadopted.  

There are, however, some minor negative effects. These stem largely from the fact that despite the 
strong protection in the policy combined with other plan policies, residual effects which are difficult to 
avoid or mitigate for will remain. For instance, historic environment character, landscape character, 
biodiversity, community vitality and health and wellbeing were all objectives which reported this 
residual risk. 

The climate change objective reported outright minor negative effects as the policy ultimately supports 
hydrocarbon exploration and appraisal development which could cause release of fugitive methane or 
cause emissions of CO2 from traffic, soils and through the embodied energy of structures on site. A 
major conflict with the minimising resource use objective was also recorded as proposals brought 
forward under this policy could eventiually lead to non-renewable resource extraction. 

Recommendations 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

A potential approach to reducing resource intensity, waste and climate change impacts could be 
through better links to policy  D11 ‘Sustainable Design, Construction and Operation of Development  
(which requires ‘minimisation of waste generated by new minerals and waste development’ and 
‘reduction or minimisation of greenhouse gases’) by listing it in the ‘key links to other relevant policies 
and objectives’. 

Policy id26:  Gas developments (production and processing) 
Options presented 
at Issues and 
options stage 

Option 1: This option would support the development of new gas production and 
processing facilities (where such development would be consistent with other 
strategic policies in the Plan including any policy seeking the co-ordinated use of 
gas processing infrastructure) where the site has been selected to minimise any 
adverse impacts on the environment, amenity and public safety and on transport 
considerations. Preference would be given to the siting of any significant new 
processing facilities on brownfield, industrial or employment land, particularly 
locations where any opportunities for use of combined heat and power can be 
utilised. Transportation of gas from locations of production to any remote 
processing facilities would be expected to be via underground pipeline, with the 
routing of pipelines selected to have the least environmental or amenity impact. 
Particularly high standards of siting, design and mitigation would be required 
where any development is proposed within or in close proximity to the National 
Park or AONBs and in locations which may impact on the townscape and setting 
of the historic City of York. 
Option 2: This option would be the same as Option 1 but would also support gas 
production and processing on greenfield sites and at locations away from 
existing industrial and employment land. 

What the SA told us 
The assessment reveals that Option 1 would score more positively than Option 2 in a range of areas 
due to the preference for use of brownfield land over greenfield land. In particular, Option 2 would lead 
to the loss of soils and, potentially, high quality agricultural land. It may also exacerbate rainwater run-
off through loss of permeable land and, in some circumstances, the loss of the areas of habitat that 
provide a climate regulation function. Some uncertainties, but no negative effects, are identified under 
Option 1. 
Number of consultation responses 
Total Number of comments against id: 27 
Question 66: Do you have an initial 
preference for any of the options presented 
above? 

Option 1: 10 (1 SC) None: 1 
Option 2: 6 (1 SC/3 MWI) Did Not Specify: 4 

Question 67: Are there any alternatives that 
you would like the Authorities to consider in 
relation to gas developments (production and 
processing)? 

Number of respondents: 6 

Brief overview of consultation responses 
Key Messages Q66: Several respondents suggested specific wording which should be incorporated 
into the policy if policy 2 were to be taken forward, including replacement of ‘minimise’ with ‘mitigate’ 
and removal of the phrase ‘or in close proximity to...’ (Referring to the National Park or AONBs). It was 
considered that the requirement for ‘particular high standards’ (Option 1) should be applied 
consistently across the whole Plan area. It was also considered that the Plan should be flexible to 
allow schemes with the least environmental effects to be taken forward. Several respondents 
disagreed with the presumption in favour of development, oil and gas is not considered to be 
‘sustainable’. 

Key Messages Q67: A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are 
detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why 
they have or have not been taken forward. No realistic alternative options have been put forward to be 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

considered but some points were raised which need to be considered during the progression to 
Preferred Options. The term ‘hydrocarbons’ instead of gas, the word ‘minimise’ in the policy should be 
replaced with ‘mitigate’ and consideration should be given to the issue of coal mining legacy when 
developers are considering processing and production of gas. 

SA of options including alternatives 
N/A 

Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
Some respondents felt that the wording which requires particularly high standards of design within or in 
close proximity to the National Park, AONBs or the setting of York essentially waters down the 
standards expected elsewhere in the plan area. This issue is now addressed in the policy for the 
overall spatial options for hydrocarbons but now refers to the “special care” which needs to be taken 
where proposals are in close proximity to these areas. More explicit reference is now also given in the 
policy on the standards expected across the plan area.  

In order to address concerns about the terminology of the options the preferred options policy now 
refers to “hydrocarbons”. 

Evidence base 
Since consultation on the Issues and Options took place the Government has issued a Ministerial 
Statement, which says that applications for major development for unconventional hydrocarbons 
should be refused in National Parks, the Broads and AONBs except in exceptional circumstances and 
where it can be demonstrated that they are in the public interest. This guidance has subsequently been 
amended by changes to the Infrastructure Bill which says that proposals for fracking should not be 
supported in National Parks, AONBs, SACs, SPAs and SSSIs. However as the Bill and Ministerial 
Statement are silent on the approach to be taken for conventional oil and gas it is considered 
appropriate to apply the major development test where necessary.  
. 
Duty to Cooperate 
Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No 
This policy is not considered to raise any issues in relation to the Duty to Co-operate. 

Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
Many comments received suggested that Shale Gas development should not be supported. However 
this approach would not be consistent with National Policy so is not considered an appropriate option 
unless the sites are located in the National Park, AONBs or on SSSIs. The majority of respondents 
said that option 1 was their preferred approach “aim to direct all gas developments (including 
production and processing) to locations outside of the National Parks and AONBs, where viable 
alternatives to these locations exist”. The proposed amendments to the infrastructure Bill ban fracking 
in National Parks, AONB’s and in SPAs, SACs and SSSIs, however remained silent on the extraction 
of conventional resources. The NPPF states that major development in National Parks and AONBs 
should be refused except in exceptional circumstances and where it can be demonstrated they are in 
the public interest.  For this reason all applications for conventional hydrocarbons in the National Park 
and AONBs will need to meet the requirements of the major development test and this approach is set 
out in the overall spatial policy.  

The Sustainability Appraisal highlighted some issues in relation to the effects of option 2 in relation to 
best and most versatile agricultural land. In order to address this issue the approach has been set out 
in the preferred option policy. 

As set out in the response to id24, issues in relation to the co-ordination of gas extraction policy have 
now been incorporated into this policy. This policy also cross refers to the locations where extraction 
and processing of hydrocarbons will be supported, which is set out in the overall spatial policy. The 
overall spatial policy is clear that fracking will not be supported in the National Park, AONBs or in 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

SPAs, SACs and SSSI sites and therefore it is not considered appropriate to repeat this approach in 
the preferred option policy. 

At issues and options the extraction and processing of hydrocarbon resources were separated out 
between conventional and unconventional resources. However from a planning decision making point 
of view the issues which need to be considered are similar and therefore the options have been 
combined in the preferred option policy with specific mention being made of the particular issues which 
surround fracking. 

Preferred policy approach – title changed to M18: Production and processing of hydrocarbon 
resources 

Proposals for the production and processing of hydrocarbon resources will be supported 
where they are in accordance with the overall spatial policy as set out in Policy M16 for 
onshore hydrocarbon development and the following requirements are met:-

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

ii. Transportation of gas from locations of production, including to any remote processing 
facilities, will be via underground pipeline, with the routing of pipelines selected to have 
the least environmental or amenity impact; and 

iii. Proposals are in accordance with other relevant policies in the plan. 

Where practical, a co-ordinated approach should be adopted through the preferential use 
and/or adaptation of any available and suitable processing and transport infrastructure for the 
processing and transport of any new gas finds. In relation to any development of new gas 
resources not accessible to available and suitable processing infrastructure, preference will be 
given to siting of new processing infrastructure on brownfield, industrial or employment land, 
particularly where there are opportunities for use of combined heat and power. Where this 
requirement cannot be met applicants should seek to steer new development sites away from 
best and most versatile quality agricultural land.  The Minerals Planning Authority will support 
co-ordination between licence operators and encourage the development of shared processing 
infrastructure where this will help reduce overall impacts on the environment and local 
amenity. 

At the end of production facilities should be dismantled and the site restored to its former use 
or other agreed use in accordance with Policy D10 Reclamation and after-use of minerals and 
waste sites. 

Supporting text 

The production phase of hydrocarbon development usually involves the drilling of a number of wells, 
which may be at the sites drilled at exploration or testing stages. In addition to the wellhead equipment, 
development is likely to comprise pipelines for gas transport where processing is to take place away 
from the well sites and processing equipment, including potentially plant for generation of power using 
the gas produced. Proposals must address the implications where relevant of noise, dust, air quality, 
lighting, visual impact on the local and wider landscape, archaeological and heritage features; traffic; 
risk of contamination to land; soil resources; geological structure, including faulting information; impact 
on best and most versatile agricultural land; blast vibration; flood risk; land stability including as a result 
of the presence of faults; internationally, nationally or locally designated wildlife sites, protected 
habitats and species, and ecological networks;  impacts on nationally protected landscapes (National 
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Parks, the Broads and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty); nationally protected geological and geo-
morphological sites and features; site restoration and aftercare;  surface and groundwater resource 
and pollution issues.  

The production of an oil or gas field can last up to 20 years, however it is important to ensure the 
applicants provide appropriate details setting out how the site will be restored to an appropriate after 
use when operations cease.  

Once the hydrocarbons are extracted they will need to be taken away by pipeline or processed. Due 
the scale and nature of processing facilities and the sensitive locations in which they may sometimes 
be proposed it is considered appropriate to share or co-locate facilities where this is feasible and 
viable, in order to minimise overall impacts. Where co-location is not proven to be practicable the 
priority should be for facilities to be located on brownfield sites, industrial or employment land or, where 
necessary on land of lower agricultural quality. 

Links to Objectives and Policies 
Link to Objectives: 
Objective 5 
Objective 6 
Objective 9 
Objective 10 
Objective 12 

Links to other relevant policies 
Id23: Overall spatial policy for hydrocarbon development 
Id25: Exploration and appraisal of hydrocarbon resources 
Id28: Carbon and gas storage 
Id56: Locations for ancillary infrastructure 
Id57: Minerals ancillary infrastructure safeguarding 
Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts 
Id61: North York Moor National Park and AONBs 
Id62: Minerals and waste development in the Green Belt 
Id63: Landscape 
Id64: Biodiversity and geodiversity 
Id67: Strategic approach to reclamation and afteruse 
SA/SEA 
Summary of assessment 
There are a range of mixed effects from this option, though it is more positive than negative. The 
preferred policy mostly acts as a positive safeguard against the main impacts of hydrocarbon 
extraction, particularly as it combines with preferred policy M16 and other policies such as the 
development control policies, though uncertainty is noted as these other policies are as yet unadopted. 

There are, however, some negative effects. These stem largely from the fact that despite the strong 
protection in the policy combined with other plan policies, residual effects which are difficult to avoid or 
mitigate for will remain. For instance, historic environment, landscape character, biodiversity, 
community vitality, recreation and health and wellbeing were all objectives which reported this residual 
risk. 

The climate change objective reported a mixture of positive and up to major negative effects. This is 
because the policy supports combined heat and power generation and prefers brownfield land at the 
same time as supporting hydrocarbon production and processing development. This development 
could cause release of fugitive methane, result in flaring, emissions of CO2 from traffic, or CO2 loss 
through the loss of soils and through the embodied energy of structures on site. A major conflict with 
the minimising resource use objective was also recorded as this policy will allow non-renewable 
resource extraction and may also have a considerable ‘materials footprint’. However that same 
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objective also recorded some positive effects as it seeks to make good use of land and existing 
infrastructure where available which would reduce the overall resource use. 

Recommendations: 
A potential approach to reducing resource intensity, waste and climate change impacts could be 
through better links to policy  D11 ‘Sustainable Design, Construction and Operation of Development  
(which requires ‘minimisation of waste generated by new minerals and waste development’ and 
‘reduction or minimisation of greenhouse gases’) by listing it in the ‘key links to other relevant policies 
and objectives’. 

Policy id27:  Coal Mine Methane 
Options presented 
at Issues and 
options stage 

Option 1: This option would support the ongoing extraction and utilisation of 
CMM at existing sites, including the utilisation of additional generating 
equipment. 
Option 2: This option would support the extraction and utilisation of CMM at 
other locations as well as existing sites, with a preference that any new plant and 
equipment is located on brownfield, industrial or employment land and 
operational coal mining sites where practicable and where the choice of location 
would enable the efficient utilisation of the energy produced. 

What the SA told us 
Both Option 1 and Option 2 exhibit broadly positive effects on the sustainability objectives, though 
there remains some potential for minor negative effects on biodiversity / geodiversity, historic 
environment, landscape / townscape for both options. Some limited uncertainty with effects on land / 
soil is observed under Option 1 as it is not clear whether the option would result in a preference for 
brownfield land. 
However, notwithstanding these issues, both options, and especially Option 2, will result in benefits for 
air quality, climate change, resource use, waste minimisation, jobs and safety. 
Number of consultation responses 
Total Number of comments against id: 18 
Question 68: Do you have an initial 
preference for any of the options presented 
above? 

Option 1: 5  
Option 2: 9 (1 SC/1 MWI) 
None:  1 (1 SC) 

Question 69: Are there any alternatives that 
you would like the Authorities to consider in 
relation to coal mine methane? 

Number of respondents: 3 (1 LA) 

Brief overview of consultation responses 
Key Messages Q68: Limited comments were received in relation Q68. However, three respondents 
did express support for CCM. One respondent considered that the Plan should remain flexible to take 
account of new licences which may be granted. 

Key Message Q69: Two alternative comments were put forward, one suggested banning gas 
extraction and the other suggested supporting development on greenfield sites. Banning gas extraction 
cannot be taken forward as it is against Government policy; the second suggestion can be taken 
forward and has been worked up into an alternative policy which is detailed below. 

Proposed Option 3 
 Similar to Option 2 but does not specifically support brownfield locations. 

Suggested approach 
This option would support the extraction and utilisation of CMM at other locations as well as existing 
sites, with a preference that any new plant and equipment is located where the choice of location 
would enable the efficient utilisation of the energy produced. 

A point which was raised for consideration was using the term ‘hydrocarbon’ instead of  ‘gas’. 
SA of options including alternatives 
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Summary of assessment 
All options exhibit broadly positive effects on the sustainability objectives, though there remains some 
potential for minor negative effects on biodiversity / geodiversity, historic environment, landscape / 
townscape in all cases. Some limited uncertainty with effects on land / soil is observed under Options 1 
and 3 as it is not clear whether the option would result in a preference for brownfield land.  
However, notwithstanding these issues, both options, and especially Options 2 and 3, will result in 
benefits for air quality, climate change, resource use, waste minimisation, jobs and safety. There is a 
greater degree of flexibility with option 3. 

Revised Recommendations 
Due to the magnitude of positive effects, and the positive utilisation of brownfield land, the SA notes a 
preference for Option 2. 
Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

As set out in the responses to comments on other hydrocarbon options the government has made it 
clear that Minerals Planning Authorities should support proposals in principle for hydraulic fracking 
where they are outside of designated areas. Any policies which are contrary to this approach would not 
be considered sound.  

In response to the comments made the preferred options policies refer to hydrocarbons rather than oil 
and gas. 
Evidence base 

Since the consultation on the Issues and Options took place the Government has issued a Ministerial 
Statement, which said that applications for major development for unconventional hydrocarbons should 
be refused in National Parks and AONBs except in exceptional circumstances and where it can be 
demonstrated that they are in the public interest. Although the guidance is not clear on the treatment of 
unconventional hydrocarbons it is considered that major developments for these resources should also 
need to demonstrate they meet the major development test requirements as set out in paragraph 116 
of the NPPF. 

Since this Ministerial Statement the Government has proposed amendments to the Infrastructure Bill 
which bans hydraulic fracking in National Parks, AONBs and on SSSIs. 

Up to date at end of January 2015.   

Duty to Cooperate 
Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No 

These options are not considered to raise any issues in relation to the Duty to Co-operate. 

Discussion around development of preferred options approach 

The majority of respondents supported option 2. Although an alternative option was to ban gas 
extraction, this cannot be taken forward as it is contrary to policy unless it is in relation to hydraulic 
fracturing in designated areas. 

The policy approach for Coal Mine Methane is considered to be identical to that of other 
unconventional oil and gas resources and therefore it is considered appropriate to merge this policy 
with the other hydrocarbon policies. 

Preferred policy approach 

By utilising  a criteria based approach for the assessment all hydrocarbon development it is not 
considered necessary for Minerals Plan to include policies for each particular type of hydrocarbon 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

resource, so Coal Mine Methane is covered by other polices in this section. 

SA/SEA 
N/A 

Policy id28:  Coal Bed Methane, Underground Coal Gasification, Shale Gas and Carbon and 
Gas Storage 
Options presented 
at Issues and 
options stage 

Option 1: This option would support the principle of development of CBM, UCG 
and shale gas resources and the underground storage of carbon and gas 
subject, where relevant, to the other gas policies in the Joint Plan but would also 
in particular require robust assessment of, and the prevention of potential 
impacts on, a range of other matters including in relation to the integrity of 
geological or hydrogeological resources and processes (including groundwater 
and land stability), availability of water resources and local amenity and public 
safety issues. Transport of gas or carbon would be expected to be via pipeline, 
with the routing of pipelines selected to give rise to the least environmental or 
amenity impact. 
This option would involve a precautionary approach, with support to specific 
proposals only being provided where a high level of assurance in relation to 
impacts and benefits, including community benefits, can be demonstrated. 
Particularly high standards of siting, design and mitigation would be required 
where any development is proposed within or in close proximity to the National 
Park or AONBs and in locations which may impact on the townscape and setting 
of the historic City of York. 
Option 2: This option would not express support in principle for the development 
of CBM, UCG and shale gas resources, or the underground storage of carbon or 
gas due to the uncertain nature of the impacts and risks involved within the Plan 
area. Any proposals which come forward would be considered against other 
relevant policies in the Plan and relevant national policy. The NPPF states that 
minerals planning authorities should encourage underground gas and carbon 
storage, taking into account the integrity and safety of such facilities, and should 
encourage extraction of Coal Mine Methane. 
Option 3: This option would represent an extension to the precautionary 
principle in Option 1 by requiring applications for permission for the development 
of CBM, UCG and shale gas resources and the underground storage of carbon 
and gas to demonstrate that the proposed site has been identified so as to avoid 
sensitive locations and designations, including residential areas, important 
environmental designations and other important assets which require protection 
under the planning system. 

What the SA told us 
The assessment has revealed that under Option 1 there is more potential for negative effects on the 
environment, and communities of the Joint Plan area yet more potential for wider gains including 
reduced CO2 emissions. Option 2 would create greater uncertainties in the medium and long term as 
the approach would largely be controlled by national policy rather than a local approach. In 
combination with Option 1, Option 3 would lead to positive effects on the environment and 
communities but may have negative effects in relation to the provision of minerals to meet the needs of 
the population. 
Number of consultation responses 
Total Number of comments against id: 108 
Question 70: Do you have a preference for any 
of the options presented above? 

Option 1: 9 (3 MWI) Combination: 14 
Option 2: 28 (1SC) Did not Specify: 7 (1 

LA) 
Option 3: 11 (2 LA) None: 5 (1 SC) 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

Question 71: Are there any alternatives that 
you would like the authorities to consider? 

Number of respondents: 34 (3 MWI/1 LA) 

Brief overview of consultation responses 
General Comments against id 28: Concerned about fracking and the risks associated with 
developments, including water contamination, impact on the environment and the impact on climate 
change (20) as well as the impacts from gas related development. 

Key messages Q70: Mixed views were received in relation to which option is preferred. 14 
respondents suggested an approach based on a combination of Option 1 and Option 3. However, 
several respondents considered that Option 3 could be strengthened by including greater restrictions. 
A number of respondents expressed opposition to all forms of unconventional gas developments and 
concerns about the potential risks associated with fracking whilst several respondents considered that 
CCS should be addressed separately. One respondent considered a criteria based policy based on 
option 1 would be most appropriate. One respondent considered that Option 2 contradicts itself in 
relation to CBM. One respondent considered that each method should be considered under a separate 
policy. A number of respondents considered the plan should take a precautionary approach to these 
forms of development. 

Key Messages Q71: A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are 
detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why 
they have or have not been taken forward. Any realistic alternatives are summarised and worked up 
below. 

Original id28 - Coal Bed Methane, Underground Coal Gasification, Shale Gas and Carbon and 
Gas Storage 
Proposed Option 4 

 Variation of Option 1, but remove reference to high standards of siting, design and mitigation 
being required in close proximity to the National Park and AONBs. 

Suggested approach 
This option would support the principle of development of CBM, UCG shale gas and CCS resources 
subject, where relevant, to the other gas policies in the Joint Plan but would also in particular require 
robust assessment of, and the prevention of potential impacts on, a range of other matters including in 
relation to the integrity of geological or hydrogeological resources and processes (including 
groundwater and land stability), availability of water resources and local amenity and public safety 
issues.  Transport of gas would be expected to be via pipeline, with the routing of pipelines selected to 
give rise to the least environmental or amenity impact. 
This option would involve a precautionary approach, with support to specific proposals only being 
provided where a high level of assurance in relation to impacts and benefits, including community 
benefits, can be demonstrated.  Particularly high standards of siting, design and mitigation would be 
required where any development is proposed within the National Park or AONBs and in locations 
which may impact on the townscape and setting of the historic City of York. 

Proposed Option 5 
 Support is given and reliance is placed on the development management policies of the Plan 

to mitigate any effects. 
Suggested approach 
This option would support the principle of development for CBM, UCG, shale gas and CCS provided 
proposals comply with other policies in the Plan 

One approach which came forward was that Carbon Capture and Storage (CCS) should not be 
considered alongside unconventional gas extraction technologies.  To progress this approach 
unconventional gas extraction is considered on its own and Carbon Capture and storage on its own. 
For the SA process revised ids were developed. New id28 covers unconventional gas extraction only, 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

and id28a covers CCS only.  The worked up new ids are detailed below: 

New id28 - Coal Bed Methane, Underground Coal Gasification and Shale Gas 

New Option 1 
This option would support the principle of development of CBM, UCG and shale gas resources subject, 
where relevant, to the other gas policies in the Joint Plan but would also in particular require robust 
assessment of, and the prevention of potential impacts on, a range of other matters including in 
relation to the integrity of geological or hydrogeological resources and processes (including 
groundwater and land stability), availability of water resources and local amenity and public safety 
issues.  Transport of gas would be expected to be via pipeline, with the routing of pipelines selected to 
give rise to the least environmental or amenity impact. 
This option would involve a precautionary approach, with support to specific proposals only being 
provided where a high level of assurance in relation to impacts and benefits, including community 
benefits, can be demonstrated.  Particularly high standards of siting, design and mitigation would be 
required where any development is proposed within or in close proximity to the National Park or 
AONBs and in locations which may impact on the townscape and setting of the historic City of York. 

New Option 2 
This option would not express support in principle for the development of CBM, UCG and shale gas 
resources due to the uncertain nature of the impacts and risks involved within the Plan area. Any 
proposals which come forward would be considered against other relevant policies in the Plan and 
relevant national policy.  The NPPF states that minerals planning authorities should encourage 
extraction of Coal Mine Methane. 

New Option 3 
This option would represent an extension to the precautionary principle in Option 1 by requiring 
applications for permission for the development of CBM, UCG and shale gas resources to demonstrate 
that the proposed site has been identified so as to avoid sensitive locations and designations, including 
residential areas, important environmental designations and other important assets which require 
protection under the planning system. 

Proposed Option 4 
 Variation of Option 1, but remove reference to high standards of siting, design and mitigation 

being required in close proximity to the National Park and AONBs. 
Suggested approach for new id28 
This option would support the principle of development of CBM, UCG and shale gas resources subject, 
where relevant, to the other gas policies in the Joint Plan but would also in particular require robust 
assessment of, and the prevention of potential impacts on, a range of other matters including in 
relation to the integrity of geological or hydrogeological resources and processes (including 
groundwater and land stability), availability of water resources and local amenity and public safety 
issues.  Transport of gas would be expected to be via pipeline, with the routing of pipelines selected to 
give rise to the least environmental or amenity impact. 
This option would involve a precautionary approach, with support to specific proposals only being 
provided where a high level of assurance in relation to impacts and benefits, including community 
benefits, can be demonstrated.  Particularly high standards of siting, design and mitigation would be 
required where any development is proposed within the National Park or AONBs and in locations 
which may impact on the townscape and setting of the historic City of York. 

Proposed Option 5 
 Support is given and reliance is placed on the development management policies of the Plan 

to mitigate any effects. 
Suggested approach for new id28 
This option would support the principle of development for CBM, UCG and shale gas provided 
proposals comply with other policies in the Plan. 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

New Id28a – Carbon Capture and Storage (CCS) 

New Option 1 
This option would support the principle of development of the underground storage of carbon and gas 
subject, where relevant, to the other gas policies in the Joint Plan but would also in particular require 
robust assessment of, and the prevention of potential impacts on, a range of other matters including in 
relation to the integrity of geological or hydrogeological resources and processes (including 
groundwater and land stability), local amenity and public safety issues. Transport of gas or carbon 
would be expected to be via pipeline, with the routing of pipelines selected to give rise to the least 
environmental or amenity impact. 
This option would involve a precautionary approach, with support to specific proposals only being 
provided where a high level of assurance in relation to impacts and benefits, including community 
benefits, can be demonstrated.  Particularly high standards of siting, design and mitigation would be 
required where any development is proposed within or in close proximity to the National Park or 
AONBs and in locations which may impact on the townscape and setting of the historic City of York. 

New Option 2 
This option would not express support in principle for the underground storage of carbon or gas due to 
the uncertain nature of the impacts and risks involved within the Plan area.  Any proposals which come 
forward would be considered against other relevant policies in the Plan and relevant national policy.  
The NPPF states that minerals planning authorities should encourage underground gas and carbon 
storage, taking into account the integrity and safety of such facilities. 

New Option 3 
This option would represent an extension to the precautionary principle in Option 1 by requiring 
applications for permission for the development of underground storage of carbon and gas to 
demonstrate that the proposed site has been identified so as to avoid sensitive locations and 
designations, including residential areas, important environmental designations and other important 
assets which require protection under the planning system 

Proposed Option 4 
 Variation of Option 1, but remove reference to high standards of siting, design and mitigation 

being required in close proximity to the National Park and AONBs. 
Suggested approach for new id28a 
This option would support the principle of development of the underground storage of carbon and gas 
subject, where relevant, to the other gas policies in the Joint Plan but would also in particular require 
robust assessment of, and the prevention of potential impacts on, a range of other matters including in 
relation to the integrity of geological or hydrogeological resources and processes (including 
groundwater and land stability), local amenity and public safety issues. Transport of gas or carbon 
would be expected to be via pipeline, with the routing of pipelines selected to give rise to the least 
environmental or amenity impact. 
This option would involve a precautionary approach, with support to specific proposals only being 
provided where a high level of assurance in relation to impacts and benefits, including community 
benefits, can be demonstrated.  Particularly high standards of siting, design and mitigation would be 
required where any development is proposed within the National Park or AONBs and in locations 
which may impact on the townscape and setting of the historic City of York. 

Proposed Option 5 
 Support is given and reliance is placed on the development management policies of the Plan 

to mitigate any effects. 
Suggested approach for new id28a 
This option would support the principle of development for carbon and gas storage provided proposals 
comply with other policies in the Plan. 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

SA of options including alternatives 
Summary of assessment (new id28) 
The assessment has revealed that under Options 1 and 4 there is potential for negative effects on the 
environment, and communities of the Joint Plan area yet more potential for wider gains including 
reduced CO2 emissions.  Option 1 performs slightly better than Option 4 in terms of protection of the 
landscape. Option 2 would create greater uncertainties in the medium and long term as the approach 
would largely be controlled by national policy rather than a local approach. 

The assessment of Option 5 also revealed uncertainties although this could be resolved through the 
inclusion of relevant policies elsewhere in the Plan, albeit that this may not address effects specific to 
unconventional gas extraction. Option 5 does however have positive effects on the economy and 
minerals supply. In combination with Option 1 or 4, Option 3 would lead to positive effects on the 
environment and communities but may have negative effects in relation to the provision of minerals to 
meet the needs of the population. 

Revised recommendations 
It is recommended that Option 1 would provide a more certain approach for the Joint Plan area 
provided that the precautionary approach underlies the support in principle. It is considered that 
incorporating Option 3 may be beneficial but careful consideration would need to be given to defining 
the terms used. 

Summary of assessment (New ID28a) 
These options all, either by deferring to National Policy or through direct support, offer the potential for 
carbon or gas storage. Depending on the degree of support this is expected to bring greater or lesser 
economic and jobs benefits, with options 1 and 4 performing particularly well here. Similarly all options 
have some degree of benefit to climate change, with supporting options 1,3 and 4 performing 
particularly well. This is because carbon capture underpins the large potential for greenhouse gas 
emission reductions form the broader carbon capture and storage process. 
As industrial features with a significant development footprint however, options report negative impacts 
across many of the other environmental and social SA objectives. These impacts are relatively minor 
impacts as all options offer some degree of protection from them. Option 3 in particular avoids 
residential areas and important environmental designations, building on the protection of option 1. This 
emphasis on the protection of key receptors makes a neutral to positive contribution to several 
objectives in option 3 (e.g. health and safety and climate adaptation) as they would allow maintenance 
of the status of receptors covered by these objectives, while for other options the protection offered is 
weaker, meaning that low level negative effects remain possible or likely. 

Revised recommendations 
There are strong benefits to climate change and the economy, particularly from options 1 and 3 
(although it is accepted that option 4 would, through its less controlled approach perhaps offered the 
greatest potential). As option 3 offers the greater level of protection, when used in conjunction with 
option 1, though still supports carbon and gas storage, the SA recommends that this option should be 
taken forward. 

Other points were put forward in response to the alternative options question, these included using the 
term ‘hydrocarbon’ instead of ‘gas’ , replace the word ‘minimise with ‘mitigate’, strengthen Option 3 by 
adding a requirement for an environmental assessment, consider coal mining legacy when planning for 
extraction of unconventional gas and CCS, applicants should provide evidence prove that the risk of 
adverse impacts from development have been eliminated and shale gas extraction should not be 
allowed near build up areas. 
Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
Many of the respondents expressed concerns about fracking and the associated risks. Although the 
Government has recently set out its intention to ban fracking in designated areas through the 
Infrastructure Bill, the exploitation of unconventional hydrocarbon resources remains a priority for the 
government. The National Planning Guidance states that Local Plans should take account of 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

Government energy policy, which makes it clear that energy supplies should come from a variety of 
sources and therefore it a plan which does not support fracking would be contrary to national policy. 

However the concerns of respondents in relation to the associated risks of fracking have now been set 
out in the preferred option policies. Further information has also been set out in the preferred policies 
supporting text which explains the role of the other regulatory regimes which will be involved in any 
proposals for fracking. Although there were a range of responses received it is hoped that the 
preferred options policy addresses most if not all of these comments. 

Evidence base 
Since the consultation on the Issues and Options took place the Government has issued a Ministerial 
Statement, which said that applications for major development for unconventional hydrocarbons should 
be refused in National Parks and AONBs except in exceptional circumstances and where it can be 
demonstrated that they are in the public interest. Although the guidance is not clear on the treatment of 
unconventional hydrocarbons it is considered that major developments for these resources should also 
need to demonstrate they meet the major development test requirements as set out in paragraph 116 
of the NPPF. 

Since this Ministerial Statement the Government has proposed amendments to the Infrastructure Bill 
which bans hydraulic fracking in National Parks, AONBs and in SPAs, SACs and SSSIs. 

Duty to Cooperate 
Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No 

This is not considered to be a Duty to Co-operate matter. 

Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
There were a high level of responses in relation to this option, with the preferred option being option 2, 
which would not express support in principle for CBM, UCG, shale gas resources and underground 
carbon/gas storage. The SA of this option showed that it would create greater uncertainties in the 
medium and long term. However option 2 is no longer considered appropriate in light of recent 
ministerial statements as they would be contrary to government objectives unless located in 
designated areas. 

Following further consideration of the criteria required to assess conventional and unconventional 
hydrocarbons it has become clear that almost all the same issues will need to be addressed. For clarity 
the preferred options policy addresses both conventional and unconventional hydrocarbon resources. 
However the infrastructure bill has banned hydraulic fracturing in designations and this is addressed by 
the preferred options policy on the overall spatial approach to hydrocarbon developments. 

In response to the comments received further details will be included in the supporting text on all the 
other regulatory regimes and their responsibilities.  

In response to the comments about the setting of National Parks and the historic City of York the 
wording of the overall spatial policy for hydrocarbon development has been amended so that is 
clarifies that high standards will be required across the plan area.  

Preferred policy approach – title changed to M19: Carbon and gas storage 
Proposals for carbon capture and storage and the underground storage of gas will be permitted 
where it has been demonstrated that: 

i) The local geological circumstances are suitable; and 
ii) There will be no harm to the quality and availability of ground and surface water 

resources, land stability and public safety; 
iii) There would be no unacceptable impact on the environment or local amenity; 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

iv) The proposals are consistent with other relevant policies in the plan. 

Transport of carbon or gas is expected to be via pipeline with the routing of lines selected to 
give rise to the least environmental or amenity impact. 

Supporting text 

Carbon capture and storage is a method which can be used for reducing carbon dioxide emissions into 
the atmosphere from sources such as fossil fuel power stations and Underground Coal Gasification. It 
involves capturing carbon dioxide, either before or after burning, transporting it in pipelines and 
permanently storing it deep underground in suitable geological formations. The Government believes 
Carbon Capture and Storage has potential to be an important technology in climate change mitigation. 
Potentially suitable geologies have been identified across the UK including areas within Ryedale and 
Scarborough which may be suitable for such processes. Current proposals are under consideration 
(via the National Strategic Infrastructure Planning procedures) for the capture and storage of carbon 
from Drax power station, in North Yorkshire.  Whilst the proposals involve construction of a carbon 
transport pipeline across part of the Plan area, carbon storage would take place within depleted gas 
fields under the North Sea.  It is not expected that proposals for storage within the Plan area are likely 
within the Plan period.  However, national policy requires Minerals Planning Authorities to encourage 
underground gas and carbon storage and associated infrastructure if local geological circumstances 
indicate its feasibility. 

Links to Objectives and Policies 
Link to Objectives 
Objective 9 
Objective 10 
Objective 11 
Objective 12 

Links to other relevant policies 
Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts 
Id63: Landscape 
Id64: Biodiversity and geodiversity 
Id66: Water environment 

SA/SEA 
Summary of assessment 
This preferred policy has strong positive effects for the economy (in terms of energy security of gas 
storage and the business opportunities associated with CCS technology) as well as for climate change 
mitigation. Other effects tend to be location specific though could be negative due to factors such as 
the land footprint of buildings and pipelines and the risk that leaks could occur. 

Recommendations 
No further mitigation proposed. 

Policy id29: Continuity of supply of deep coal 
Options 
presented at 
Issues and 
options stage 

Option 1: This option would support the principle of lateral extensions to the 
permitted underground working area for Kellingley Colliery, in locations accessible 
from the current colliery site, and would set out criteria against which proposals would 
be assessed. Criteria could include a requirement for the mineral planning authority 
to be satisfied that the arrangements for managing and mitigating the effects of 
subsidence and the disposal of mining waste materials arising from the development 
are acceptable. 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

Option 2: This option would not express support for the principle of further lateral 
extensions to the underground working area for Kellingley Colliery and would seek 
the maximum exploitation of the resource within the current permitted area. 

What the SA told us 
Both options show a range of environmental, social and economic effects, with negative effects being 
observed for Options 1 and 2 for a wide range of environmental objectives including climate change, 
resource use and waste generation, with the latter option showing some falling off of effects if levels of 
coal mining decline in the longer term. Other negative effects associated with Option 2 include a longer 
term negative effects on the economy and community viability. 
Option 1 shows very positive economic effects and positive effects on community vitality. There are 
also positive effects on the population SA objective, which has a sub objective on reducing social 
exclusion. Option 2 also reports lower level positive effects for the economy and community vitality in 
the short and medium term. 
Several other objectives under both options report minor negative effects, though Option 2 reports less 
negative effects as a whole. 

Number of consultation responses 
Total Number of comments against id: 15 
Question 74: Do you have an initial 
preference for any of the options presented 
above? 

Option 1: 6  
(1 SC/1 MWI/ LA) 

None: 2 
(1 SC) 

Option 2: 3  
(SC/MWI/ LA) 

Did Not Specify: 1 

Question 75: Are there any alternatives that 
you would like the authorities to consider in 
relation to continuity of deep coal supply? 

Number of respondents: 3 
(1 LA) 

Brief overview of consultation responses 
Key Messages Q74: Mixed views were received in relation to the ongoing extraction of fossil fuels, 
some comments expressing a preference for limited extraction and conversely some support for 
ongoing extraction should be encouraged. It was considered that the plan should recognise the 
uncertainty over the future of Kellingley Colliery and provide sufficient flexibility to reflect this. 

Key Messages Q75: A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are 
detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why 
they have or have not been taken forward. There were no realistic alternatives proposed. 

General Comments: Four respondents considered that secondary aggregates should be provided 
from source and not extracted from existing tip sites. 

SA of options including alternatives 
N/A 

Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
Whilst it is recognised that some organisations and individuals have concerns about the principle of 
fossil fuel extraction national planning policy does not support a position where all further working of 
such minerals is resisted.  It is also recognised that coal mining supports significant numbers of jobs 
and makes a substantial contribution to the local and wider economy.  
Since undertaking consultation at Issues and Options stage the intended closure of Kellingley Colliery 
at the end of 2015 has been announced.  At the date of intended closure it is anticipated that 
substantial reserves will remain within the existing permitted area.  This changed position is likely to 
impact on the proposed policy approach. 

Evidence base update 
The NPPG was published subsequently to the drafting of the Options above and provides more in 
depth guidance on land stability issues in relation to coal extraction, including the important role played 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

by the Coal Authority. The NPPG also highlights considerations specific to underground coal mining 
including ‘potential effects of subsidence, including the potential hazard of old mine workings; the 
treatment and pumping of underground water; monitoring and preventative measures for potential gas 
emissions; and the method of disposal of colliery spoil.’ 

Subsequent to undertaking Issues and Options consultation, the intended closure of Kellingley Colliery 
at the end of 2015 has been announced.  If closure takes place as intended there will be no remaining 
coal mining activity in the Plan area and no known proposals for such activity to resume. 

This evidence is accurate as of January 2015. 
Duty to Cooperate 
Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No 

Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
Option 1 was the subject of most support from respondents and was preferred in the SA, although the 
SA also recommended a number of additional policy criteria relating to water pollution impacts, 
considering the potential for a secondary use for spoil and considering the utilisation of coal mine 
methane. 

Some respondents supported Option 2 as this would be likely to help minimise extraction of fossil 
fuels. 

Since identification of the options the closure of Kellingley Colliery has been announced.  As a result, it 
is not expected that any proposals for a lateral extension of the existing underground area are likely to 
come forward in the foreseeable future.    A proposed site allocation for a lateral extension has been 
withdrawn by UK Coal.  Nevertheless, it is recognised that over the lifetime of the Plan there may be 
the potential for re-activation of workings and it may therefore be appropriate to include relevant policy 
content in the Plan.  The provision of support in principle for lateral extensions beyond the existing 
working area may provide flexibility to access coal in areas which are more readily worked than some 
areas within the current permitted working area, thus providing greater support for future mining 
activity.  It is therefore considered that a policy based on Option 1 could be included in the Plan, 
notwithstanding the intended closure of the Colliery at the end of 2015.  Whilst the SA recommended 
certain additional criteria in relation to Option 1, it is considered that some of these are more 
appropriately addressed elsewhere in the Plan, including through develop control policies.  However, 
there are a number of issues specific matters which it may be relevant to include in this policy, 
particularly reference to mining subsidence impacts and the need to address disposal of colliery spoil. 

Preferred policy approach – title changed to M20: Continuity of supply of deep coal 
Proposals for lateral extensions to the permitted underground working area for Kellingley 
Colliery, in locations accessible from the current colliery site, will be supported where it can be 
demonstrated that the following criteria have been satisfactorily addressed;  

i. the effects of subsidence upon land stability and important surface structures, 
infrastructure (including flood defences) and environmental and cultural designations, 
will be monitored and controlled so as to prevent unacceptable impacts; 

ii. the proposed arrangements for disposal of mining waste materials arising from the 
development are acceptable 

iii. the proposals would be consistent with the development management policies in the 
Plan. 

Supporting text 

The intended closure of Kellingley Colliery at the end of 2015 suggests that it is unlikely that proposals 
for further working or coal resources from Kellingley Colliery will come forward. However, the potential 
for reactivation of working cannot be ruled out at this stage and it is therefore considered appropriate to 
support the principle of appropriate lateral extensions in the Plan.  This approach could enable 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

extraction of more viable areas of coal and therefore help provide support for the economic and other 
benefits that have been provided through former and current mining activity.  

Underground mining of coal is often associated with surface subsidence which can have adverse 
impacts on certain structures and other infrastructure and assets.  Whilst separate legislation exists to 
compensate landowners or undertake remediation for any damage caused, there may also be wider 
public interest considerations in ensuring a degree of protection.  Features at risk can include large 
structures or those containing sensitive uses, assets and infrastructure such as roads and railway lines 
and flood defence works, as well as sensitive environmental and cultural designations such as nature 
conservation sites and listed buildings.  Any proposals will need to ensure that unacceptable adverse 
impacts from subsidence will not arise. 

Underground mining often generates large amounts of spoil which requires disposal.  Spoil from 
Kellingely Colliery has been disposed of at offsite locations, principally the Womersley spoil disposal 
facility which is now nearly full.  Transport and disposal of spoil can have significant environmental 
impacts. Any extended mine working would be likely to require new arrangements for disposal of spoil 
which would need to be acceptable in order for permission to be granted.  Specific consideration of 
spoil disposal is contained in Policy id 33: Disposal of colliery spoil. 

Links to Objectives and Policies 
Link to Objectives: 
Objective 5 

Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: 
Id32: Safeguarding of deep coal 
Id33: Disposal of colliery spoil 
Id72: Coal mining legacy 

SA/SEA 
Summary of assessment 
This preferred policy exhibits a mixture of mainly minor positive and negative effects. Most minor 
negative effects occur because, while the preferred policy combines with the development control 
policies in the plan, because of the nature of deep coal development, residual effects may remain. This 
is the case for flooding, health and wellbeing, landscape, historic environment, soils, traffic and water 
objectives. More significant minor effects occurred in relation to the resource use (as coal mining is the 
extraction of a non-renewable resource) and climate change (due to longer term greenhouse gas 
emissions from mines) objectives. 

Positive contributions were also recorded, particularly in terms of the economy. However, all options 
recorded a high level of uncertainty as Kellingley Colliery is expected to close in late 2015. 

Recommendations  
To extend the capacity for colliery spoil to be put to productive use as secondary aggregate the policy 
could be strengthened by rewording the disposal arrangements sentence to ‘‘the proposed 
arrangements for disposal of mining waste materials arising from the development are acceptable and 
opportunities for use as a secondary aggregate (or other productive use) have been explored’. 

Policy id30: Shallow coal 
Options 
presented at 
Issues and 
options stage 

Option 1: This option would not express specific support for the principle of shallow 
coal mining in the Joint Plan area (except where extraction would take place as part 
of an agreed programme of development to avoid sterilisation of shallow coal as a 
result of the implementation of other permitted surface development). 
Option 2: This option would support the principle of extraction of shallow coal where 
it would be consistent with the development management policies in the Plan. 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

What the SA told us 
Both options are associated with a number of negative effects, and Option 1 records a significant 
amount of uncertainty in relation to several environmental and social factors – though effects would be 
dependent upon the scale and location of extraction. Potential effects on the North York Moors are 
unlikely under Option 1 as it is unlikely that other development of a sufficient scale would be permitted 
in the area of shallow coal resource. There is, however, greater certainty that Option 2 would at least 
create a more supportive policy environment for shallow coal extraction. This, if development occurs, 
could potentially cause significant sustainability effects, such as landscape and amenity effects, the 
nature and magnitude of which would depend on the development management policies chosen. 
There are a limited number of positive effects, mainly associated with Option 2, including benefits 
accruing for possible restoration, reduction in transport miles, and increased employment. 
Number of consultation responses 
Total Number of comments against id: 13 
Question 76: Do you have an initial 
preference for any of the options presented 
above? 

Option 1: 4  None: 3 
(1 SC) 

Option 2: 3  
(1SC) 

Did not Specify: 2 (1SC) 

Question 77: Are there any alternatives that 
you would like the authorities to consider in 
relation to shallow coal? 

Number of respondents: 1 

Brief overview of consultation responses 
Key Messages Q76: The majority of respondents did not express support for open cast mining. One 
respondent did not support either of the options put forward as it was considered the environmental 
impacts of shallow coal working will depend on the location of proposals. Support was also expressed 
for Option 2 as it would allow flexibility for both prior extraction (to avoid sterilisation) and stand-alone 
working of shallow coal.  One consultee suggested that flexibility is desirable because of the expected 
cessation of underground mining of coal in the area. 

Key Messages Q77: No realistic alternative options were put forward. 

SA of options including alternatives 
N/A 

Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
It is acknowledged that working of shallow coal can give rise to significant impacts on the environment 
and amenity, as well as bringing benefits in terms of contributing to the economy and employment.  
Environment and amenity impacts in particular will be determined by the scale and location of any 
development.  Although there is no recent history of working of shallow coal in the Plan area, and no 
expectation of future development, it is nevertheless considered important to include a policy in the 
Plan to help take decisions on any proposals that may come forward and to provide an element of 
flexibility, particularly taking into account current uncertainty about the future of underground coal 
mining in the area. 

Evidence base update 
The online NPPG was published subsequently to the drafting of the Options above and provides more 
in depth guidance on land stability issues in relation to coal extraction, including the important role 
played by the Coal Authority. 

In all other respects there are no changes to the evidence base for planning policy relating to coal 
extraction as of January 2015. 

Duty to Cooperate 
Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No 

Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

Responses to consultation was divided, with some support for a more restrictive approach to shallow 
coal as well as support for a more positive and flexible approach. 

Although it is considered relatively unlikely that proposals for surface mining of coal will come forward 
during the Plan period (other than potentially for prior extraction of coal to avoid sterilisation by other 
development), it is considered preferable to have a policy to provide a local policy framework in case 
proposals for stand-alone extraction do come forward. 

The SA of the options suggests that Option 2 ‘could potentially cause significant sustainability effects, 
such as landscape and amenity effects’, whilst also noting that it could lead to more positive effects 
than Option 1. The SA also states that Option 1 could lead to a ‘significant amount of uncertainty in 
relation to several environmental and social factors’. However, on balance, the SA recommends that 
‘from a sustainability perspective option 1 is preferable’. 

In view of the range of opinions expressed in consultation, and the findings of the SA, it is considered 
that the preferred approach should support the principle of prior extraction of shallow coal. Policy 
should also set out criteria to help consider any proposals for working shallow coal at stand-alone sites 
that may come forward.  As the potential resources of shallow coal in the Plan area are in some cases 
located within or in close proximity to sensitive designations including National Parks, AONBS, 
important nature conservation sites and Green Belt it is considered that specific locational criteria for 
development of shallow coal would be appropriate. 

The preferred approach therefore in effect represents a combination of Option 1 and elements of 
Option 2. 

Preferred policy approach – title changed to M21: Shallow coal 
Proposals for the extraction of shallow coal will be supported where extraction would take 
place as part of an agreed programme of development to avoid sterilisation of the resource as a 
result of the implementation of other permitted surface development; and where the proposal 
would be consistent with the development management policies in the Plan. 

Other proposals for the working of shallow coal will be permitted where all the following criteria 
are met: 

i. The site is located outside the National Park and AONBs and, where located outside 
these designated areas, would not cause significant adverse impact within them; 

ii. The site is located outside internationally and nationally important nature conservation 
designations and, where located outside these designated areas, would not cause 
significant adverse impact within them; 

iii. Where located in the Green Belt, the working, reclamation and afteruse of the site would 
be compatible with Green Belt objectives in line with national policy on Green Belt; 

iv. The site is well located in relation to the highway network and intended markets; 
v. The development would be consistent with the development management policies in 

the Plan 

Supporting text 

Shallow coal resources are relatively scarce across the Plan area and the resource is highly 
fragmented.  There has been no recent history of working shallow coal and no known current 
commercial interest.  Where the resource does occur, in some cases it is located in sensitive areas 
such as those designated as National Park, AONB or Green Belt.  In a number of instances the 
resource is also found in locations relatively remote from major transport routes. 

The nature of shallow coal extraction through opencast working can give rise to significant 
environmental impacts.  It is therefore considered that specific criteria are necessary to ensure 
adequate protection of the environment and amenity should any proposals come forward, in addition to 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

those requirements set out in the general development management policies elsewhere in the Plan. 

In some instances it may be practicable to carry out prior extraction of shallow coal to avoid its 
sterilisation by other forms of surface development.  This can be a particular opportunity for shallow 
coal as it is a relatively high value product and its working in relatively small quantities can be viable. 
Such prior extraction can be beneficial to avoid sterilisation of a valuable resource and can be in the 
overall interests of sustainable development, provided it can be carried out without unacceptable 
impact on environment and amenity.  Where such prior extraction is proposed compliance with 
relevant environmental and amenity policies in the Plan will therefore be required. 

Links to Objectives and Policies 
Link to Objectives: 
Objective 5 
Objective 9 

Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: 
Id31: Safeguarding shallow coal 
Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts 
Id60: Transport of minerals and waste and associated traffic impacts 
Id61: North York Moors National Park and the AONBs 
Id62: Minerals and waste development in the green belt 
Id63: Landscape 
Id64: Biodiversity and geodiversity 
Id71: Consideration of applications in mineral consultation areas 
SA/SEA 
Summary of assessment 
This preferred option mainly reports minor negative effects against the SA objectives that result from 
the potential for shallow coal to create large scale holes in the ground or generate impacts such as 
traffic, dust and water pollution. While development management policies elsewhere in the plan will 
help mitigate these impacts (though uncertainty is noted until these are finalised), the possibility that 
one or more large scale sites could result from the policy may leave some minor residual impacts. 

Some objectives fare slightly worse with minor to major / moderate negative effects being reported 
under the landscape objective and climate change objective, and temporary major negative effects 
expected in terms of the land and soils and waste objectives. 

Recommendations  
This policy is generally mitigated by other policies in the plan (particularly relation to the water 
environment, local amenity and cumulative impacts, transport, agricultural land and soils, reclamation 
and after use and historic environment). However, the assessment has concluded that better links 
could be made to policy D10 ‘Reclamation and Afteruse’ to ensure that all shallow coal development, 
inside and outside of the Green Belt is suitably restored (or suitable restoration / preparation for the 
development which would have otherwise sterilised the resource is enabled).  Further mitigation might 
be achieved through restoration which helps to offset greenhouse gases – for instance restoration of 
habitats that sequester carbon or restoration to renewable energy production. 

Policy id31: Safeguarding Shallow coal 
Options presented 
at Issues and 
options stage 

Option 1: This option would safeguard the whole of the known shallow coal 
resource, with a 500m buffer zone to help ensure maximum protection of the 
resource from proximal sterilisation. A buffer of 250m would be applied in the 
NYMNP. 
Option 2: This option would only safeguard the shallow coal resource without a 
buffer zone, given the absence of expectation of working of shallow coal during 
the plan period. 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

Option 3: This option would only safeguard shallow resources outside urban 
areas and National Park and AONB designations as working in these areas are 
less likely to be acceptable. 

What the SA told us 
As safeguarding does not infer shallow coal extraction will take place there is generally no predicted 
direct effect. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan. 
Safeguarding contributes positively, however, to the SA objective ‘to minimise the use of resources 
and encourage their re-use and safeguarding’. In other ways positive indirect effects are noted for all 
options, such as benefits for the economy. 
Option 1, as it safeguards land with a buffer zone, shows additional positive effects through avoiding 
proximal sterilisation of the resource. 
Option 3 shows some additional indirect positive effects as it prevents land with little prospect of 
development being safeguarded. This is likely to positively contribute to the needs of the population 
and community vitality sub objectives. 
Under the options which support safeguarding, effects from displacement of development which would 
have taken place are uncertain as this will depend upon the stringency of any policy approach applied. 
Number of consultation responses 
Total Number of comments against id: 10 
Question 78: Do you have an initial 
preference for any of the options presented 
above? 

Option 1: 2 Did not Specify: 1 
Option 2: 1 
(1 SC) 

None: 1 

Option 3: 3  
(1 LA) 

Question 79: Are there any alternative 
options we should consider in relation to the 
safeguarding of shallow coal? 

Number of respondents: 2 

Question 80: Do you have any view on the 
extent of any buffer zone that should be 
applied to the safeguarding of shallow coal? 

Number of respondents: 0 

Brief overview of consultation responses 
Key Messages Q78: The Coal Authority considered Option 3 to be unsound and would not be 
consistent with the NPPF. Mixed views in relation to the inclusion of a buffer were received. One 
respondent considered it appropriate to extend the presumption against extraction in protected 
landscapes to include international and nationally protects sites. 

Key Message Q79: A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are 
detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why 
they have or have not been taken forward. No realistic alternative options were put forward. 

NYCC Revision of Options: A New option has been generated to rectify an inconsistency in Option 1 
where 500m was cited rather than 250m.  
Proposed Option 4 

 alternative option providing 250m buffer zone throughout the Plan area 
Suggested approach 
This option would safeguard the whole of the known shallow coal resource, with a 250m buffer zone to 
help ensure maximum protection of the resource from proximal sterilisation. 

Key Message Q80: No comments received. 
SA of options including alternatives 
Summary of assessment 
As safeguarding does not infer shallow coal extraction will take place there is generally no predicted 
direct effect. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the plan.  

Safeguarding contributes positively, however, to the SA objective ‘to minimise the use of resources 
and encourage their re-use and safeguarding’. In other ways positive indirect effects are noted for all 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

options, such as benefits for the economy. 

Options 1 and 4, as they safeguard land with a buffer zone, show additional positive effects through 
avoiding proximal sterilisation of the resource (Option 1 more so than Option 4 as the buffer zone is 
larger). 

Option 3 shows some additional indirect positive effects as it prevents land with little prospect of 
development being safeguarded. This is likely to positively contribute to the needs of the population 
and community vitality sub objectives. 

Under the options which support safeguarding, effects from displacement of development which would 
have taken place are uncertain as this will depend upon the stringency of any policy approach applied.  

Recommendations 
The SA shows a mild preference for option 3, though it should be noted that this preference is based 
on an assumption that development is less likely outside of safeguarded areas. Option 1 and 4’s ‘buffer 
zones’ show some limited benefit when contrasted with option 2. Generally, however, sustainability 
effects of all options are fairly weak. 
Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
It is acknowledged that excluding certain areas, such as environmental designations and urban areas, 
from safeguarding would not be consistent with good practice guidance on minerals safeguarding 
(BGS 2011).  Whilst mixed views on buffer zones were received, a 250m buffer zone was 
recommended in evidence work for minerals safeguarding undertaken for NYCC and NYMNPA by 
BGS in 2011, which included consultation with the minerals industry and certain other stakeholders. 

Evidence base update 
No new evidence as of January 2015. 

Duty to Cooperate 
Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? Yes 
Consideration of safeguarding of minerals where they occur in close proximity to the Plan area 
boundary has taken place via the production of, and consultation on, a cross-boundary minerals 
safeguarding paper.  This did not lead to the need for any changes to the proposed safeguarding 
areas for shallow coal. 

Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
With regard to the policy options for safeguarding shallow coal, a key consultee is the Coal Authority, 
who support Option 2, but would not object to Option 1. 

BGS recommend in Minerals Safeguarding reports that the whole of the shallow coal resource is 
safeguarded, reiterating that this is supported by the Coal Authority, and recommending a buffer zone 
of 250m.  

The Coal Authority strongly objects to ‘only safeguarding shallow resources outside urban areas and 
National Park and AONB designations’ (Option 3) suggesting this approach ‘would not accord with the 
best practice advice set out in the 2011 BGS Guidance to Mineral Safeguarding’ and advising that 
other authorities attempts to implement this approach has not being supported at examination. 

The SA revealed only relatively minor differences between the options, with a mild preference for 
Option 3. However, taking into account representations from the Coal Authority in relation to Option 3 it 
is not considered appropriate to take this forward into policy.  The SA also indicated that of the 
remaining options those involving provision of a buffer zone (ie Options 1 and 4) performed better than 
Option 2.  Taking these factors into account, together with recommendations from BGS evidence work 
it is considered that Option 4 should be taken forward. 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

During the progression of the Preferred Options document a combined minerals safeguarding policy 
was developed to cover all minerals resources rather than having 11 separate policies. 
The original policy text is included below followed by the combined policy which is displayed in the 
Preferred Options document. 

Preferred policy approach – title changed to S01: Safeguarding of mineral resources 
All shallow coal resources identified on the policies map will be safeguarded for the future.  An 
additional 250m buffer zone around each resource area will also be safeguarded to protect the 
resource from encroaching development. 

COMBINED MINERALS SAFEGUARDING POLICY from PREFERRED OPTIONS DOCUMENT 

Part one- Surface mineral resources: 

The following surface minerals resources and associated buffer zones identified on the policies 
map will be safeguarded from other forms of surface development to protect the resource for 
the future : 
i) All crushed rock and silica sand resources with an additional 500m buffer 
ii) All sand and gravel, clay and shallow coal resources with an additional 250m buffer 
iii)  Building stone resources and active and former building stone quarries with an additional 
250m buffer 

Part two – Deep mineral resources: 

The following deep mineral resources and associated buffer zones identified on the policies 
map will be safeguarded from surface development to protect the resource for the future: 
i) Underground coal resources within the Kellingley Colliery licensed area with an additional 
700m buffer; 
ii)  Underground potash and polyhalite resources within the Boulby Mine licensed area and 
Doves Nest Farm indicated and inferred resource area; 
iii) Underground gypsum deposits within the former Sherburn in Elmet Mine planning 
permission area; 
iv)  Vein mineral reserves within extant planning permissions with an additional 250m buffer 

Part three – protecting deep mineral resources from other underground minerals development: 

Reserves and resources of potash and polyhalite identified on the Policies Map, including a 
2km buffer zone, will be protected from sterilisation by other forms of underground minerals 
extraction and the underground storage of gas or carbon in order to protect the resource for 
the future. 

Supporting text 

Safeguarding of minerals resources from alternative forms of development which may prevent their 
subsequent extraction is an important aspect of sustainable planning for minerals.  Effective 
safeguarding helps preserve finite resources for the future, although there is no presumption that 
safeguarded resources will be worked.  Sensitive development in close proximity to minerals resources 
can also impact on the ability to work a resource in future.  It is therefore prudent to safeguard a limited 
buffer zone around the resource.  The purpose of safeguarding is not to prevent other forms of 
development on or near to a resource, but primarily to ensure that the presence of the resource is 
taken into account when other development proposals are under consideration.  This is a particularly 
important issue within those parts of the Joint Plan area which are ‘two tier’, with the majority of 
development decisions taken by the District or Borough Councils rather than the mineral planning 
authority. 
In these circumstances, consultation between the District and County Councils will be required where 

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 114 



                   

 
 

             
 

 
     

    
 

 
 

 
  

 
  

 
 

  
     

   
  

    

    

   
  

 
 

  
 

   
 

 

   

    

    
   

     
 

 
    

  
 

  
  

   
  

     

   
  

  

Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

certain other forms of development, with the potential to sterilise minerals resources, are proposed in a 
safeguarded area.  Consultation criteria, including details of those types of development which are 
exempt from safeguarding, are set out in id71: Consideration of applications in mineral consultation 
areas. 

Links to Objectives and Policies 
Links to Objectives: 
Objective 3 

Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: 
Id30: Shallow coal 
Id70: Development proposed within mineral safeguarding areas 
Id71: Consideration of applications in minerals consultation areas 

SA/SEA 
Summary of assessment 
As safeguarding does not infer that minerals extraction will take place there are generally no predicted 
direct effects. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan.  
This policy is likely to result in minor to major positive impacts in relation to encouraging the 
safeguarding of resources, economic growth and meeting the needs of a changing population as future 
mineral resource sterilisation is avoided, thus conserving resources for future economic benefit. The 
safeguarding of buffer zones around mineral reserves may also have minor positive impacts in relation 
to minimising air quality and amenity impacts experienced by users of new proximal development.  
Some uncertainty is noted in the assessment as the nature and location of any future development that 
may be displaced as a result of this policy, and the consequences of this displacement, is not known. 

Recommendations 
No mitigation is proposed 

Policy id32: Safeguarding deep coal 
Options 
presented at 
Issues and 
options stage 

Option 1: This option would not support the safeguarding of deep coal resources. 
OR 
Option 2: This option would safeguard the whole of the deep coal resource. 
OR 
Option 3: This option would only safeguard deep coal resources within extant coal 
mining licence areas for Kellingley Colliery and within the Selby Coalfield. 
OR 
Option 4: This option would only safeguard deep coal resources within the Kellingley 
Colliery licensed area. 
AND 
Option 5: In association with any safeguarding of deep coal, this option would 
include an additional 700m buffer zone to help protect the resource from sterilisation 
through proximal development. 

What the SA told us 
As safeguarding does not infer deep coal extraction will take place there is generally no predicted 
direct effect. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan. 
Safeguarding contributes positively, however, to the SA objective ‘to minimise the use of resources 
and encourage their re-use and safeguarding’. This positive effect occurs with options 2, 3, 4 and 5, 
with option 2 performing the best in this respect. 
Option 5, as it safeguards land with a buffer zone, shows additional positive effects when used in 
conjunction with other options through avoiding proximal sterilisation of the resource. 
In other ways indirect effects are noted for options, in particular benefits for the economy (e.g. Options 
3, 4 and 5). Some of the options also note negative effects (Option 1), or both positive and negative 
(option 2) effects on the economy. 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

Under each option, effects from displacement of development which would have taken place are 
uncertain as this will depend upon the stringency of any policy approach applied. This will need to be 
considered when assessing policies at the Preferred Options stage. 
Number of consultation responses 
Total Number of comments against id: 9 
Question 81: Do you have an initial 
preference for any of the options presented 
above? 

Option 1: 2 Option 5: 2 (1SC, 1 MWI) 
Option 2: 2 Combination: 

Opt. 4+5: 1 (1 SC) 
Option 3: 1 Did Not Specify: 1 
Option 4: 0 

Question 82: Are there any alternative 
options we should consider in relation to the 
safeguarding of deep coal? 

Number of respondents: 1 

Question 83: Do you have any view on the 
extent of any buffer zone that should be 
applied to the safeguarding of deep coal? 

Number of respondents: 1 

Brief overview of consultation responses 
Key Messages Q81: The Coal Authority recommends only safeguarding areas under licence in 
combination with Option 5 which seeks to apply a buffer zone. 

Key Messages Q82: A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are 
detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why 
they have or have not been taken forward. No realistic alternative options were put forward. 

Key Messages Q83: One comment was received, in relation to this question, which suggested that 
the plan must be able to demonstrate the need to support the application of a buffer. 
SA of options including alternatives 
N/A 

Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
Whilst a range of options were put forward, it is considered that significant weight should be given to 
the views of the Coal Authority, who support a combination of Options 4 and 5.  It is acknowledged that 
justification will be required if a buffer zone is to be included in relation to the safeguarding of an 
underground resource. In this particular case, deep mining of coal can lead to surface subsidence 
which extends outward beyond the extent of the area actually undermined.  Any safeguarding of the 
resource form the sterilising effects of sensitive surface development should therefore have regard to 
this issue. 

Evidence base update 
The NPPG was published subsequently to the drafting of the Options above and provides more in 
depth guidance on land stability issues in relation to coal extraction, including the important role played 
by the Coal Authority. The NPPG also highlights considerations specific to underground coal mining 
including ‘potential effects of subsidence, including the potential hazard of old mine workings; the 
treatment and pumping of underground water; monitoring and preventative measures for potential gas 
emissions; and the method of disposal of colliery spoil.’ 

The intended closure of Kellingley Colliery was announced in April 2014, following Issues and Options 
consultation, with an expected cessation of mining at the end of 2015. 

This evidence is accurate as of January 2015. 

Duty to Cooperate 
Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? Yes 
In the two tier part of the Joint Plan area safeguarding of minerals resources requires cooperation 
between County and District Councils in relation to consultation on and implementation of safeguarding 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

arrangements. 

Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
Safeguarding of underground minerals resources is not a specific requirement of national planning 
policy.  However, options for safeguarding of deep coal were presented at Issues and Options stage 
following discussion with UK Coal and the Coal Authority. This was partly in response to a known 
issue of the potential sterilisation of coal within the Kellingely Colliery permitted area as a result of 
development of a sensitive surface structure in the Eggborough area and the potential for similar 
circumstances to occur in future.  

Since development of options at Issues and Options stage the closure of Kellingley Colliery has been 
announced and is expected to take place prior to finalisation of the Plan.  However, taking into account 
known circumstances elsewhere where closed mines have been re-opened, it is considered that there 
could still be justification to safeguard deep coal within the Kellingely licensed area. 

The Coal Authority, as the key statutory consultee, supports the safeguarding of licenced coal mining 
areas only, together with a buffer zone.  In effect this would limit safeguarding to the current Kellingley 
Colliery licensed area. 

It is considered that the safeguarding of other deep coal resource (Options 2 and 3) would be 
disproportionate, taking into account the lack of current activity, the absence of a specific requirement 
in national policy for safeguarding underground resources and the vies of key consultees.  

As the effects of mining subsidence can extend outwards at the surface beyond the extent of the area 
actually mined (generally in accordance with a horizontal distance equating to 0.7 multiplied by the 
depth of working) it is recommended by BGS in minerals safeguarding work undertaken for NYCC that 
a 700m buffer zone around any safeguarded resources should be provided (reflecting a typical 1000m 
working depth). 

The SA of the options suggests that Options 2-5 provide ‘positive effects’ towards a specific SA 
objective, whilst also noting Option 5 provides ‘additional positive effects’ contributing to the reasoning 
for preferring this policy approach. The SA recommends that ‘Option 5 is the most compatible with the 
SA Framework though there are a range of benefits and dis-benefits associated with all options, with 
option 1 being the least favoured option.’ Therefore, with the exception of Option 1 there appears to be 
only minor differences between the Options suggesting preference for a combination of Options 4 & 5 
would not be in conflict with the findings of the SA. 

It is considered that the most appropriate policy approach is the safeguarding of deep coal resources 
within extant coal mining licence area for Kellingley Colliery (Option 4), with the addition of a 700m 
buffer zone (Option 5).  This approach may need to be reviewed depending on circumstances relating 
to the future of Kellingley Colliery. 

The preferred policy approach is a combination of options 4 and 5. 

During the progression of the Preferred Options document a combined minerals safeguarding policy 
was developed to cover all minerals resources rather than having 11 separate policies. 
The original policy text is included below followed by the combined policy which is displayed in the 
Preferred Options document. 

Preferred policy approach – title changed to S01: Safeguarding mineral resources 
Deep coal resources within the Kellingley Colliery licensed area identified on the policies map 
will be safeguarded for the future.  An additional 700m buffer zone around the licensed area will 
also be safeguarded to help protect the resource from sterilisation through proximal 
development. 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

COMBINED MINERALS SAFEGUARDING POLICY from PREFERRED OPTIONS DOCUMENT 

Part one- Surface mineral resources: 

The following surface minerals resources and associated buffer zones identified on the policies 
map will be safeguarded from other forms of surface development to protect the resource for 
the future : 
i) All crushed rock and silica sand resources with an additional 500m buffer 
ii) All sand and gravel, clay and shallow coal resources with an additional 250m buffer 
iii)  Building stone resources and active and former building stone quarries with an additional 
250m buffer 

Part two – Deep mineral resources: 

The following deep mineral resources and associated buffer zones identified on the policies 
map will be safeguarded from surface development to protect the resource for the future: 
i) Underground coal resources within the Kellingley Colliery licensed area with an additional 
700m buffer; 
ii)  Underground potash and polyhalite resources within the Boulby Mine licensed area and 
Doves Nest Farm indicated and inferred resource area; 
iii) Underground gypsum deposits within the former Sherburn in Elmet Mine planning 
permission area; 
iv)  Vein mineral reserves within extant planning permissions with an additional 250m buffer 

Part three – protecting deep mineral resources from other underground minerals development: 

Reserves and resources of potash and polyhalite identified on the Policies Map, including a 
2km buffer zone, will be protected from sterilisation by other forms of underground minerals 
extraction and the underground storage of gas or carbon in order to protect the resource for 
the future. 

Supporting text 

Underground coal resources are not at direct risk of sterilisation through surface development in the 
same way as surface resources.  However, certain forms of surface development, particularly large 
structures or those with sensitive processes taking place in them may be particularly vulnerable to 
subsidence damage.  The presence of more vulnerable forms of surface development in areas where 
underground coal mining occurs can therefore lead to indirect sterilisation of coal.  As subsidence 
effects at the surface can extend outwards beyond the area actually mined, vulnerable structures near 
to but outside the ‘footprint’ of worked areas can also be at risk.  Safeguarding in this way not only 
helps protect the resource from sterilisation but also helps ensure that new, vulnerable surface 
development is protected from potential subsidence impacts. 

There is no specific requirement in national policy to safeguard underground minerals resources.  
Resources of coal are relatively extensive in the southern part of the Plan area and it is not considered 
appropriate to safeguard the whole of the potential resource area.  However, discussion with the Coal 
Authority, along with advice from British Geological Survey, suggests that it would be appropriate to 
safeguard coal reserves within the area licensed for extraction from Kellingley Colliery.  Kellingley 
Colliery is the only active mine in the Plan area and there is no expectation of proposals for new 
underground coal mines to come forward.  It is also now expected that Kellingley Colliery will close at 
the end of 2015.  However, it is considered appropriate for the time being to safeguard the licensed 
area for the Colliery, together with a buffer zone, to allow for any potential reactivation of mining during 
the Plan period.  This will help ensure that, where certain types of surface development are proposed 
within the licensed area, consultation between upper and lower tier planning authorities takes place. 
In this respect the purpose of safeguarding underground coal is not to prevent surface development in 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

the relevant area but to ensure that the potential implications for sterilisation of coal can be taken into 
account. Consultation criteria for relevant forms of development are addressed in Policy id71: 
Consideration of applications in mineral consultation areas. 

Links to Objectives and Policies 
Link to Objectives: 
Objective 3 

Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: 
Id29: Continuity of supply of deep coal 
Id38: Safeguarding of deep mineral resources 
Id70: Developments proposed within minerals safeguarding areas 
Id71: Consideration of applications in Mineral Consultation Areas 

SA/SEA 
Summary of assessment 
As safeguarding does not infer that minerals extraction will take place there are generally no predicted 
direct effects. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan.  
This policy is likely to result in minor to major positive impacts in relation to encouraging the 
safeguarding of resources, economic growth and meeting the needs of a changing population as future 
mineral resource sterilisation is avoided, thus conserving resources for future economic benefit. The 
safeguarding of buffer zones around mineral reserves may also have minor positive impacts in relation 
to minimising air quality and amenity impacts experienced by users of new proximal development.  
Some uncertainty is noted in the assessment as the nature and location of any future development that 
may be displaced as a result of this policy, and the consequences of this displacement, is not known. 

Recommendations 
No mitigation is proposed 

Policy id33: Disposal of colliery spoil 
Options 
presented at 
Issues and 
options stage 

Option 1: This option would support the principle of maximising the availability of 
disposal capacity at the existing Womersley spoil disposal site and the utilisation of 
any available capacity at the Gale Common ash disposal site. 
Option 2: This option would not express support for any further increase in capacity 
at the Womersley spoil disposal site, which has already been subject of recent 
proposals for the further raising of tipping levels, and would instead seek the 
utilisation of any available capacity at the Gale Common ash disposal site, as well as 
support the principle of development of a new disposal facility for the colliery if 
necessary, and would set out criteria against which any proposals for a new facility 
would be assessed. 
Criteria could include the requirement for proposals to utilise quarry voids or, if not 
possible, derelict or degraded land wherever possible; and, provide a detailed 
justification for proposals which, in exceptional circumstances, seek to utilise best 
and most versatile agricultural land. Proposals could also be required to provide 
satisfactory arrangements for transport of spoil from the colliery to point of disposal, 
with preference being given to options that would use alternatives to road transport, 
or road haulage routes which minimise any impacts on local communities. 

What the SA told us 
There is significant uncertainty around both options. Overall the most major negative effects are 
reported under Option 2 where a new site in particular may affect biodiversity, soil and land, waste 
generation, heritage, landscape, recreation and leisure and health and wellbeing; though negative 
effects are recorded under both options. 
Positive effects are generally minor, however, utilisation of available capacity under both options may, 
to a degree, incentivise the extraction of secondary aggregate from these sites. 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

Number of consultation responses 
Total Number of comments against id: 18 
Question 84: Do you have an initial 
preference for any of the options presented 
above? 

Option 1: 4  
(1 MWI) 

None: 1 

Option 2: 0 Did Not Specify: 9 
(2 SC) 

Question 85: Are there any alternative 
options we should consider in relation to the 
disposal of colliery spoil? 

Number of respondents: 4 
(1 LA, 1 SC) 

Brief overview of consultation responses 
Key Messages Q84: Option 1 was considered by 7 respondents to be unacceptable on the basis of 
environmental and amenity impacts. UK Coal indicated that without adequate disposal capacity the 
remaining future of the Colliery is in doubt. One respondent considered that operators should have to 
provide clear evidence of the short, medium and long term disposal options. 

Key Messages Q85: A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are 
detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why 
they have or have not been taken forward. Any realistic alternatives are summarised and worked up 
into suggested approaches below: 

Proposed Option 3 
 Colliery spoil sites should reach capacity before a new site is moved onto. 

Suggested approach 
This option would support the principle of new colliery spoil tips where existing facilities have reached 
capacity. 

Proposed Option 4 
 Colliery spoil should be disposed of at the most sustainable accessible site. 

Suggested approach 
This option will support the disposal of colliery spoil at locations which are accessible by non-road 
transport methods or are close to the strategic road network. 

General Comments: The Plan should set targets to incentivise the use of secondary aggregates 
rather than developing a strategy which supports the reworking of previously tipped material. 

SA of options including alternatives 
Summary of assessment 
There is significant uncertainty around all four options. Overall the most major negative effects are 
reported under Option 2 and 3 where new sites in particular may affect biodiversity, water, soil and 
land, waste generation, heritage, landscape, community vitality, recreation and leisure and health and 
wellbeing depending on future site location; though a number of negative effects are recorded under 
each of options 1, 2 and 3. 

Positive effects are generally minor (for instance job creation under the first three options, shortened 
supply chains for aggregates (option 1) or possible transport reductions under option 2), however, 
utilisation of available capacity under option 1 may, to a degree, incentivise the extraction of secondary 
aggregate from existing sites, though where a new site comes on stream (options 2 and 3) this may 
lessen such incentives if disposal remains economically attractive due to an increase in available 
space for disposal. 

Option 4 works in addition to other options and, although often uncertain, includes a number of benefits 
across the environmental objectives and strong positive effects for the health and wellbeing 
sustainability objective.  
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

Revised Recommendations 
Option 1 performs better than option 2 and 3. However, it should be noted that there is significant 
uncertainty around this assessment as the outcome of a major planning application at the Womersley 
site is still to be determined and the location of a new site or new sites under options 2 and 3 is 
unknown.  There is some potential to mitigate some negative effects for option 2 and 3, particularly 
through detailed criteria and if a new facility is developed to encourage the utilisation of secondary 
aggregates. Options 2 and 3 will also offer the chance to reduce sustainability effects at communities 
that are currently adversely affected by existing sites (though effects may be displaced to other 
communities). 

Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
Significant concern was expressed by some respondents about environmental and amenity impacts 
associated with continued utilisation of the Womersley spoil disposal site. At the time of drafting 
preferred options a planning application for a relatively small increase in capacity is under 
consideration.  If permitted this scheme would provide sufficient capacity for the expected remaining 
life of Kellingley Colliery. It is expected that this application will be determined before the Plan is 
finalised and any decision will need to have regard to impacts of the development, on environment and 
amenity.  It is acknowledged that a wide range of considerations including accessibility would be 
important in determining the acceptability of any new locations for spoil disposal.  It is also 
acknowledged that the Plan should encourage the greater use of secondary aggregates and that re-
working previously tipped spoil material may not be a sustainable way of facilitating this.  This issue is 
addressed more specifically in policy relating to Supply of Alternatives to Land Won Primary 
Aggregate. 

Evidence base update 
Evidence updates as at January 2015 

The NPPG was published subsequently to the drafting of the Options above and highlights 
considerations specific to underground coal mining including ‘potential effects of subsidence, including 
the potential hazard of old mine workings; the treatment and pumping of underground water; 
monitoring and preventative measures for potential gas emissions; and the method of disposal of 
colliery spoil.’ 

New national waste policy was published in October 2014 which indicates a more restrictive approach 
to waste facilities in the Green Belt compared with the previous approach. 

The planned closure of Kellingley Colliery at the end of 2015, which was announced subsequent to the 
development of the options above, will impact upon the potential policy options for the disposal of 
colliery spoil. UK Coal have submitted a planning application for increased capacity at the Womersley 
spoil disposal site and state that no further capacity will be required beyond this. 

Duty to Cooperate 
Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No 

Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
Since development of options at Issues and Options stage the closure of Kellingley Colliery has been 
announced.  As a result the operator of the Colliery has submitted revised proposals for a limited 
increase in disposal capacity at the Womersley disposal site.  If this application, which is subject to 
objections, is eventually permitted then sufficient capacity will be available at Womersley to provide for 
the remaining expected life of the Colliery.  If the application is not permitted then the implications for 
the colliery are uncertain as it is not clear that alternative capacity is available elsewhere.  

At the time of drafting preferred options it is considered that subject to satisfactory resolution, through 
the current application, of relevant issues and concerns relating to the proposed increase in capacity at 
the Womersley disposal site, this should represent the preferred approach for disposal of spoil over the 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

remaining life of the Colliery.  Such an approach would also be in line with the outcome of the SA.  At 
Issues and Options stage Option 1 also referred to utilisation of capacity at the Gale Common ash 
disposal site.  It is now understood that this option is not available as a result of revised ash disposal 
practice at the Gale Common site. 

Whilst the intended closure of Kellingley Colliery means that it is now not expected that significant new 
disposal capacity for colliery spoil will be required during the plan period, the discussion around 
development of a Preferred option policy for the supply of deep coal acknowledges that there could be 
potential for reactivation of closed mine workings, as this has occurred elsewhere outside the Plan 
area. In this eventuality it is possible that there could be a requirement in future for new spoil disposal 
capacity to deal with arisings in the Plan area, although no potential locations for this have been 
proposed by the mine operator.  To cover this eventuality it is considered that relevant key criteria 
could be included in policy, based around those referred to in Option 2. 

The preferred approach is therefore a combination of Option 1 (revised to exclude reference to the 
Gale Common site) and elements of Option 2. 

Preferred policy approach – title changed to M22: Disposal of colliery spoil 
Disposal of spoil from Kellingley Colliery at the Womersley spoil disposal site, including 
proposals for increased capacity required to provide for the expected remaining life of the 
Colliery to the end of 2015, will be supported subject to compliance with development 
management policies in the Plan. 

Any additional spoil disposal capacity requiring development of new disposal facilities in the 
Joint Plan area will be considered in relation to the following order of preference: 

i) Infilling of quarry voids where this can deliver an enhanced overall standard of quarry 
reclamation 
ii) Use of derelict or degraded land 
iii) Where use of agricultural land is necessary, use of lower quality agricultural land 
(ALC Grade 3b or below) in preference to higher quality agricultural land (ALC Grade 3a 
or higher) 

Preference will also be given to proposals which are located; 
iv) Outside the Green Belt unless it can be demonstrated that the development at the 
particular location proposed would not represent inappropriate development, in line 
with national policy; 
v) Where spoil can be delivered to the site via sustainable (non-road) means of 
transport or, where road transport is necessary, transport of spoil can take place 
without unacceptable impacts on the environment or residential amenity 

Proposals should also demonstrate compliance with other relevant development management 
policies in the Plan. 

Supporting text 

The expected closure of Kellingley Colliery at the end of 2015 means that it is no longer expected that 
substantial volumes of spoil requiring disposal will arise in the Plan area and it may be practicable to 
accommodate any remaining spoil up to that date at the existing Womersley spoil disposal site. 

If additional capacity is required to accommodate spoil over the remaining life of the Colliery, or to 
serve any reactivated mining activity, then it is considered that use of spoil to facilitate the reclamation 
of existing quarry voids is the most sustainable option in principle as this can help deliver additional 
benefits.  Where this is not practicable, disposal on derelict or degraded land will be preferable to use 
of agricultural land, and where it is necessary to use agricultural land, preference should be given to 
land of lower quality.  Such an approach is generally in line with national planning policy. 
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In order to ensure consistency with recent national policy for waste, it is also important to ensure that 
preference is given to locations outside the Green Belt, unless it can be demonstrated that the 
development would not be inappropriate in the specific location proposed.  

Colliery spoil is a bulky material which can arise in large volumes.  Transportation of spoil can 
therefore give rise to significant impacts on communities and on the environment, particularly when 
road haulage is involved. It is therefore important to give preference to proposals which utilise 
sustainable transport modes, such as rail, water or pipeline.  Where road haulage is the only option it 
will need to be demonstrated that a suitable haulage route/s are available between the location of 
arisings and the point of disposal.   

A range of other impacts may arise in the disposal of spoil and compliance with other relevant 
development management policies in the Plan will need to be demonstrated. 

Links to Objectives and Policies 
Link to Objectives: 
Objective 2 
Objective 4 
Objective 6 
Objective 8 

Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: 
Id14: Supply of alternatives to land won primary aggregates 
Id29: Continuity of supply of deep coal 
Id46: Meeting waste management capacity requirements- Construction, demolition and excavation 
waste (including CD&E waste) 
Id54: Transport infrastructure 
Id60: Transport of minerals and waste and associated traffic impacts 
Id62: Minerals and waste development in the Green Belt 
Id67: Strategic approach to reclamation and afteruse 

SA/SEA 
Summary of assessment 
Minor negative effects were observed for almost all sustainability objectives as most of the potentially 
major effects of colliery spoil disposal would be mitigated to a large degree by the development 
management policies. Effects may temporarily rise to major negative for the biodiversity and landscape 
objectives largely due to the potential loss of a SINC site at Womersley (though this uncertain as it 
relates to an as yet undetermined application). For any new site there is, however, significant 
uncertainty on the magnitude of effects as this will depend on the location of the site in relation to 
population and other environmental receptors. 

Objectives for minimising resource use and minimising waste observed mixed positive and negative 
effects as the policy is a disposal option for spoil and says little about re-use as secondary aggregate, 
though this is promoted by policy M11 which is linked. The climate change objective noted the potential 
for unknown greenhouse gas emissions at a new site, which depending largely on the distance from 
the source of colliery spoil. Some minor benefits for the recreation and wellbeing objectives may 
come through restoration in the long term. 

Recommendations  
The policy could be strengthened by making a stronger link to policy D11 (which isn’t listed in the 
policy’s ‘key links to other relevant policies and objectives’) so that a carbon assessment for new sites 
would be required. 
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Policy id34: Potash and polyhalite supply 
Options presented 
at Issues and 
options stage 

Option 1: Support an indigenous supply of potash from one location only. 
Option 2: Support the principle of multiple sources of potash supply from within 
the Plan area. 
Option 3: Support new locations for potash extraction outside of the North York 
Moors National Park only. 
Option 4: Support extraction of potash from under the National Park as well as 
outside of the National Park but only support siting of surface infrastructure 
outside the National Park. 

What the SA told us 
Option 1 would enable the economic and minerals supply benefits associated with having a potash 
mine in the Plan area to be maintained, whilst limiting the environmental effects. However, the scale of 
potential negative environmental, community and recreational effects in the longer term may vary 
depending on whether the option would lead to the development of a new mine. The environmental 
effects include effects on landscape, biodiversity / geodiversity, the historic environment, water and air 
quality. Of all the options, Option 2 would have the most significant negative effects on the 
environment and communities however could provide overall gains for the economy. Options 3 and 4 
would provide the least harm, through protecting the environment and recreational assets of the 
National Park, although of these Option 4 would have greater positive effects on the economy and 
minerals supply. 
Number of consultation responses 
Total Number of comments against id: 32 
Question 86: Do you have an initial 
preference for any of the options presented 
above? 

Option 1: 1 Option 4: 3 
Option 2: 16 Did Not Specify: 3 
Option 3: 4 

Question 87: Are there any alternative 
options the Authorities should consider in 
relation to potash supply? 

Number of respondents: 5 

Brief overview of consultation responses 
Key Messages Q86: Option 2 received greatest support, as it was considered that providing several 
sources of supply would mitigate risk to supply. Option 2 was considered to be the only option 
consistent with national policy. Option 4 was considered to be unworkable as Boulby would require 
new infrastructure in the longer term to continue working. 

Key Messages Q87: A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are 
detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why 
they have or have not been taken forward. The only realistic alternative which was  proposed is 
summarised and worked up below: 

Proposed Option 5 
 Proposals for the extraction of Potash in the National Park and AONBs would need to meet the 

Major Development Test. 
Suggested approach 
This option would support the supply of potash from new sites. Within the National Park and AONBs 
the requirements of the Major Development Test would need to be met. 

A point which was put forward under the alternative options was that where potash extraction is being 
proposed consideration should be given to the impact the development may have on designations and 
an Appropriate Assessment under the HRA should be undertaken before an application is granted. 

General Comments: The Plan must recognise the long term social and economic benefits that can 
arise from mineral extraction and that importance of the Potash resource to the UK. It is considered 
that the rationale for not allocating land for the extraction of potash within the plan is inconsistent with 
the requirement of the NPPF to ensure that there is an adequate and steady supply. 
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SA of options including alternatives 
Summary of assessment 
Option 1 would enable the economic and minerals supply benefits associated with having a potash 
mine in the Plan area to be maintained, whilst limiting the environmental and social effects. However, 
the scale of potential negative environmental, community and recreational effects in the longer term 
may vary depending on whether the option would lead to the development of a new mine. The 
environmental effects include effects on landscape, biodiversity / geodiversity, the historic 
environment, water and air quality. The other options all display increased negative impacts as they 
potentially support more than one potash mine.  Of all the options, Option 2 would have the most 
significant negative effects on the sustainability objectives. 

Options 3 and 4 would offer protection to the environment and recreational assets of the National Park, 
though negative effects may still occur outside of the National Park, particularly where potash mining 
may intersect with important aspects of the Plan area, such as the seascape.  

Option 5 would provide a robust approach to considering proposals in the National Park, though the 
Major Development Test does allow development in exceptional circumstances. So in relation to most 
of the environmental and community objectives the SA considers that there may be negative effects, 
but that this is uncertain as it depends on whether development meets the requirements of the Test. 
Elsewhere in the potash resource area negative effects are more likely to occur as new sites are 
supported 

Options 2, 3, 4 and 5 all have positive economic effects as they potentially support more than one 
potash site which would help bring new jobs to the area, though facilities in some locations may have 
negative impacts on levels of tourism.  

Recommendations 
It is recommended that option 1 be pursued, though failing that a next best option, at least in terms for 
protecting the most nationally significant environmental assets, would be option 4. 

Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
The support for Option 2 is noted.   Whilst this option may perform well in relation to national policy 
concerning the supply of minerals and the provision of support for the economy, it could potentially 
lead to the most significant adverse impacts on the environment if it resulted in increased development 
in the National Park.    The limited scope for provision of surface infrastructure outside the National 
park area is also noted.  National policy indicates that it is not appropriate to identify site allocations in 
NPs so it is considered that any policy in the Plan should be criteria based.  Taking into account the 
potential for development proposals in the NP area it is agreed that reference in policy to the major 
development test would be appropriate. 
Evidence base update 
Since Issues and Options consultation in Spring 2014 a revised planning application for development 
of a new potash (polyhalite) mine in the NYMNP area has been submitted and is under consideration. 

This evidence is accurate as of January 2015. 

Duty to Cooperate 
Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? Yes 
Development of potash/polyhalite resources in the Joint Plan area may impact on more than one 
authority area and was relevant to the initial decision to prepare a joint Minerals and Waste Plan. 
Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
The majority of respondents supported option 2, which was the principle of multiple sources of 
potash/polyhalite supply from within the Plan area. In order to provide a robust policy basis for 
assessing multiple sources of potash supply it is considered necessary to take a criteria based 
approach. As there is already a site at Boulby and there may be an approval in place at Doves Nest 
Farm it will be necessary to have a criteria based policy for the continuation and expansion of these 
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sites with a separate policy which address the approach for new proposals elsewhere in the Plan area. 
Reference should be made in the policy that proposals for sites in the National Park and AONBs will be 
assessed against the major development test.  Option 2 was least favoured by the SA due to the 
increased potential for impacts on a range of environmental and other objectives but along with a 
number of other options performed more positively in relation to economic impacts.  The SA also notes 
that Option 5 would produce a robust approach to consideration of proposals in the NP, although the 
effects are uncertain as it is not currently known whether any proposals would be able to satisfy the 
test. 

Overall it is considered that elements of a number of options could provide the basis for a preferred 
approach.  

Preferred policy approach – title changed to M23: Potash, polyhalite and salt supply 
Proposals for the exploration and extraction of potash, salt or polyhalite from new sites within 
the North York Moors National Park will be assessed against the criteria for major development 
set out in Policy D04. 

Proposals for lateral extensions to the permitted working area for Boulby Potash Mine and the 
Doves Nest Farm site (when permitted) in locations accessible from the existing site, proposals 
for extensions to the permitted operating period at permitted sites as well as proposals for new 
sites outside of the National Park, will be supported where it can be demonstrated that the 
following criteria have been satisfactorily addressed; 

i) The proposals will not harm the special qualities of the National Park; 
ii) The effects of subsidence upon land stability and important surface structures, 

infrastructure (including flood defences) and environmental and cultural designations, 
can be monitored and controlled so as to prevent unacceptable impacts; 

iii) The proposed arrangements for disposal of mining waste materials arising from the 
development are acceptable; and 

iv) The requirements of Policy I01 for transport and infrastructure have been fully 
considered; and 

v) The proposals would be consistent with other relevant development management 
policies in the Plan. 

Supporting text 

Potash is identified as a mineral of local and national importance in the NPPF, which requires policies 
to be included for their extraction.  There is however no requirement within national policy to maintain a 
certain level of potash reserves.  Potentially viable resources of potash are understood to lie mainly 
beneath the North York Moors National Park.  Where proposals for new potash (including polyhalite) 
mining activities are located within the National Park they will need to be considered in accordance 
with the requirements of the major development test.  For these reasons it is not considered 
appropriate to allocate proposed sites in the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan but to consider any new 
proposals against the policy requirements set out above. 

The UK’s only working potash mine is located at Boulby which is in the north eastern area of the North 
York Moors National Park.  The mine has been producing potash since 1973, with mining currently 
occurring at depths of 800-1350m below ground with operations extending to 14km off-shore.  In 2014 
a planning application was submitted for a new mine in the National Park at Doves Nest Farm for the 
extraction of polyhalite.  The proposal also includes a 37km tunnel which will be used to conveyor the 
material to a handling facility at Wilton on Teesside. The National Park Authority resolved in June 2015 
to grant permission for the development, subject to completion of a legal agreement.  

Rock salt is mined as a by-product of potash extraction at Boulby mine.  The rock salt is transported by 
rail to Teesside from where it is either exported or transported to locations within the UK, with a small 
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amount transported by road to local authorities for use on roads. 

Links to Objectives and Policies 
Link to Objectives 
Objective 5 
Objective 6 
Objective 9 
Objective 10 

Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: 
Id35: Safeguarding potash 
Id38: Safeguarding deep mineral resources 
Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts 
Id61: North York Moors National Park and the AONBs 
Id63: Landscape 

SA/SEA 
Summary of assessment 
Most SA objectives have negative effects resulting from application of the major development test, 
which significantly moderates effects, but may still allow some development in the National Parks and 
AONBs. Support for new development outside of designated landscapes (albeit subject to specific 
criteria and the development management policies) could lead to negative effects (with significant 
uncertainty) for most SA objectives. In addition, lateral extensions could lead to subsidence or could 
extend the time period in which Boulby and Dove Farm operate, with corresponding minor negative / 
uncertain sustainability effects. 

The economic and community vitality SA objectives report a mixture of uncertain, strongly positive and 
minor negative effects. This is because significant jobs could be provided, but tourism may suffer, 
depending on location.   

The climate change and resource use objectives show up to major negative effects, the former due to 
the factors such as possible transport of materials, loss of soils and habitat and the embodied carbon 
in infrastructure such as road connections, pipelines (if used) and buildings (with uncertainty noted 
about the configuration of future sites, and effects moderated to a degree by the sustainable design 
policy), the latter objective recognising a large scale extraction of a non renewable resource (albeit a 
resource which has limited potential for substitution). 

Minor to major negative effects are reported for the water quality SA objective, as the potash resource 
outside of the National Park includes a concentration of Source Protection Zones. 

Recommendations 
No further mitigation is proposed. 

Policy id35: Safeguarding potash and polyhalite 
Options presented 
at Issues and 
options stage 

Option 1: Safeguard land above the area permitted for potash working only. 
Option 2: Safeguard land above all of the potash resource. 

What the SA told us 
As safeguarding does not infer deep mineral extraction will take place there is generally no predicted 
direct effect. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan. 
The assessment has concluded that all options may have indirect benefits for the environment and 
communities should the extraction of potash preclude certain types of development from taking place 
on the surface above. However, Option 1 may not have positive effects in terms of the supply of 
minerals as land could become sterilised prior to the granting of planning permission for the extraction 
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of potash below. Option 2 would provide benefits in terms of ensuring potash supply could be 
maintained. 
Under each option, effects from displacement of development which would have taken place are 
uncertain as this will depend upon the stringency of any policy approach applied. 
Number of consultation responses 
Total Number of comments against id: 17 
Question 88: Do you have an initial 
preference for either of the options presented 
above? 

Option 1: 1 None: 1 
Option 2: 14 Did not Specify: 1 

Question 89: Are there any alternative 
options the Authorities should consider in 
relation to safeguarding potash? 

Number of respondents: 0 

Brief overview of consultation responses 
Key Messages Q88: Option 2 received the greatest support. One respondent considered that neither 
Option were satisfactory as they are predicated on the assumption that subsidence will occur and one 
respondent considered that Option 1 does not comply with paragraph 143 of the NPPF. 

Key Messages Q89: No alternative options were put forward 

SA of options including alternatives 
N/A 
Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
The majority support for Option 2 is noted.  It is acknowledged that the potential for subsidence 
damage as a result of the underground working of potash and polyhalite is low, and the likelihood of 
major or sensitive surface development proposals, potentially vulnerable to subsidence effects, coming 
forward are relatively low taking into account the highly constrained nature of much of the area. 
However, potash and polyhalite is a scarce resource and the deposits in the Plan area are of strategic 
significance.  It is therefore considered appropriate to ensure a degree of safeguarding. 

Evidence base update 
Since Issues and Options consultation a revised application for development of a new polyhalite mine 
in the North York Moors National Park area has been submitted and is currently under consideration. 

Duty to Cooperate 
Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? Yes, safeguarding of minerals may require actions by more than 
one planning authority. 

Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
In the consultations that were undertaken during the preparation of draft MSAs for NYCC, potash and 
polyhalite had not been included among the initial list of proposed minerals for safeguarding due to the 
low risk of sterilisation of the mineral by surface development. However during consultation the issue of 
subsidence was raised and the potential for impact on surface structures. It was considered that 
sterilisation may occur due to the risk of cost and reputation associated with any detrimental impacts 
from underground potash/polyhalite workings.  

Whilst responses to consultation suggest that the whole of the potash/polyhalite resource should be 
safeguarded, a balanced and proportionate approach needs to be followed.  The total area of potash 
resources is very extensive (in excess of 50,000Ha) with the York Potash area of interest containing an 
estimated 2.66bt of polyhalite, in addition to potential reserves/resources within the Boulby Mine 
license area.  An alternative approach may be to safeguard reserves/resources contained with the 
area licensed for Boulby Mine, together with the area of polyhalite resources identified by York Potash 
with a higher degree of certainty.  This could include 1,230Ha identified as an indicated resource (ie 
the highest level of confidence) together with the adjacent area of inferred resources (a further 
2,950Ha).   This could ensure protection of the key areas or resource, without the need for 
implementing safeguarding procedures over a much wider area of land where there is less prospect of 
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future development.  In view of the size of the areas proposed to be safeguarded and the absence of a 
specific evidence base from which to identify additional buffer zones around safeguarded 
undergrounded potash and polyhalite, it is not proposed to incorporate any additional buffer zone for 
safeguarding.  Views on this specific matter are requested from consultees at Preferred options 
consultations stage. 

During the progression of the Preferred Options document a combined minerals safeguarding policy 
was developed to cover all minerals resources rather than having 11 separate policies. 
The original policy text is included below followed by the combined policy which is displayed in the 
Preferred Options document. 

Preferred policy approach – tile changed to S01: Safeguarding of mineral resources 
Underground potash and polyhalite resources within the Boulby Mine licensed area and York 
Potash Indicated and Inferred resource areas, identified on the policies map, will be 
safeguarded for the future. 

COMBINED MINERALS SAFEGUARDING POLICY from PREFERRED OPTIONS DOCUMENT 

Part one- Surface mineral resources: 

The following surface minerals resources and associated buffer zones identified on the policies 
map will be safeguarded from other forms of surface development to protect the resource for 
the future : 
i) All crushed rock and silica sand resources with an additional 500m buffer 
ii) All sand and gravel, clay and shallow coal resources with an additional 250m buffer 
iii)  Building stone resources and active and former building stone quarries with an additional 
250m buffer 

Part two – Deep mineral resources: 

The following deep mineral resources and associated buffer zones identified on the policies 
map will be safeguarded from surface development to protect the resource for the future: 
i) Underground coal resources within the Kellingley Colliery licensed area with an additional 
700m buffer; 
ii)  Underground potash and polyhalite resources within the Boulby Mine licensed area and 
Doves Nest Farm indicated and inferred resource area; 
iii) Underground gypsum deposits within the former Sherburn in Elmet Mine planning 
permission area; 
iv)  Vein mineral reserves within extant planning permissions with an additional 250m buffer 

Part three – protecting deep mineral resources from other underground minerals development: 

Reserves and resources of potash and polyhalite identified on the Policies Map, including a 
2km buffer zone, will be protected from sterilisation by other forms of underground minerals 
extraction and the underground storage of gas or carbon in order to protect the resource for 
the future. 

Supporting text 

Underground potash and polyhalite resources are not at direct risk of sterilisation through surface 
development in the same way as surface resources.  However, certain forms of surface development, 
particularly large structures or those with sensitive processes taking place in them may be particularly 
vulnerable to subsidence damage.  The presence of more vulnerable forms of surface development in 
areas where underground potash or polyhalite working occurs can therefore lead to indirect 
sterilisation of the mineral.  Safeguarding in this way not only helps protect the resource from 
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sterilisation but also helps ensure that new, vulnerable surface development is protected from potential 
subsidence impacts . 

There is no specific requirement in national policy to safeguard underground minerals resources.  
Resources of potash/polyhalite cover a relatively large area in the north eastern part of the Plan area 
and it is not considered appropriate to safeguard the whole of the potential resource area.  However, it 
is considered that it would be appropriate to safeguard reserves and resources within the area licensed 
for extraction from Boulby Mine (the only active potash mine in the Joint plan area), along with those 
resources forming part of the York Potash project that have been identified with a higher degree of 
confidence. This will help ensure that, where certain types of surface development are proposed 
within the licensed area, consultation between upper and lower tier planning authorities takes place. 
In this respect the purpose of safeguarding underground potash and polyhalite is not to prevent 
surface development in the relevant area but to ensure that the potential implications for sterilisation of 
the mineral can be taken into account.  Consultation criteria for relevant forms of development are 
addressed in Policy S06: Consideration of applications in consultation areas. 

Links to Objectives and Policies 
Link to Objectives: 
Objective 3 

Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: 
Id34: Potash supply 
Id38: Safeguarding of deep mineral resources 
Id70: Developments proposed within Minerals Safeguarding Areas 
Id71: Consideration of applications in Minerals Consultation Areas 

SA/SEA 
Summary of assessment 
As safeguarding does not infer that minerals extraction will take place there are generally no predicted 
direct effects. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan.  
This policy is likely to result in minor to major positive impacts in relation to encouraging the 
safeguarding of resources, economic growth and meeting the needs of a changing population as future 
mineral resource sterilisation is avoided, thus conserving resources for future economic benefit. The 
safeguarding of buffer zones around mineral reserves may also have minor positive impacts in relation 
to minimising air quality and amenity impacts experienced by users of new proximal development.  
Some uncertainty is noted in the assessment as the nature and location of any future development that 
may be displaced as a result of this policy, and the consequences of this displacement, is not known. 

Recommendations 
No mitigation is proposed 

Policy id36: Supply of gypsum 
Options presented 
at Issues and 
options stage 

Option 1: This option would support the principle of the extraction of natural 
gypsum subject to suitable proposals coming forward and would set out a range 
of environmental criteria against which proposals would be assessed. 
Option 2: This option would not express support for the principle of working of 
natural gypsum. 
Option 3: This option would operate independently of Options 1 and 2 above 
and would support the principle of continued supply of desulphogypsum from 
power stations in the Joint Plan area. 
Option 4: This option would operate independently of Options 1 and 2 above 
and would not express support for the principle of continued supply of 
desulphogypsum from power stations in the Joint Plan area. 

What the SA told us 
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Comparatively, Options 1 and 2 result in similar effects given that over the last few years natural 
gypsum has not been extracted in the Plan area. In the long-term, not expressly supporting the 
extraction of gypsum through Option 2 may have a minor negative impact on the economy should 
demand increase while supporting Option 1 would ensure that this is considered more favourably. The 
effects from the extraction of gypsum on environmental and social objectives would be location specific 
and commensurate to the scale of the building works/processing above ground as predominantly this 
mineral is mined underground. 
Options 3 and 4 also have negligible effects given that synthetic gypsum is a by-product from existing 
fossil fuel power stations although would have limited positive effects in terms of air quality, reducing 
waste and supporting the power stations economically. 
Number of consultation responses 
Total Number of comments against id: 3 
Question 90: Do you have an initial 
preference for either of the options presented 
above? 

Option 1: 1 Option 4: 0 
Option 2: 0 Did Not Specify: 0 
Option 3: 1 None: 0 

Question 91: Are there any alternative 
options the Authorities should consider in 
relation to the continuity of gypsum supply? 

Number of respondents: 1 (1 Local Authority) 

Brief overview of consultation responses 
Key Messages Q90: Only very limited views were received in relation to which option respondents 
preferred and no additional comments were received. 

Key Messages Q91: One comment was received which considered the Plan should support 
employment opportunities at power stations, sustainable growth and the use of by-products. The 
continued supply of gypsum from power stations is covered by proposed Option 3 and so does not 
provide an added alternative option. 
SA of options including alternatives 
N/A 
Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
It is agreed that provision of support for the economic benefits of minerals and waste development and 
the sustainable use of materials should be included in the Plan.  This is likely to be relevant to a range 
of policy areas addressed in the Plan. 

Evidence base update 
No new evidence as of January 2015. 
Duty to Cooperate 
Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No 

Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
Only one response was received in relation to the options for the supply of natural gypsum, with a 
preference for option 1.  Of the options for supply of synthetic gypsum, again only one response was 
received, supporting option 3. Only limited differences between the approached was indicated by the 
SA.  Overall it is considered that the inclusion of policy supporting the principle of extraction of natural 
gypsum, and the supply of desulphogypsum, would be more in line with national policy and the 
presumption in favour of sustainable development and the sustainable use of materials in line with 
Plan objectives. 
Preferred policy approach – title changed to M24: Supply of gypsum 
The extraction of natural gypsum and the supply of desulphogypsum will be supported where 
the proposal complies with the development management policies in the Plan. 

Supporting text 

The potential for gypsum deposits to dissolve in water means that their distribution is unpredictable 
and no specific information is available for the Plan area. No mining of natural gypsum has taken 
place in the Plan area since 1988, with the cessation of working at the former mine at Sherburn in 
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Elmet.  Permission for working at Sherburn Mine remains extant, although the workings are now 
flooded.  There has been no indication of any commercial interest in reactivating workings or the 
opening of new gypsum mines in the Plan area.  BGS have indicated that gypsum and anhydrite 
bearing units occur at depth under the NYMNPA area and as a result gypsum is unlikely to have 
formed and anhydrite is not considered to be an economic resource.    Therefore, whilst it is 
considered relatively unlikely that proposals for further working will come forward during the plan 
period, gypsum is identified in national policy as one of a number of minerals of local and national 
importance which should be subject of local policy.  Provision of policy support for the principle of 
development of gypsum resources, subject to compliance with other relevant policies in the Plan, 
would also be consistent with national policy objectives including the presumption in favour of 
sustainable development.   

Synthetic gypsum is also produced and supplied from power generation activity in the Plan area, as a 
by-product of the process of flue-gas desulphurisation.  Supply of synthetic gypsum is consistent with 
objectives to preserve scarce natural resources and for the minimisation of waste.  Where 
development associated with the supply of synthetic gypsum falls within the scope of the Plan then it is 
considered that support should be provided, subject to compliance with other relevant policies. 

Links to Objectives and Policies 
Link to Objectives: 
Objective 5 

Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: 
Id37: Safeguarding gypsum 
Id38: Safeguarding deep mineral resources 
SA/SEA 
Summary of assessment 
The consideration of future gypsum and DSG proposals against the development control policies 
should have broadly minor positive effects as future development will need to take account of a range 
of environment and amenity criteria. It will also have more major positive effects on the economic 
growth and changing population needs objectives as gypsum supply will be more secure going forward 
as both gypsum and DSG are supported. This will underpin future development due to gypsum’s 
importance as a construction material. 

Two objectives reported mixed positive and negative effects. The ‘minimising resource use’ objective 
identified that support for gypsum would consume a primary natural resource on the one hand, but 
support for DSG would do the opposite in that it would save  / offset consumption of primary gypsum. A 
similar effect was observed for the ‘minimising waste objective’ in that the policy might, though 
supporting gypsum, allow gypsum to be extracted at the expense of utilising waste DSG as a resource. 
However, The policy also supported DSG, so the market may play a role in optimising the balance 
between these two materials.  

Recommendations 
No further mitigation is proposed. 

Policy id37: Safeguarding gypsum  
Options presented 
at Issues and 
options stage 

Option 1: This option would safeguard gypsum based on the area covered by 
the extant permission for gypsum extraction in the Sherburn-in Elmet area. 
Option 2: This option would not safeguard gypsum given the absence of 
expectation of significant additional working of natural gypsum during the plan 
period. 

What the SA told us 
As safeguarding does not infer gypsum extraction will take place there is generally no predicted direct 
effect. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the plan. 
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In most cases effects of both options are neutral. However, Option 1 shows positive effects associated 
with soil / land, resource use and sustainable economic growth. This is because minerals will not be 
sterilised or under threat under this option. The inverse is true for Option 2, with negative effects 
reported for the same objectives. 
Under Option 1, effects from displacement of development which would have taken place are uncertain 
as this will depend upon the stringency of any policy approach applied. 
Number of consultation responses 
Total Number of comments against id: 4 
Question 92: Do you have an initial preference for 
either of the options presented above? 

Option 1: 3 
Option 2: 1 

Question 93: Are there any alternative options the 
Authorities should consider in relation to 
safeguarding gypsum? 

Number of respondents: 0 

Brief overview of consultation responses 
Key Messages Q92: The majority of respondents preferred options 1, no specific comments were 
received. 

Key Messages Q93: No comments were received. 

SA of options including alternatives 
N/A 
Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
No specific comments were received.  The majority support for Option 1 is noted.   

Evidence base update 
No new evidence as of January 2015. 

Duty to Cooperate 
Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? Yes 
Consideration of safeguarding of minerals where they occur in close proximity to the Plan area 
boundary has taken place via the production of, and consultation on, a cross-boundary minerals 
safeguarding paper.  This did not lead to the need for any changes to the proposed safeguarding 
areas for gypsum, although a difference in approach to safeguarding gypsum in the Darlington area 
was noted. 

Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
The majority of respondents supported option 1 and no alternative options have been suggested. 
Option 1 was also supported by the SA.  Safeguarding of gypsum was not addressed specifically in 
minerals safeguarding work carried out by BGS for NYCC due to the limited information available on 
the distribution of the resource, although it was addressed in work carried out by BGS for the NYMNP 
area.  There is no known commercial interest in the working of gypsum in the Plan area.  Although any 
surface subsidence effects associated with gypsum mining would be likely to be relatively limited, it is 
considered that the known area covered by the extant permission for working at the former Sherburn 
mine should be safeguarded. 

During the progression of the Preferred Options document a combined minerals safeguarding policy 
was developed to cover all minerals resources rather than having 11 separate policies. 
The original policy text is included below followed by the combined policy which is displayed in the 
Preferred Options document. 

Preferred policy approach – title changed to S01: Safeguarding of mineral resources 
Underground gypsum deposits within the former Sherburn Mine permission area identified on 
the policies map will be safeguarded to preserve their availability for the future. 

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 133 



                   

 
 

             
 

 
   

 
   

    
 

 
  

    
 

 
 

 
  

    
    

 

    
   

   
 

   
 

    
    

   

 
 

    
   

 
   

 
 

 
   

    
  

  
       

      

  
      

  
     

   
 

Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

COMBINED MINERALS SAFEGUARDING POLICY from PREFERRED OPTIONS DOCUMENT 

Part one- Surface mineral resources: 

The following surface minerals resources and associated buffer zones identified on the policies 
map will be safeguarded from other forms of surface development to protect the resource for 
the future : 
i) All crushed rock and silica sand resources with an additional 500m buffer 
ii)  All sand and gravel, clay and shallow coal resources with an additional 250m buffer 
iii)  Building stone resources and active and former building stone quarries with an additional 
250m buffer 

Part two – Deep mineral resources: 

The following deep mineral resources and associated buffer zones identified on the policies 
map will be safeguarded from surface development to protect the resource for the future: 
i) Underground coal resources within the Kellingley Colliery licensed area with an additional 
700m buffer; 
ii)  Underground potash and polyhalite resources within the Boulby Mine licensed area and 
Doves Nest Farm indicated and inferred resource area; 
iii) Underground gypsum deposits within the former Sherburn in Elmet Mine planning 
permission area; 
iv)  Vein mineral reserves within extant planning permissions with an additional 250m buffer 

Part three – protecting deep mineral resources from other underground minerals development: 

Reserves and resources of potash and polyhalite identified on the Policies Map, including a 
2km buffer zone, will be protected from sterilisation by other forms of underground minerals 
extraction and the underground storage of gas or carbon in order to protect the resource for 
the future. 

Supporting text 

Underground gypsum deposits are not at direct risk of sterilisation through surface development in the 
same way as surface resources.  However, certain forms of surface development, particularly large 
structures or those with sensitive processes taking place in them may be particularly vulnerable to 
subsidence damage.  The presence of more vulnerable forms of surface development in areas where 
underground working occurs can therefore lead to indirect sterilisation of gypsum.   Safeguarding in 
this way not only helps protect the resource from sterilisation but also helps ensure that new, 
vulnerable surface development is protected from potential subsidence impacts . 

There is no specific requirement in national policy to safeguard underground minerals resources.  The 
distribution of resources of gypsum is not known with any certainty and it is not considered appropriate 
to safeguard the whole of the potential resource area.  However, it is considered appropriate to 
gypsum reserves within the area permitted for extraction from Sherburn Mine.  Although the Mine has 
been closed for a substantial period of time, the planning permission remains extant, with an expiry 
date of 2042. Safeguarding the permitted resource could help allow for any potential reactivation of 
mining during the Plan period.  This will ensure that, where certain types of surface development are 
proposed within the permitted area, consultation between upper and lower tier planning authorities 
takes place. In this respect the purpose of safeguarding underground gypsum is not to prevent 
surface development in the relevant area but to ensure that the potential implications for sterilisation of 
coal can be taken into account.  Consultation criteria for relevant forms of development are addressed 
in Policy id71: Consideration of applications in mineral consultation areas. 
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Links to Objectives and Policies 
Link to Objectives: 
Objective 3 

Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: 
Id36: Supply of gypsum 
Id38: Safeguarding of deep mineral resources 
Id70: Developments proposed within Minerals Safeguarding Areas 
Id71: Consideration of applications in Minerals Consultation Areas 

SA/SEA 
Summary of assessment 
As safeguarding does not infer that minerals extraction will take place there are generally no predicted 
direct effects. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan.  
This policy is likely to result in minor to major positive impacts in relation to encouraging the 
safeguarding of resources, economic growth and meeting the needs of a changing population as future 
mineral resource sterilisation is avoided, thus conserving resources for future economic benefit. The 
safeguarding of buffer zones around mineral reserves may also have minor positive impacts in relation 
to minimising air quality and amenity impacts experienced by users of new proximal development.  
Some uncertainty is noted in the assessment as the nature and location of any future development that 
may be displaced as a result of this policy, and the consequences of this displacement, is not known. 

Recommendations 
No mitigation is proposed 

Policy id38: Safeguarding deep mineral resources 
Options presented 
at Issues and 
options stage 

Option 1: This option would include a policy which would require the developer 
to demonstrate that there would not be significant conflict with other areas and 
forms of deep minerals extraction. 
Option 2: This option would identify ‘exclusion zones’ around areas of existing 
deep mineral extraction which would prevent the extraction of other resources 
where there is the potential for or there are known to be effects on these current 
areas of extraction. 

What the SA told us 
As safeguarding does not infer deep minerals extraction will take place there is generally no predicted 
direct effect. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan. 
Both options may indirectly provide protection for the environment and communities through potentially 
limiting the amount of extraction of deep minerals, although these benefits would be more certain and 
potentially greater under Option 2 whereby such development would definitely not be supported in 
certain locations. Whilst Option 2 may robustly safeguard existing extraction processes, it may 
unnecessarily prevent extraction which could have been undertaken alongside existing extraction. 
Under each option, effects from displacement of development which would have taken place are 
uncertain as this will depend upon the stringency of any policy approach applied. 
Number of consultation responses 
Total Number of comments against id: 9 
Question 94: Do you have an initial 
preference for either of the options presented 
above? 

Option 1: 6 
Option 2: 2 

Question 95: Are there any alternative 
options the Authorities should consider in 
relation to the safeguarding of deep mineral 
resources? 

Number of respondents: 0 

Question 96: If Option 2 is pursued, are 
there any particular ‘exclusion zones’ that 

Number of respondents: 1 
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should apply? 

Brief overview of consultation responses 
Key Messages Q94: Option 1 was considered most appropriate. It was raised that a key issue would 
be where potential conflict arises between the extraction of two minerals, greater weight should be 
given to the mineral which is scarcest and most economically significant. The purpose of the buffer 
zone is unclear. 

Key Messages Q95: 
Two alternative options were put forward included in the responses to Question 94 but only one is 
considered realistic in terms of this option and so can to be taken forward, the alternative option has 
been summarised and worked up into a possible approach below: 

Proposed Option 3 
 Revise Option 1 so the greatest weight is given to the mineral reserve which is scarcest and 

most economically significant. 
Suggested approach 
This option would expand Option 1 to state that the greatest weight should be given to the mineral 
reserve which is scarcest and most economically significant. 

SA of options including alternatives 
Summary of assessment 
As safeguarding does not infer deep minerals extraction will take place there is generally no predicted 
direct effect. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the plan.  
All options may indirectly provide protection for the environment and communities through potentially 
limiting the amount of extraction of deep minerals, although these benefits would be more certain and 
potentially greater under Option 2 whereby such development would definitely not be supported in 
certain locations. Whilst Option 2 may robustly safeguard existing extraction processes, it may 
unnecessarily lead to preclusion of extraction which could have been undertaken alongside existing 
extraction.  
Option 3 (which would expand Option 1 to give weight to the scarcest and most economically 
significant resources) would lead to greater positive impacts in relation to economic growth and 
addressing the needs of a changing population by ensuring a continuity of supply. 
Under each option, effects from displacement of development which would have taken place are 
uncertain as this will depend upon the stringency of any policy approach applied. 

Revised Recommendations 
It is recommended that Option 3 be pursued provided clarity is provided on how these issues will be 
considered through the planning application process and in what circumstances the policy may apply. 
Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
There is a need to ensure a reasonable balance between protecting important resources whilst not 
unnecessarily preventing extraction of other minerals that may exist in close proximity. It is considered 
that the main potential for conflict that could arise is between potash/polyhalite resources and gas.  
Active extraction of both minerals takes place in the Plan area and there are current proposals for 
further development of both resources within the Joint Plan area. The purpose of a buffer zone would 
be to help maintain an appropriate standoff between two potentially conflicting forms of underground 
development to help ensure that one is not adversely impacted by another. 

Evidence base update 
The closure of Kellingley Colliery deep mine was announced in 2014, with closure expected at the end 
of 2015.  A revised planning application for the development of a new potash mine in the NYMNP area 
was submitted in September 2014.  

This evidence is accurate as of January 2015. 
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Duty to Cooperate 
Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No 

Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
The purpose of this option is to provide an approach which will address potential conflicts in the 
extraction of different deep mineral resources. 

The majority of respondents preferred Option 1 including industry. One industry comment stated that 
different resources may lie in different rock beds and the onus should be on the developer to 
demonstrate this and show there is no conflict. Another industry comment suggests that where one 
type of operation affects another there may be opportunities to phase extraction. 

There was less support for Option 2. One industry comment stated that if exclusion zones were 
implemented if would imply a presumption in favour of potash over oil and gas. If the exclusion zones 
were to be implemented they should be based on science and not an arbitrary figure. One comment 
stated that the purpose of the buffer zone in Option 2 is unclear. 

An alternative Option 3 suggested expanding Option 1 so that where potential conflict may arise 
through the extraction of 2 minerals at the same time, greater weight should be given to the mineral 
which is scarcest and most economically significant.  

The SA states that although Option 2 may robustly safeguard existing extraction processes it may 
unnecessarily lead to preclusion of extraction which could have been taken alongside existing 
extraction. Option 3 would lead to greater positive impacts in relation to economic growth and 
addressing the needs of a changing population by ensuring a continuity of supply. 

The SA recommends that Option 3 be pursued provided clarity is provided on how issues will be 
considered through the planning application process and in what circumstances the policy may apply. 

Currently the only deep mineral resources which are extracted in the Plan area are coal, potash and 
salt and conventional gas, although gypsum has been worked in the past and recent research 
suggests that unconventional gas resources may also exist and it has been announced that proposals 
for appraisal of these at a site in the Ryedale area are to be submitted in 2015. The current active deep 
coal mine is in the south of Selby and the extent of its working area does not overlap significantly with 
other known deep resources. The mine is also due to close at the end of 2015. The current extraction 
of potash and polyhalite is in the North of the North York Moors National Park, with known resources of 
polyhalite further to the south within the NYMNP, overlapping into small adjacent parts of the NYCC 
area.  Conventional gas extraction takes place in Ryedale and in the National Park, with further areas 
currently licensed for exploration. There may be the potential for conflict in the future between the 
development of potash/polyhalite and gas resources in the north eastern part of the Plan area.  It is not 
yet known whether the granting of any new Petroleum Exploration and Development Licences (PEDLs) 
in the Plan area in the forthcoming 14th onshore licensing round conducted by DTI may indicate further 
areas of potential conflict. 

In terms of the proposed alternative option 3 there would be a need, in the event of any potential 
conflict, to take a view on which mineral should be prioritised for safeguarding. According to the BGS 
factsheets the existing potash mine is the single most important non-hydrocarbon mineral operation in 
Britain, and is currently the only potash mine in Britain. Potash is only present in this area of the 
country.  The resources of polyhalite in the NYMNP are also potentially of national and global scale. 
Geological information suggests that onshore gas resources are likely to be distributed on a wider 
scale across the country and there is greater potential for it to be extracted in a range of locations, 
although further exploration activity would be required to confirm this. Therefore based on information 
currently available it is likely to be appropriate to prioritise known reserves of potash/polyhalite, along 
with any resources which have been identified with a high degree of confidence, from potential 
sterilisation through gas extraction.  This would involve safeguarding the permitted area relating to 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

Boulby Mine. 

In relation to resources associated with the York Potash project, the planning application submitted in 
2014 identifies areas of indicated and inferred resources where the quantity and quality of resource is 
proven with a good degree of certainty.  These lie within a much wider overall area of interest where 
quality and quantity are less well understood.  The extent of the indicated and inferred resources 
themselves amount to several hundred million tonnes.  It is therefore considered that safeguarding of 
this resource should be based on the extent of the indicated and inferred resources identified in the 
2014 planning application. 

Representations have queried the purpose of buffer zones to any safeguarded underground areas. It 
is considered that these could help ensure that a suitable standoff is maintained between potentially 
conflicting underground extraction operations.  In particular it is considered that it could be appropriate 
to provide a buffer to identified potash/polyhalite reserves and resources to ensure that these 
nationally significant assets are not adversely impacted by gas development taking place in close 
proximity.  A buffer zone of 2km around the safeguarded area could be appropriate. 

In some cases, for example through appropriate phasing, it may be possible for working of more than 
one underground resource to take place in the same area and flexibility for this could be incorporated 
in policy. 

A further consideration relevant to this policy, not addressed in the original options presented at Issues 
and Options stage, is the potential for conflict between the underground storage of gas and carbon, for 
example in depleted onshore gas reservoirs, and extraction of other underground minerals.  Although it 
is considered that the likliehood of proposals coming forward in the Plan area for underground storage 
of gas is relatively low, it is considered that the scope of this policy could be extended to include the 
potential for sterilisation of other underground minerals, particularly potash/polyhalite, as a result of 
underground gas storage, in order to ensure a comprehensive approach. 

The preferred approach is therefore based on Option 3 which is an expansion of Option 1. 

Preferred policy approach – title changed to S01: Safeguarding of mineral resources 
Reserves and resources of potash and polyhalite identified on the Policies Map, including a 
2km buffer zone, will be protected from sterilisation by other forms of underground minerals 
extraction and the underground storage of gas or carbon.  Where the underground working of 
other minerals is proposed in the protected area, proposals will need to demonstrate that the 
development will not adversely affect the potential future extraction of the protected mineral. 

COMBINED MINERALS SAFEGUARDING POLICY from PREFERRED OPTIONS DOCUMENT 

Part one- Surface mineral resources: 

The following surface minerals resources and associated buffer zones identified on the policies 
map will be safeguarded from other forms of surface development to protect the resource for 
the future : 
i) All crushed rock and silica sand resources with an additional 500m buffer 
ii) All sand and gravel, clay and shallow coal resources with an additional 250m buffer 
iii)  Building stone resources and active and former building stone quarries with an additional 
250m buffer 

Part two – Deep mineral resources: 

The following deep mineral resources and associated buffer zones identified on the policies 
map will be safeguarded from surface development to protect the resource for the future: 
i) Underground coal resources within the Kellingley Colliery licensed area with an additional 
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700m buffer; 
ii)  Underground potash and polyhalite resources within the Boulby Mine licensed area and 
Doves Nest Farm indicated and inferred resource area; 
iii) Underground gypsum deposits within the former Sherburn in Elmet Mine planning 
permission area; 
iv)  Vein mineral reserves within extant planning permissions with an additional 250m buffer 

Part three – protecting deep mineral resources from other underground minerals development: 

Reserves and resources of potash and polyhalite identified on the Policies Map, including a 
2km buffer zone, will be protected from sterilisation by other forms of underground minerals 
extraction and the underground storage of gas or carbon in order to protect the resource for 
the future. 

Supporting text 

The purpose of this policy is to provide an approach which will address the potential conflicts which 
may exist in the extraction of different deep minerals. 

The Plan area has a range of deep mineral resources and reserves including coal, gas (including coal 
mine methane and potentially shale gas), gypsum, potash, polyhalite and salt. Some of these 
resources overlap or are in close proximity and so the potential for working of one deep resource to 
sterilise the potential future working of another could arise.  Whether sterilisation could occur would 
depend on a range of factors including the type of mineral, the spatial relationship between the 
resources and the method of extraction involved.  

Not all of the minerals present are currently extracted.  The only deep mineral resources which are 
currently worked in the Plan area are deep coal, potash, polyhalite, salt and conventional gas. 
Underground coal resources are located in the south of the area and there is only a small degree of 
known overlap with other potential underground resources.  The only remaining coal mine in the Plan 
area is expected to close in 2015 and it is not considered that there is strong justification to resist other 
forms of underground extraction in order to safeguard coal.  There may be greater potential for conflict 
between the working of potash, salt and polyhalite resources and extraction of gas, because of the 
juxtaposition of these resources in the north eastern part of the Plan area.  Potash and polyhalite 
resources in the Plan area are considered to be of strategic significance.  Extraction of gas in proximity 
to underground mining operations can give rise to particular concerns including the potential for gas to 
migrate towards, or accumulate in mine tunnels.  This could be a particular issue where hydraulic 
fracturing (‘fracking’) techniques are involved.  Similar considerations could apply where proposals are 
brought forward for the underground storage of gas or carbon, for example in depleted natural gas 
reservoirs.  In order to provide appropriate protection to reserves and resources of potash, salt and 
polyhalite from such effects associated with the extraction or storage of gas, an additional buffer zone 
around the resource has also been identified.  In some circumstances It may be practicable to take 
measures, such as through appropriate phasing of activity, to enable extraction of more than one 
underground resource in the same area. Where conflict could arise applicants will need to demonstrate 
that appropriate measures can be implemented to ensure that the safeguarded resource is protected. 

Links to Objectives and Policies 
Link to Objectives: 
Objective 3 

Links to other relevant policies in the Plan. 
Id23: Overall spatial options for oil and gas 
Id24: Co-ordination of gas extraction and processing 
Id25: Gas developments (exploration and appraisal) 
Id26: Gas developments (production and processing) 
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Id27: Coal mine methane 
Id28: Coal bed methane, underground coal gasification, shale gas and carbon and gas storage 
Id29: Continuity of supply of deep coal 
Id32: Safeguarding of deep coal 
Id34: Potash supply 
Id35: Safeguarding potash 
Id36: Supply of gypsum 
Id37: Safeguarding of gypsum 
Id58: Presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste development 
Id70: Developments proposed within Mineral Safeguarding Areas 
Id71: Consideration of applications in Mineral Consultation Areas 
Id72: Coal mining legacy 

SA/SEA 
Summary of assessment 
As safeguarding does not infer that minerals extraction will take place there are generally no predicted 
direct effects. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan.  
This policy is likely to result in minor to major positive impacts in relation to encouraging the 
safeguarding of resources, economic growth and meeting the needs of a changing population as future 
mineral resource sterilisation is avoided, thus conserving resources for future economic benefit. The 
safeguarding of buffer zones around mineral reserves may also have minor positive impacts in relation 
to minimising air quality and amenity impacts experienced by users of new proximal development.  
Some uncertainty is noted in the assessment as the nature and location of any future development that 
may be displaced as a result of this policy, and the consequences of this displacement, is not known. 

Recommendations 
No mitigation is proposed 

Policy id39: Supply of vein minerals 
Options presented 
at Issues and 
options stage 

Option 1: This option would support the principle of the further development of 
resources of vein minerals in suitable locations and would identify criteria to be 
applied to the consideration of such applications, including the need to protect 
important habitats and wildlife, landscapes, heritage and tourism assets. 
Option 2: This option would not indicate support in principle for the development 
of vein minerals but would identify criteria to be applied to the consideration of 
such applications. Criteria could include the need to protect important nature 
conservation, landscape and tourism assets. 

What the SA told us 
The assessment shows that there are numerous negative effects associated with both options, with 
Option 1 displaying the possibility of major negative effects for biodiversity / geodiversity, climate 
change, resource use, waste generation and landscape. This is largely because vein minerals occur 
close to sensitive receptors (such as wildlife sites and designated landscapes) and extraction 
techniques can utilise a significant area of land, and extraction is essentially non-renewable and 
energy intensive. 
There are positive economic benefits associated with both options (with Option 1 performing the best), 
and Option 1 also has both positive and negative effects associate with community vitality. 

Recommendations 
While both options display broadly negative effects, Option 2 performs more favourably against the SA 
framework. However, the assessment notes significant potential for development of more 
comprehensive criteria which could lessen environmental effects under both options. 
Number of consultation responses 
Total Number of comments against id: 8 
Question 97: Do you have an initial Option 1: 2 
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preference for either of the options presented 
above? 

Option 2: 4 
Did Not Specify: 1 

Question 98: Are there any alternative 
options the Authorities should consider in 
relation to the supply of vein minerals? 

Number of respondents: 1 

Brief overview of consultation responses 
Key Messages Q97: The Plan should not support the extraction of vein minerals due to the overlap 
with such minerals and sensitive locations.  

Key Messages Q98: One suggestion was put forward which stated that any proposal for extraction of 
vein minerals should be subject to a satisfactory outcome of an Appropriate Assessment under the 
Habitats Regulations. This has not been taken forward as an alternative as it can be applied to either 
Option and is not itself a different approach. 

SA of options including alternatives 
N/A 
Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
It is acknowledged that development of vein mineral resources could impact on important assets and 
designations and could, potentially require Appropriate Assessment under the Habitats Regulations. It 
is considered that these matters could be addressed through appropriate caveats/criteria in any 
preferred policy approach. 

Evidence base update 
No new evidence as of January 2015. 

Duty to Cooperate 
Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No 

Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
The majority of respondents supported Option 2.  This approach is that the Plan should not support the 
extraction of vein minerals, in principle, due to the overlap these minerals have with sensitive areas. 

Two respondents supported Option 1, but did not provide any comments. Four respondents supported 
option 2 including an AONB body and a Statutory Consultee. One comment was put forward against 
Option 2 which was that due to lack of commercial interest and the environmentally sensitive location 
of vein minerals the Plan should not support working of these minerals.  

Under the SA recommendations both options display broadly negative effects but Option 2 performs 
more favourably against the SA framework. However, the assessment notes significant potential for 
development of more comprehensive criteria which could lessen environmental effects under both 
options. 

There has been no new evidence put forward in relation to vein minerals, and no commercial interest 
shown in working the resource. 

Based on the responses received and the results of the SA, Option 2 will be taken forward as it 
received the greatest support and was the one with the lesser negative effects on the environment. 
Because vein minerals are in some cases located close to important wildlife habitats an Appropriate 
Assessment may need to be undertaken as part of the planning application process.  The overlap 
between vein minerals and areas designated as AONB may also mean that the major development 
test set out in national policy may have to be met. 

Preferred policy approach – title changed to M25: Supply of vein minerals 
Proposals for the extraction of vein minerals, including proposals for the reactivation of 
dormant permissions, will be determined in accordance with the development management 
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policies in the Plan, having particular regard where relevant to any impacts on: 
i) important habitats and species 
ii) protected landscapes 
iii) heritage assets 
iv) tourism assets 

Supporting text 

National policy requires that mineral plans include policies for the extraction of mineral resources of 
local and national importance although, with the exception of fluorspar, vein minerals are not 
mentioned specifically. 

A small amount of flourspar, barytes and lead mineralisation occurs in association with other minerals, 
mainly Carboniferous limestone, within Harrogate Borough (to the west of Pateley Bridge) and Craven 
District (near Cononley, west of Skipton), as part of the North Pennine Orefield.  The occurrences in 
the former area are located within the Nidderdale AONB and also lie within or in close proximity to 
areas designated as SPA and SAC.  

There has been no known activity in terms of development of vein minerals for at least 15 years, 
although old dormant planning permissions still remain in the vicinity of both Greenhow Hill and 
Cononley for fluorspar extraction. Before these permissions could be reactivated they would need to 
be subject to a review under the Review of Old Mining Permissions procedures introduced via the 
Environment Act 1995. 

There is no evidence of any commercial interest in reactivation of workings or opening new workings in 
the Plan area, or any indication of any future requirements. 

The significant environmental constraints that exist in the western part of Harrogate Borough, together 
with the absence of any apparent commercial interest in these deposits in the Plan area means that it 
would not be appropriate to support the principle of further working in the Plan.  If any proposals do 
come forward then they would need to be assessed against the relevant development management 
policies.  Proposals for working within the AONB may need to meet the major development test and 
there may also be need for Appropriate Assessment under the Habitats Regulations. 

Links to Objectives and Policies 
Link to Objectives: 
Objective 5 
Objective 9 

Links to other relevant policies in the plan 
Id40: Safeguarding vein minerals 
Id58: Presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste development 
Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts 
Id62: Minerals and waste development in the Green Belt 
Id63: Landscape 
Id64: Biodiversity and geodiversity 
Id65: Historic environment 
Id66: Water environment 
Id68: Sustainable design, construction and operation of development 
Id72: Coal mining legacy  

SA/SEA 
Summary of assessment 
This policy does not provide support for the extraction of vein minerals in the plan area however should 
development come forward and gain consent, a number of negative impacts could result particularly in 
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relation to the environmental SA objectives. This is largely because vein minerals occur close to 
sensitive receptors (such as wildlife sites and designated landscapes) and extraction techniques can 
utilise a significant area of land and can be energy intensive. There may be positive economic benefits 
associated with this policy should new vein minerals development come forward and gain consent. An 
element of uncertainty is noted throughout the assessment as any proposal would be considered in 
line with the development control policies in the Plan which are not yet finalised. 

Recommendations 
No further mitigation proposed. 

Policy id40: Safeguarding vein minerals 
Options presented 
at Issues and 
options stage 

Option 1: This option would safeguard the area of extant dormant permissions 
for vein minerals extraction. 
Option 2: This option would not seek to safeguard vein minerals in the absence 
of sufficient information on the distribution of such resources, or commercial 
interest in their exploitation. 

What the SA told us 
As safeguarding does not infer minerals extraction will take place there is generally no predicted direct 
effect. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan. 
In most cases effects of both options are neutral. However, Option 1 shows positive effects associated 
with soil / land, resource use and sustainable economic growth. This is because minerals will not be 
sterilised under this option. 
The inverse is true for Option 2, with negative effects reported for the same objectives. 
Under Option 1, effects from displacement of development which would have taken place are uncertain 
as this will depend upon the stringency of any policy approach applied. 

Recommendations 
The SA indicates that Option 1 is the most sustainable option. 
Number of consultation responses 
Total Number of comments against id: 4 
Question 99: Do you have an initial 
preference for either of the options presented 
above? 

Option 1: 3 
Option 2: 1 

Question 100: Are there any alternative 
options the Authorities should consider in 
relation to the safeguarding of vein minerals? 

Number of respondents: 0 

Brief overview of consultation responses 
Key Messages Q99: Durham CC intend to safeguard all known fluorspar vein minerals and undertake 
further work on vein minerals to prepare a DM Policy on vein minerals. 

Key Messages Q100: no alternative options were put forward. 

SA of options including alternatives 
N/A 
Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
The support of the majority of consultees to a policy approach which does safeguard vein minerals is 
noted. 

Evidence base update 
No new evidence as of January 2015. 

Duty to Cooperate 
Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No 
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Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
The majority of respondents supported Option 1 which was to safeguard the area of extant dormant 
permissions for vein minerals extraction. 

BGS have not identified any specific resource areas for vein minerals in safeguarding evidence work 
for the Joint Plan area. 

The SA states that Option 1 shows positive effects associated with soil/land, resource use and 
sustainable economic growth. Option 2 has negative effects for the same objectives. Under the 
recommendations the SA indicates that Option 1 is the most sustainable option. 

Based on the SA and consultation responses Option 1 will be taken forward.  It may also be 
appropriate to include a buffer zone around existing permission areas in order to help safeguard extant 
permissions from encroaching incompatible development which may restrict the future reactivation of 
existing permissions. It is considered that a 250m buffer in line with some other proposed 
safeguarding buffers would be appropriate. 

During the progression of the Preferred Options document a combined minerals safeguarding policy 
was developed to cover all minerals resources rather than having 11 separate policies. 
The original policy text is included below followed by the combined policy which is displayed in the 
Preferred Options document. 

Preferred policy approach – title changed to S01: Safeguarding mineral resources 
Reserves of vein minerals identified on the policies map will be safeguarded for the future.  An 
additional 250m buffer zone around each area will also be safeguarded to protect the reserve 
from encroaching development. 

COMBINED MINERALS SAFEGUARDING POLICY from PREFERRED OPTIONS DOCUMENT 

Part one- Surface mineral resources: 

The following surface minerals resources and associated buffer zones identified on the policies 
map will be safeguarded from other forms of surface development to protect the resource for 
the future : 
i) All crushed rock and silica sand resources with an additional 500m buffer 
ii) All sand and gravel, clay and shallow coal resources with an additional 250m buffer 
iii)  Building stone resources and active and former building stone quarries with an additional 
250m buffer 

Part two – Deep mineral resources: 

The following deep mineral resources and associated buffer zones identified on the policies 
map will be safeguarded from surface development to protect the resource for the future: 
i) Underground coal resources within the Kellingley Colliery licensed area with an additional 
700m buffer; 
ii)  Underground potash and polyhalite resources within the Boulby Mine licensed area and 
Doves Nest Farm indicated and inferred resource area; 
iii) Underground gypsum deposits within the former Sherburn in Elmet Mine planning 
permission area; 
iv)  Vein mineral reserves within extant planning permissions with an additional 250m buffer 

Part three – protecting deep mineral resources from other underground minerals development: 

Reserves and resources of potash and polyhalite identified on the Policies Map, including a 
2km buffer zone, will be protected from sterilisation by other forms of underground minerals 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

extraction and the underground storage of gas or carbon in order to protect the resource for 
the future. 

Supporting text 

There are isolated resources of vein minerals present in the Joint Plan area. In the absence of more 
specific evidence it is only practicable to identify those areas of reserves covered by existing dormant 
planning permissions.  Inclusion of a buffer zone around these permissions would help ensure that the 
potential impacts of other forms of development proposed in proximity to the resource would be 
considered, in order to help protect the potential for existing permissions to be reactivated in future. 

Links to Objectives and Policies 
Link to Objectives: 
Objective 3 

Links to other relevant policies in the plan 
Id39: Supply of vein minerals 
Id70: Developments proposed within Mineral Safeguarding Areas 
Id71: Consideration of applications in Mineral Consultation Areas 
Id72: Coal mining legacy 

SA/SEA 
Summary of assessment 
As safeguarding does not infer that minerals extraction will take place there are generally no predicted 
direct effects. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan.  
This policy is likely to result in minor to major positive impacts in relation to encouraging the 
safeguarding of resources, economic growth and meeting the needs of a changing population as future 
mineral resource sterilisation is avoided, thus conserving resources for future economic benefit. The 
safeguarding of buffer zones around mineral reserves may also have minor positive impacts in relation 
to minimising air quality and amenity impacts experienced by users of new proximal development.  
Some uncertainty is noted in the assessment as the nature and location of any future development that 
may be displaced as a result of this policy, and the consequences of this displacement, is not known. 

Recommendations 
No mitigation is proposed 

Policy id41: Borrow Pits 
Options presented 
at Issues and 
options stage 

Option 1: Support borrow pits where all the following criteria can be met: 
 the site lies on, or immediately adjoins, the proposed construction 

scheme so that the mineral can be transported from the borrow pit to the 
point of use without transport on the public highway system; 

 the site can be landscaped and appropriately restored to an agreed end-
use without the use of imported material other than that generated on 
the adjoining construction scheme; 

 the proposal meets all the criteria set out in other relevant Development 
Management policies. 

Option 2: Only support borrow pits where the mineral cannot reasonably be 
supplied by existing quarries or alternative secondary or recycled sources within 
the area; or, the supply from such existing sources would be seriously 
detrimental to the amenities of the area due to the scale, location or timing of the 
development requiring the mineral and subject to criteria including: 

 the site being on, or immediately adjoining, the proposed construction 
scheme so that the mineral can be conveyed from the borrow pit to the 
point of use without transport on the public highway system; 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

 satisfactory landscaping and reclamation to an agreed end-use without 
the use of imported material other than that generated on the adjoining 
construction scheme; 

 the proposal meeting all the criteria set out in other relevant 
development policies. 

What the SA told us 
The assessment has shown that Option 1 would have positive effects in terms of reducing minerals 
transport miles and also in terms of ensuring that the most appropriate mineral can be sourced for the 
development. However, it would not help to reduce the overall use of minerals or to use more 
secondary and recycled minerals. Option 2 would have some, but fewer, benefits in terms of reducing 
minerals transport miles but would support the aim of reducing the use of primary minerals in favour of 
alternatives. 

Recommendations 
It is recommended that Option 2 should be followed but should include support for borrow pits where 
this would enable the most appropriate type of mineral to be sourced 
Number of consultation responses 
Total Number of comments against id: 11 
Question 101: Do you have an initial 
preference for either of the options presented 
above? 

Option 1: 8 
Option 2: 2 

Question 102: Are there any alternative 
options the Authorities should consider in 
relation borrow pits? 

Number of respondents: 1 (SC/ 1 MWI/ Local 
Authorities) 

Brief overview of consultation responses 
Key Messages Q101: Option 1 is preferred as it helps reduce transport distances. There is some 
concern that using existing quarries to supply additional material would distort local markets and lead 
to conflicts with local communities regarding traffic routing. Limited support for option 2 was received. 
One respondent highlighted the potential biodiversity benefits of borrow pits, especially as a result of 
restoration to ponds. 

Key Messages Q102: One alternative option was suggested which was to discourage migrating 
quarries, this is not an option as such but should be taken into consideration when progressing this 
policy to Preferred Options. 
SA of options including alternatives 
N/A 
Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
The support of the majority of respondents for Option 1 is noted and it is agreed that reliance on 
existing quarries could in some circumstances have impacts on local markets and impacts from traffic 
movements. Any tendency for borrow pits to become established as longer term quarries could be 
addressed by inclusion of suitable criteria in policy and through the development management 
process.  Restoration and afteruse policy is addressed elsewhere in the Plan, including provision of 
support for biodiversity restoration in appropriate circumstances. 

Evidence base update 
Evidence updates as at January 2015 

The NPPG has been published since the consultation took place but there is no reference to borrow 
pits in the Guidance. 
An application for a borrow pit at Leeming Bar near Bedale, to support the construction of the Bedale, 
Aiskew and Leeming Bar bypass was granted in August 2014. 
A clay borrow pit to help build flood storage reservoirs at Eller Beck and Waller Hill Beck, which span 
the North Yorkshire and Yorkshire Dales National Park border, was granted in September 2014.  
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

Duty to Cooperate 
Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No 

Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
Responses to the Issues and Options consultation suggested that Option 1 should be pursued as it is 
the most sustainable and would help reduce mineral transport miles.  

Borrow pits can help conserve high quality mineral resources for the most appropriate end uses whilst 
reliving pressure on landbanks. There is some concern from industry that using existing quarries to 
supply additional material for large construction projects would distort local markets and lead to 
conflicts with local communities regarding traffic routing so use of borrow pits would prevent this. 

The Minerals Product Association raised concerns about allowing borrow pits close together which 
form a migrating quarry and suggested that some text be included in the Joint Plan which will 
discourage migrating quarries.  This is not an alternative option but should be considered during the 
development of the policy.  

Whilst the SA of the initial options supported Option 2 as it provided greater encouragement to the use 
of alternatives to primary minerals, it suggested a caveat that policy should support borrow pits where 
it would enable the most appropriate type of mineral to be sourced. 

Taking into account both the initial SA and responses to the Issues and Options consultation it is 
proposed that a  modified option, based on Option 1 but providing encouragement for sourcing of 
mineral from secondary or recycled materials where practical, be taken forward. 
It is considered that text regarding migrating quarries can be included in the supporting text. 

Preferred policy approach – title changed to M26: Borrow pits 
Proposals for borrow pits will be supported where the required mineral cannot practicably be 
supplied by secondary or recycled material of appropriate specification and from a source in 
close proximity to the construction project, and; where all the following criteria can be met: 

i. The site lies on, or immediately adjoins, the proposed construction scheme so that 
mineral can be transported from the borrow pit to the point of use without transport on 
the public highway system; 

ii. The site can be landscaped and appropriately restored within an agreed timescale and 
to an agreed end-use without the use of imported material other than that generated on 
the adjoining construction scheme; 

iii. The proposal meets all the relevant criteria set out in other relevant development 
management policies in the Plan. 

Suggested text 

Borrow pits are mineral workings used to supply material solely in connection with a specific 
construction or engineering project.   They are typically located on the site of, or immediately adjacent 
to, the project to avoid or reduce traffic associated with importation of minerals on public roads. 
Sometimes the voids created are backfilled with surplus or unusable material from the project and the 
land restored under a much shorter timescale than for a conventional quarry.  Often, they can be 
restored within the timescale of the associated construction works.  In some circumstances, borrow 
pits can represent a sustainable form of development in that they help reduce transportation impacts 
compared with supply from other sources. They can also help prevent sterilisation of the resource, 
help ensure higher quality materials are not used for a lower grade use and also help reduce the need 
for new or expanded conventional quarries. 

However, sustainable management of resources also suggests that, where practicable, secondary or 
recycled materials should be used in preference to primary minerals. The possibility of sourcing 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

secondary or recycled material should therefore be considered before proposals are brought forward 
for a borrow pit.  Use of such materials (provided they can meet the necessary specification for the 
works) would only be likely to present a significant overall benefit compared with supply from a borrow 
pit if the secondary or recycled sources are located in relatively close proximity to the project, in order 
to avoid the need for road haulage over long distances. Where borrow pits are proposed information 
should be provided to demonstrate the relationship between the proposal and the specific project to be 
served.  Borrow pits should not be used to serve the wider market for minerals and it is likely that any 
permissions granted will be limited on that basis. 

Links to Objectives and Policies 
Link to Objectives 
Objective 5 
Objective 7 

Links to other relevant policies in the Plan 
Id01: Broad geographical approach to supply of aggregates 
Id04: Overall distribution of sand and gravel provision 
Id05: Landbanks for sand and gravel 
Id06: Safeguarding of sand and gravel 
Id07: Provision of crushed rock 
Id08: Maintenance of landbanks for crushed rock 
Id09: Safeguarding crushed rock 
Id11: Building sand delivery 
Id12: Magnesian limestone delivery 
Id13: Unallocated extension to existing aggregate quarries 
Id14: Supply of alternatives to land won primary aggregates 
Id17: Continuity of supply of clay 
Id19: Safeguarding of clay 
Id58: Presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste development 
Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts 
Id60: Transport of minerals and waste and associated traffic impacts 
Id63: Landscape 
Id64: Biodiversity and geodiversity 
Id66: Water environment 
Id67: Strategic approach to reclamation and afteruse 
Id68: Sustainable design, construction and operation of development 
Id69: Other key criteria for minerals and waste development 
Id70: Developments proposed within Mineral Safeguarding Areas. 

SA/SEA 
Summary of assessment 
This policy would have some positive impacts in terms of reducing transport miles, reducing climate 
change impacts and shortening supply chains resulting in positive economic effects and a positive 
contribution towards meeting the needs of a changing population.  However, borrow pits would also 
have some negative effects, such as possible local effects on water quality, temporary generation of 
dust, loss of primary resources, and impacts on the historic environment, landscape or recreation. 
However, these effects are generally very short term and uncertain due to being dependent on 
location. 

Recommendations 
The existing development management criteria are considered sufficient to mitigate negative effects to 
acceptable levels. 

id42 - Overall approach to the waste hierarchy 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

Options 
presented at 
Issues and 
options stage 

Option 1: 
This option would help move waste up the waste hierarchy by:  
 Supporting in principle proposals which enable the re-use, recycling and 

composting of waste and supporting the principle of recovery of waste where it 
can be demonstrated that it is not practicable to manage the waste further up the 
hierarchy.  

 Supporting provision of new capacity for the landfill of biodegradeable waste only 
where it can be demonstrated that it is not practicable to manage the waste 
further up the hierarchy and there is insufficient landfill capacity in the area to 
meet identified needs. Incineration of waste without energy recovery would only 
be supported for the small scale incineration of specialised wastes arising in the 
area and where the scale of the development would mean that energy recovery is 
not viable.  

 In relation to inert waste, landfill would only be supported where it would facilitate 
a high standard of quarry reclamation in accordance with agreed reclamation 
objectives, or the substantial improvement of derelict or degraded land to a 
condition where it can be returned to agricultural productivity or other beneficial 
use. 

OR 
Option 2: 
This option would be similar to Option 1 but would give stronger encouragement to 
dealing with waste further up the hierarchy by: 
 Supporting in principle proposals which can demonstrate that the waste to be 

managed at the facility would be managed at the highest practicable level of the 
hierarchy appropriate to the type/s of waste to be dealt with.  

 Supporting provision of new capacity for the landfill of biodegradeable waste only 
in exceptional circumstances where it can be demonstrated that it is the only 
practicable management option for the waste to be managed and there is 
insufficient capacity available within or outside the Plan area which could 
reasonably meet the need. Incineration of waste without energy recovery would 
only be supported for the small scale incineration of specialised wastes arising in 
the area and where the planning authority can be satisfied that the scale of the 
development would mean that energy recovery is not viable. 

 In relation to inert waste, landfill would only be supported where it would facilitate 
a high standard of quarry reclamation in accordance with agreed reclamation 
objectives, or the substantial improvement of derelict or degraded land to a 
condition where it can be returned to agricultural productivity or other beneficial 
use. 

OR 
Option 3: 
This option would provide support in principle for proposals for a range of waste 
management methods where it can be demonstrated that the facility would help 
reduce reliance on landfill as a means of waste management. 
Support in principle would also be provided for new landfill of waste where it can be 
demonstrated that the proposal would meet a need for additional landfill capacity 
not identified at the time of preparation of the Plan, or it would facilitate a high 
standard of quarry reclamation in accordance with agreed reclamation objectives, or 
the substantial improvement of derelict or degraded land to a condition where it can 
be returned to agricultural productivity or other beneficial use. 

What the SA told us 
Options 1 and 2 would encourage sustainable waste management by managing waste further up the 
waste hierarchy. Both options are likely to have positive effects in relation to resource consumption, 
waste management and the economy. Option 2 is likely to deliver this higher up the waste hierarchy 
but would have to be balanced against the practicability of doing so. Option 3 is identified to also 
have some positive environmental effects as well as positive effects for the economy in being more 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

flexible over choice of waste management method used. However, it is considered that this approach 
would not effectively manage waste to deliver the maximum environmental benefits in comparison to 
Options 1 and 2. All 3 options are identified to have uncertain effects on the remaining environmental 
and social objectives given that the scales of the impacts would be determined in relation to the 
proximity and type of waste management facility. 

Number of consultation responses 
Total Number of comments against id: 42 
Question 103) Do you have a preference for 
any of the options presented above? 

Number of respondents: 25 
Option 1: 1 
MWI: 1 

Combination: 1 
Opt. 1+2 
MWI: 1 

Option 2: 16 
SC: 2 
Local Authorities: 2 

Did Not Specify: 2 
MWI: 1 

Option 3: 5 None: 0 

Question 104) Are there any alternative 
options the Authorities should consider in 
relation to the overall delivery of waste 
hierarchy objectives? 

Number of respondents: 17 
SC: 0 
MWI: 0 
Local Authorities: 0 

Brief overview of consultation responses 

Key Messages Q103: 
Option 2 

 Support maximum recycling, recovery and treatment and RDF 
 Emphasis upon multiple sites to reduce transport 
 Resource conservation should be favoured over energy recovery 
 Locate facilities near major waste producing areas 
 Option 2 is strongly recommended with the inclusion of additional wording (comment 1285) 

Option 3 
 Provides greater flexibility 
 Eliminates incineration 

Option 1 and 2 
 These options recognise that inert waste can be used for quarry restoration and land 

recovery 

Overall Comments on the Options: 
 Options need to be more specific 
 Base options on a zero-waste economy 
 EfW facilities should use the heat generated 
 Landfilling of inert/processed C&D waste and restoration cannot be totally eliminated 
 Focus upon prevention, preparation for re-use and recycling 
 None of the options presented at I&O stage are supported as they are not supported by 

legislation or policy as they place the onus of delivering the waste hierarchy on the developer 
and not within the Plan. 

Key Messages Q104: 
A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested 
new options Chapter 6 – Waste table’ along with justification as to why they have or have not been 
taken forward. Any realistic alternatives have been summarised and worked up below: 
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Proposed Options 4 and 5 
 EfW/incineration should only be supported if there are plans to use the heat generated. This 

is dealt with by amending Options 1 and 2 to reflect this approach. 
Suggested approach 
Proposed Option 4 
This option would help move waste up the waste hierarchy by: 

 Supporting in principle proposals which enable the re-use, recycling and composting of 
waste and supporting the principle of recovery of waste where it can be demonstrated that it 
is not practicable to manage the waste further up the hierarchy. 

 Supporting provision of new capacity for the landfill of biodegradeable waste only where it 
can be demonstrated that it is not practicable to manage the waste further up the hierarchy 
and there is insufficient landfill capacity in the area to meet identified needs.  Incineration of 
waste would only be supported if there were plans to use the heat generated. 

 In relation to inert waste, landfill would only be supported where it would facilitate a high 
standard of quarry reclamation in accordance with agreed reclamation objectives, or the 
substantial improvement of derelict or degraded land to a condition where it can be returned 
to agricultural productivity or other beneficial use 

Proposed Option 5 
This option would be similar to Option 1 but would give stronger encouragement to dealing with 
waste further up the hierarchy by: 

 Supporting in principle proposals which can demonstrate that the waste to be managed at 
the facility would be managed at the highest practicable level of the hierarchy appropriate to 
the type/s of waste to be dealt with. 

 Supporting provision of new capacity for the landfill of biodegradable waste only in 
exceptional circumstances where it can be demonstrated that it is the only practicable 
management option for the waste to be managed and there is insufficient capacity available 
within or outside the Plan area which could reasonably meet the need.   Incineration of waste 
would only be supported if there were plans to use the heat generated 

 In relation to inert waste, landfill would only be supported where it would facilitate a high 
standard of quarry reclamation in accordance with agreed reclamation objectives, or the 
substantial improvement of derelict or degraded land to a condition where it can be returned 
to agricultural productivity or other beneficial use. 

Proposed Option 6 
 Incineration, energy recovery and disposal should be discouraged and not be supported. 

Suggested approach 
This option would provide support in principle for facilities which enable re-use, recycling and 
composting of waste, however facilities for incineration, energy recovery and disposal would not be 
supported. 

Proposed Options 7, 8 and 9 
 Incineration should be seen as the last resort. This is dealt with by amending Options 1, 2 

and 3 to reflect this approach 
Suggested approach 
Proposed Option 7 
This option would help move waste up the waste hierarchy by: 
 Supporting in principle proposals which enable the re-use, recycling and composting of waste and 

supporting the principle of recovery of waste where it can be demonstrated that it is not 
practicable to manage the waste further up the hierarchy. 

 Supporting provision of new capacity for the landfill of biodegradable waste only where it can be 
demonstrated that it is not practicable to manage the waste further up the hierarchy and there is 
insufficient landfill capacity in the area to meet identified needs.  Incineration of waste would only 
be supported where no other methods are possible. 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

 In relation to inert waste, landfill would only be supported where it would facilitate a high standard 
of quarry reclamation in accordance with agreed reclamation objectives, or the substantial 
improvement of derelict or degraded land to a condition where it can be returned to agricultural 
productivity or other beneficial use. 

Proposed Option 8 
This option would be similar to Option 4 but would give stronger encouragement to dealing with 
waste further up the hierarchy by: 
 Supporting in principle proposals which can demonstrate that the waste to be managed at the 

facility would be managed at the highest practicable level of the hierarchy appropriate to the 
type/s of waste to be dealt with. 

 Supporting provision of new capacity for the landfill of biodegradable waste only in exceptional 
circumstances where it can be demonstrated that it is the only practicable management option for 
the waste to be managed and there is insufficient capacity available within or outside the Plan 
area which could reasonably meet the need.  Incineration of waste would only be supported 
where no other methods are possible. 

 In relation to inert waste, landfill would only be supported where it would facilitate a high standard 
of quarry reclamation in accordance with agreed reclamation objectives, or the substantial 
improvement of derelict or degraded land to a condition where it can be returned to agricultural 
productivity or other beneficial use. 

Proposed Option 9 
This option would provide support in principle for proposals for a range of waste management 
methods where it can be demonstrated that the facility would help reduce reliance on landfill as a 
means of waste management. Incineration of waste would only be supported where no other 
methods are possible. 
Support in principle would also be provided for new landfill of waste where it can be demonstrated 
that the proposal would meet a need for additional landfill capacity not identified at the time of 
preparation of the Plan, or it would facilitate a high standard of quarry reclamation in accordance with 
agreed reclamation objectives, or the substantial improvement of derelict or degraded land to a 
condition where it can be returned to agricultural productivity or other beneficial use. 

Proposed Option 10, 11 and 12 
 Biodegradable waste should not be landfilled. This is dealt with by amending Options 1, 2 

and 3 to reflect this approach. 
Suggested approach 
Proposed Option 10 
This option would help move waste up the waste hierarchy by: 
 Supporting in principle proposals which enable the re-use, recycling and composting of waste and 

supporting the principle of recovery of waste where it can be demonstrated that it is not 
practicable to manage the waste further up the hierarchy. 

 Landfill of biodegradable waste would not be supported. Incineration of waste without energy 
recovery would only be supported for the small scale incineration of specialised wastes arising in 
the area and where the scale of the development would mean that energy recovery is not viable. 

 In relation to inert waste, landfill would only be supported where it would facilitate a high standard 
of quarry reclamation in accordance with agreed reclamation objectives, or the substantial 
improvement of derelict or degraded land to a condition where it can be returned to agricultural 
productivity or other beneficial use. 

Proposed Option 11 
This option would be similar to Option 4 but would give stronger encouragement to dealing with 
waste further up the hierarchy by: 
 Supporting in principle proposals which can demonstrate that the waste to be managed at the 

facility would be managed at the highest practicable level of the hierarchy appropriate to the 
type/s of waste to be dealt with. 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

 Landfill of biodegradable waste would not be supported. Incineration of waste without energy 
recovery would only be supported for the small scale incineration of specialised wastes arising in 
the area and where the planning authority can be satisfied that the scale of the development 
would mean that energy recovery is not viable. 

 In relation to inert waste, landfill would only be supported where it would facilitate a high standard 
of quarry reclamation in accordance with agreed reclamation objectives, or the substantial 
improvement of derelict or degraded land to a condition where it can be returned to agricultural 
productivity or other beneficial use. 

Proposed Option 12 
This option would provide support in principle for proposals for a range of waste management 
methods where it can be demonstrated that the facility would help reduce reliance on landfill as a 
means of waste management. Landfill of biodegradable waste would not be supported. 
Support in principle would also be provided for new landfill of waste where it can be demonstrated 
that the proposal would meet a need for additional landfill capacity not identified at the time of 
preparation of the Plan, or it would facilitate a high standard of quarry reclamation in accordance with 
agreed reclamation objectives, or the substantial improvement of derelict or degraded land to a 
condition where it can be returned to agricultural productivity or other beneficial use. 

Proposed Option 13 
 Waste should be dealt with as far up the hierarchy as possible provided this does not 

increase total carbon emissions. 
Suggested approach 
Under this option the level of carbon emissions expected to be produced would be a key 
consideration, whilst also aiming to manage waste as far up the hierarchy as possible. 

Proposed Option 14 
 Divert all waste away from landfill to be dealt with by other waste management methods. 

Suggested approach 
This option would support diverting all waste away from landfill to be dealt wiith by other waste 
management methods. 

One point raised through the alternative options which should be considered when progressing to the 
Preferred Options stage is that incineration should be the last resort, all recyclables etc. should be 
removed first and only residual waste be incinerated. 
General Comments: 

 Supports AWRP 
 Landfilling of processed inert waste is less polluting and more sustainable than incinerating 

low-carbon value waste 
 Provide a network of facilities providing high quality sorting and segregation 
 Provide an alternative to AWRP 

SA of options including alternatives 
Summary of assessment 
Most of the options put forward would encourage more sustainable waste management, to varying 
degrees, by managing waste higher up the waste hierarchy. This tends to result in a range of positive 
effects on the climate change, material resources and waste hierarchy objectives. There are also 
potential economic benefits, particularly where waste is managed higher up the waste hierarchy as 
this promotes a more ‘circular economy’ where waste is used as an economic resource. Other 
objectives often display more uncertain effects, as the waste facilities that might come on stream as a 
result of different options being pursued have effects that are dependent on location. 
Key exceptions to this pattern of impacts include options 3, 12 and 14, which although they seek to 
avoid landfilling waste, do not offer specific support for higher levels of the waste hierarchy (Option 9 
is similar, though this includes a steer against incineration). As such it is felt that some of the benefits 
associated with other options, such as the promotion of a more circular materials economy, become 
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more uncertain, and the capacity for amenity impacts becomes greater.  

Revised Recommendations 
The SA considers that the most sustainable approach would be to pursue Option 5. Option 13 could 
also be combined with option 5 or other options to maximise sustainability. 
Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
The high level of support amongst some stakeholders for Option 2 is noted, as is the support from 
some stakeholders for the greater flexibility offered by Option 3.  It is agreed that any approach 
should seek to move the area closer to a zero waste economy, in accordance with the vision and 
objectives for the Plan, but a degree of flexibility will need to be retained in order to ensure than an 
appropriate mix of facilities can be provided.  It is also recognised that implementation of the waste 
hierarchy is an obligation which falls on the producers of waste and which needs to be addressed in 
strategic plans for waste but should not be addressed through development management policy. 
This distinction will need to be reflected in the wording of any waste hierarchy policy included in the 
Plan.  It is agreed that the Plan should support the use of heat where EfW takes place as this helps 
maximise the benefits of energy recovery.  It is not accepted that there should be a presumption 
against EfW as national policy and strategy acknowledges that this can form part of an appropriate 
mix of methods of waste management and can help move residual waste management up the 
hierarchy, although it is agreed that further large scale capacity should be linked to the delivery of 
useable heat to help ensure the maximum efficiency of the process. Similarly, whilst it is agreed that 
the Plan should contain policy to discourage the landfilling of biodegradeable waste, it is not 
considered appropriate to include a presumption against as this may lack necessary flexibility to deal 
with waste management needs for waste which cannot be dealt with by other means. 

Evidence base update 
New national waste policy published October 2014 replaced PPS10.  Development of Allerton Waste 
Recovery Park facility commenced late 2014. Planning permission for a large EfW facility 
(Southmoor Energy Recovery Centre) at Kellingley Colliery was granted in principle in early 2015. 

Duty to Cooperate 
Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No 

Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
A wide range of potential options were considered during development of this policy, although all 
options were broadly seeking to move waste management up the hierarchy, in line with national 
policy, with matters of detail differing between the various options.  It is considered that any policy will 
need to be sufficiently flexible to enable a range of waste management methods to be supported, 
provided that they are consistent with the national policy objective of moving waste up the hierarchy. 
This will help ensure that needs for new waste management capacity can be met through a variety of 
waste processes and technologies thereby providing a degree of flexibility for developers and assist 
in stimulating the investment that is likely to be required.  It is not considered practicable to support 
options which seek to preclude incineration of waste, as permission has already been granted for the 
Allerton Waste Recovery Park facility, on which work has not commenced. Other large scale EfW 
capacity on the Plan area has also recently been permitted, although it is not yet known whether it 
will be implemented.  It is also not considered practicable to support options which seek to preclude 
landfilling of waste, as evidence suggests that there is likely to be an ongoing need for landfilling of 
some waste which cannot be dealt with by other means.  Such an approach is not inconsistent with 
movement of waste up the hierarchy, or a move towards a ‘zero waste’ objective in line with the 
Government’s definition. 

A further consideration in developing this policy is that it is accepted that a specific policy requirement 
cannot be placed on applicants to demonstrate that waste to be managed in any particularly facility is 
to be managed at the highest practicable level of the hierarchy as there are other legislative 
provisions in place to help achieve this.  The SA recommended that Option 5 be pursued, potentially 
combined with Option 13.  Whilst it is acknowledged that factoring in total carbon emissions 
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associated with a proposed technology could be beneficial in helping to demonstrate the overall 
benefits of moving waste up the hierarchy, it is considered that such an approach could also be 
difficult to assess and potentially unduly onerous and should not be a specific policy requirement, 
although in some cases developers may need to address this issue through the undertaking of an 
Environmental Assessment for some types or scales of waste development.  

It is therefore considered that the preferred approach should be based on Option 5 (which reflects 
elements of Options 1 and 2). 
Preferred policy approach – title changed to W01: Moving waste up the waste hierarchy 
Proposals which help move management of waste up the waste hierarchy will be supported, 
with priority given to the delivery of development which would contribute to the minimisation 
of waste, the increased re-use and/or recycling of waste and to the delivery of waste treatment 
capacity which would contribute to the diversion of waste from landfill. 

Further capacity for the large scale recovery of energy from waste will only be supported in 
line with Policy W04 and where any heat generated can be utilised as a source of low carbon 
energy or, where use of heat is not practicable, the efficient use of electrical energy can be 
achieved. 

The provision of new capacity for the landfill of biodegradeable residual waste will only be 
supported where it can be demonstrated that it is the only practicable option and sufficient 
permitted capacity within or in close proximity to the Plan area is not available.  Proposals for 
the extension of time, where necessary at existing permitted biodegradeable landfill sites with 
remaining void space, will be supported in principle in order to facilitate provision of 
adequate capacity for disposal of residual waste in line with identified needs, or in order to 
achieve the satisfactory restoration of the site. 

Landfill of inert waste will only be supported where it would facilitate a high standard of 
quarry reclamation in accordance with agreed reclamation objectives, or the substantial 
improvement of derelict or degraded land where it can be demonstrated that the import of the 
waste is essential to bring the land back into beneficial use and the scale of the importation 
would not undermine the potential to manage waste further up the hierarchy. 

Supporting text 

Encouraging the movement of waste up the waste hierarchy is a fundamental aspect of national 
policy and legislation for waste. Waste minimisation, reuse and recycling represent the top levels of 
the hierarchy and are the most preferable means of dealing with waste. Where practicable, these are 
generally the most efficient means of extracting value from waste as a resource.  For some types of 
waste reuse or recycling is not practicable.  For these, other forms of treatment are likely to be 
required in order to minimise the amount of waste disposed of via landfill, which is at the bottom of 
the waste hierarchy. Treatment can include a wide range of processes and technologies which, in 
various ways, can extract additional value from waste, thus helping to turn it into a resource. 

Waste which it is not practicable to deal with further up the hierarchy may also be capable of being 
used as a resource via the recovery of energy through various forms of thermal treatment processes, 
including incineration.  Where recovery of energy is proposed, national policy encourages utilisation 
of heat generated, potentially in association with other power, in order to help ensure the most 
efficient use of the waste as a resource. The investment required to deliver utilisation of heat in 
association with recovery of energy from waste suggests that it is most likely to take place in 
association with relatively large schemes where economies of scale are likely to arise.  Whilst there is 
significant permitted capacity for energy recovery in the Plan area any further proposals, consistent 
with other waste policies in the Joint Plan and with a capacity in excess of 75,000tpa, should be 
accompanied by information to demonstrate that the potential for heat utilisation has been considered 
and will be delivered where practicable. The Environment Agency has indicated that EfW schemes 

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 155 



                   

 
 

             
 

 
   

 
   

   
 

 
 

    
 

 

   
  

   
   

     
 

 

 
  

 

 
   

 

  
 

 
 

  
       

  
   

    
    

 
     

  
  

 
 

 
 

 

    
  

Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

within 15km of large users of heat are more likely to have potential for heat utilisation.   

Landfill represents the bottom of the hierarchy, although is likely to still be required for waste which 
cannot be dealt with by other means, and may be able to play an important role in the reclamation of 
mineral workings in the Plan area.  Evidence suggests that, subject where necessary to the 
extension of time for completion of landfilling at existing biodegradeable landfill sites in the area 
subject of time limited permissions, and depending on progress with implementation of permitted 
energy recovery capacity, there should be adequate capacity for biodegradeable landfill.  It therefore 
follows that, in line with the waste hierarchy, it would not be appropriate to support the development 
of new biodegradeable landfill capacity in the Plan area unless there is clear justification and it is not 
practicable to utilise other suitable capacity outside the area. 

Whilst diversion of inert waste from landfill can facilitate its beneficial use as a resource, inert landfill 
is less harmful to the environment as it does not decompose to generate greenhouse gasses to the 
same extent as biodegradeable waste.  It can also play an important role in improving the standard of 
reclamation of quarries in the Plan area as well as, in some cases, the improvement of derelict or 
degraded land.  It is therefore appropriate in some circumstances to provide policy support in 
principle for this method of waste management. 

Links to Objectives and Policies 
Link to Objectives: 
Objective 1 

Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: 
Id43: Strategic role of the Plan area in the management of waste 
Id44: Meeting waste management capacity requirements - Local Authority Collected Waste 
Id45: Meeting waste management capacity requirements -  Commercial and industrial waste 
(including hazardous C&I waste) 
Id46: Meeting waste management capacity requirements – construction, demolition and excavation 
waste (including CD&E waste) 
Id47: Managing agricultural waste 
Id48: Managing low level (non-nuclear) radioactive waste 
Id49: Managing waste water (sewage sludge) 
Id50: Managing power station ash 
Id53: Waste management facility safeguarding 

SA/SEA 
Summary of assessment 
This policy would encourage sustainable resource management by prioritising the management of 
waste as high up the waste hierarchy as possible. This results in particularly positive effects in 
relation to resource consumption, soils, climate change, minimising waste generation and managing 
waste as high up the waste hierarchy as practicable, the economy and meeting the needs of a 
changing population. Uncertain effects or effects which have both positive and negative aspects have 
been recorded against several of the other environmental and social objectives as the scale of 
impacts would be determined by the nature and location of the particular waste management facility. 
One area where minor negative effects could occur on balance is in relation to water demand, as 
some recycling operations can be water intensive. 

Recommendations: 
No mitigation is proposed as locational/development management issues will be dealt with under 
other policies in the Plan. 

id43 - Strategic role of the Plan area in the management of waste 
Options Option 1: 
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presented at 
Issues and 
options stage 

This option would seek to ensure that capacity is provided across the Plan area at a 
level sufficient to meet identified needs for waste arising in the area (i.e. a level that 
would allow net self-sufficiency to be achieved where practicable) whilst allowing for 
current known levels of imports to continue. This would exclude more specialised 
management needs including capacity for landfilling and/or treatment of hazardous 
waste and low level non-nuclear radioactive waste and other specialised provision 
which can only be met on a wider geographical basis. 
OR 
Option 2: 
This option would acknowledge that significant export movements of waste already 
take place across the Plan area boundary and, for those waste streams or facility 
types for which a potential capacity gap has been identified, would assume that 
existing cross-border export movements would continue to operate in conjunction 
with existing and planned capacity in the area. Where necessary, this approach could 
also seek opportunities to use existing or planned capacity elsewhere in order to 
meet any additional un-met requirements. This option would assume that imports of 
waste into the area would continue broadly in line with recent levels. 
AND 
Option 3: 
This option would follow the same approach as for Option 1 or 2 but would in addition 
make an express commitment that the Plan would make provision for the 
management of waste arising within that part of the Yorkshire Dales National Park 
falling within NYCC (other than for local scale re-use and recycling facilities which it 
may be practicable to provide in the National Park area). 

What the SA told us 
Whilst Option 1 would have positive effects in terms of reducing transport and associated emissions 
and in supporting the economy and jobs, it is likely to have negative effects on the environment and 
communities in the Plan area. Option 2 however would have positive effects on the environment 
(though would increase the potential for impacts from longer distance journeys) and communities but 
may restrict opportunities for managing waste further up the hierarchy.  
Option 3 would have positive effects on the Yorkshire Dales National Park which, on balance due to 
the nature of the Park, would be more significant than any increases in negative effects in the Plan 
area and would also provide more opportunities for efficiencies. 
Number of consultation responses 
Total Number of comments against id: 29 
Question 105) Do you have a preference for 
any of the options presented above? 

Number of respondents: 20 
Option 1: 3 
SC: 1 
Local Authorities: 2 

Combination: 3 
Opt 1+3: 2 
MWI: 1  
Opt 2+3: 1 
Local Authorities: 1 

Option 2: 8 
MWI: 1 

Did Not Specify: 1 
Local Authorities: 1 

Option 3: 3 None: 2 

Question 106) Are there any alternative 
options the Authorities should consider in 
relation to the strategic role of the Plan area 
in the management of waste? 

Number of respondents: 9 
SC: 0 
MWI: 1 
Local Authorities: 0 

Brief overview of consultation responses 
Key Messages Q105: 
Option 1: 

 Greatest possible advantage in terms of reducing transport of waste 
 Accepts that specialist waste, and other streams, may be met outside Plan area 
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Option 2: 
 Minimise imports of waste 
 Export waste to neighbouring areas, develop an option that provides for this 
 Provide recycling and recovery facilities throughout the Plan area 
 Self-sufficiency may not always result in the most sustainable waste management 

Option 3: 
 Co-ordinate waste management with neighbouring authorities to minimise cost 
 Need should be proved when approving a waste facility 

Option 1+3: 
 Supports proximity principle and net self-sufficiency 
 Greater consideration of C&I waste management 
 The market ultimately determines the commercial case for new infrastructure 

Option 2+3: 
 Waste needs to be exported out of the Yorkshire Dales National Park 

General Comments on Options: 
 Potential over-provision of incineration capacity 
 Opposes AWRP 
 Allow landfill and land restoration to meet sustainability objectives 
 Clarify the amount of waste imported/exported from the Plan area 

Key Messages Q106: 
A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested 
new options Chapter 6 – Waste table’ along with justification as to why they have or have not been 
taken forward. Any realistic alternatives are summarised and worked up below: 
Proposed Option 4 

 Waste should be exported before considering building new waste facilities, and new waste 
facilities will only be supported provided it can be proven there is a lack of capacity at existing 
facilities in the Joint Plan area and adjoining areas, and any new facilities need to be of a scale 
to meet local needs. 

Suggested approach 
This option would seek to increase the amount of waste exported and would only support the 
development of new facilities in the Plan area where it can be shown that the waste cannot be 
managed at facilities elsewhere and where the facility is of a scale to meet local needs. 

Proposed Option 5 
 Seek to minimise the importation of waste. 

Suggested approach 
This option would be similar to Option 2 but, with the exception of waste from the Yorkshire Dales 
National Park, would not make any allowance for imports to the Plan area 

General: 
 Supports movement of waste by rail 
 Utilise land restoration sites for landfilling Excavation waste 
 Recognise its value  and  plan for utilising waste as a resource 

SA of options including alternatives 
Summary of assessment 
Whilst Option 1 would have positive effects in the Plan Area in terms of reducing transport miles and 
associated emissions (particularly in comparison to Option 2)  and in supporting the economy and jobs, 
it is likely to have negative effects on most of the environment and community SA objectives. This is 
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because it may require additional facilities with additional impacts. Option 2 essentially would maintain 
the status quo in terms of how waste is dealt with in the Plan Area as it would assume that exports and 
imports would continue in line with current levels. This would largely result in neutral effects on the 
Plan area and would derive a greater benefit from achieving economies of scale in waste management 
than would be achieved under option 1. 

Option 3 would largely maintain the status quo in terms of how waste is managed from the National 
Park, and this would have mainly neutral effects on the Plan Area and modest benefits for the 
Yorkshire Dales as it will allow the special qualities of the National Park to be maintained. 

Option 4 would have some benefits for the Plan Area in the short and medium term, but would also 
export a range of negative impacts to areas outside of the Plan Area. Some benefits in terms of 
resource use might be achieved through greater economies of scale through this option, while effects 
of major negative significance would be likely to occur in relation to transport, air pollution and climate 
change. The option would also export jobs to other areas. 

Option 5 may result in some benefits for the plan area in terms of the environmental and community 
SA objectives due to the reduced requirement for waste management facilities in the plan area. These 
impacts may however be displaced to authorities outside of the plan area. 

Recommendations 
It is recommended that a combination of Options 1 and 2 which would enable facilities to be provided 
for in the plan area where this would lead to sustainability benefits such as reduced transportation 
distances) be followed along with Option 3. 

Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
The support of the majority of consultees to Option 2 is noted. It is considered that any policy 
approach should be consistent with the national policy objective of dealing with waste near to where it 
arises and therefore should reflect a net self-sufficiency approach as far as practicable.  However, it is 
acknowledged that commercial considerations will continue to play a significant role in determining 
where waste is actually managed and that cross boundary movements (both imports and exports) will 
continue to occur.  Any policy approach will therefore need to incorporate a degree of flexibility to 
accommodate this. It is not considered reasonable to require need to be proven in most cases, 
provided proposals are consistent with any strategic approach incorporated in the Plan. Such an 
approach would be in line with national policy.  The approach for individual waste streams is 
addressed under separate policy topic areas. 

Evidence base update 
New national waste policy published October 2014 replaced PPS10.  Development of Allerton Waste 
Recovery Park facility commenced late 2014. 

Duty to Cooperate 
Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? Yes 

At a general level addressing the implications of significant cross boundary movements of waste 
requires cooperation with other relevant WPAs. 

Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
Evidence suggests that there is potential to increase the extent to which the area is self-sufficient in its 
ability to manage waste arising within it and such an approach would be likely to assist delivery of the 
proximity principle and community responsibility in the management of waste.  It is acknowledged 
however that cross boundary movements of waste will continue to occur in response to operation of 
the market and in order to meet specialised requirements.  Flexibility for this needs to be 
acknowledged in any policy.  Whilst the SA recommended that Option 1 be combined with option 2 it is 
considered that such an approach could lead to a dilution of the net self-sufficiency principle expressed 
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through Option 1 and be less consistent with national policy. 

It is considered that it would be appropriate to include provision for management of waste arising in the 
Yorkshire Dales National Park, essentially in line with current arrangements, into any policy as this is 
likely to represent the most practicable and sustainable approach to meeting the needs of this area 
and is supported through the SA. 

The preferred approach is therefore a combination of Options 1 and 3.  

Preferred policy approach – title changed to W02: Strategic role of the Plan area in the 
management of waste 
Support will be given to proposals for additional waste management capacity needed to 
achieve an increase in net self-sufficiency in the management of waste to a level equivalent to 
expected arisings in the Plan area by the end of the plan period. 

Where it is not practicable to provide specific capacity in the Plan area, including capacity for 
the landfilling of hazardous waste and the management of low level (non-nuclear) radioactive 
waste, as well as for other specialist provision which can only be met on a wider geographical 
basis, including reprocessing capacity for LACW and C&I waste, capacity requirements will be 
met principally through exports from the Plan area. 

Provision of capacity within the Plan area shall include provision for waste arising in the 
Yorkshire Dales National Park, with the exception of mining and quarrying waste and small 
scale waste arisings which can be appropriately managed at facilities within the National Park. 

Supporting text 

National policy supports the principle of managing waste in proximity to where it arises and 
encourages community responsibility in the management of waste.  At the same time it needs to be 
acknowledged that commercial considerations and operation of the market play a fundamental role in 
determining the actual pattern of movement of waste for management, and in most cases 
administrative boundaries have little influence on this.  Evidence gathered during preparation of the 
Plan indicates that cross-boundary movements, both imports and exports, have taken place in recent 
years and it is expected that such movements will continue in response to market and other factors 
outside the control of the planning authorities.  Planning for a ‘net self-sufficiency’ approach can help 
balance these factors through, where practicable, the making of provision for waste management 
capacity at a level equivalent to expected future arisings in the area.  This can help ensure that 
additional capacity can be delivered within the plan area to achieve the local management of waste, 
whilst acknowledging that a degree of import and export movements are likely to continue, with exports 
from the plan area in effect being balanced by flexibility for the area to receive an element of imports 
from elsewhere.  Such an approach also reflects the fact that, for certain specialist waste streams, 
such as hazardous waste for landfill and LLR waste requiring management at specialist facilities, both 
of which only arise in very small quantities in the Plan area, it is unlikely to be practicable to deliver 
specific capacity in the area.  Similar considerations apply to re-processing capacity for many types of 
recyclate, which are often exported to nationally or regionally significant facilities receiving waste from 
a wide range of sources and for which specific provision in the Plan area may not be realistic. 

As part of the evidence base for the Plan, a review of the current or emerging approach to self-
sufficiency within waste planning authority areas adjoining the Plan area, or which have recently 
exported significant amounts of waste to the area, has been undertaken.  This suggests that all these 
areas have in place, or are intending to, plan on the basis of net-self sufficiency (or equivalent) for their 
area.  This in turn indicates that it is unlikely that a significantly increased level of exports to the Plan 
area will occur in the future, as other areas plan for more capacity to meet their own equivalent 
arisings.  Further evidence work indicates that areas currently receiving exports from the Plan area do 
not envisage significant problems in such movements continuing to occur over the foreseeable future, 
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suggesting that an approach of net self-sufficiency for the Plan area is likely to be adequate and 
appropriate in meeting future waste management needs. 

A specific consideration for the Joint Plan authorities is the relationship between the Plan area and the 
adjacent Yorkshire Dales National Park.  Local Authority Collected Waste arising in the YDNP (with the 
exception of the that part of the Park falling within Cumbria) is collected by North Yorkshire Waste 
Collection Authorities and managed by NYCC as the Waste Management Authority and a distinction is 
not drawn by the WCAs or WMA between waste arising inside or outside the YDNP area.  It is 
therefore managed alongside waste arising in the Joint Plan area and this position is expected to 
continue over the plan period.  The waste capacity needs study undertaken as part of the evidence 
base for the Joint Plan was prepared in partnership with the YDNP and reflected capacity requirements 
for waste arising in the YDNP within the study. These are in turn reflected where relevant in the 
approach to future capacity requirements in the Joint Plan.  Nevertheless, it is likely to be practicable 
for some waste arising in the YDNP to be managed in the Park and it is expected that where 
appropriate this will be addressed in the new Local Plan for the YDNP.  A memorandum of 
understanding between the Joint Plan authorities and the YDNP has been drafted to reflect this agreed 
position. 

Links to Objectives and Policies 
Link to Objectives: 
Objective 2 
Objective 4 
Objective 6 
Objective 7 

Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: 
Id42: Overall approach to the waste hierarchy 
Id44: Meeting waste management capacity requirements - Local Authority Collected Waste 
Id45: Meeting waste management capacity requirements -  Commercial and industrial waste (including 
hazardous C&I waste) 
Id46: Meeting waste management capacity requirements – construction, demolition and excavation 
waste (including CD&E waste) 
Id47: Managing agricultural waste 
Id48: Managing low level (non-nuclear) radioactive waste 
Id49: Managing waste water (sewage sludge) 
Id50: Managing power station ash 
Id51: Overall locational principles for provision of new waste capacity 
Id52: Waste site identification principles 
Id53: Waste management facility safeguarding 

SA/SEA 
Summary of assessment 
This policy would have positive effects in the Plan Area in terms of reducing transport miles and 
associated emissions and in supporting the economy and jobs, however it is likely to have negative 
effects on most of the environment and community SA objectives. This is because it may require 
additional facilities to ensure that waste capacity is equivalent to total arisings with the additional 
impacts that these would bring. In terms of providing capacity within the plan area to deal with waste 
arising in the Yorkshire Dales National Park this would largely maintain the status quo in terms of how 
waste is managed from the National Park, and this would have mainly neutral effects on the Plan Area 
and modest benefits for the Yorkshire Dales as it will allow the special qualities of the National Park to 
be maintained. 

Recommendations 
No further mitigation is proposed. 
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Id44 - Meeting waste management capacity requirements 
- local authority collected waste 

Options 
presented at 
Issues and 
options stage 

Option 1: 
This option would support provision of adequate capacity for, and promote 
community responsibility in, management of LACW through: 
 Identifying the Allerton Park and Harewood Whin sites as strategic locations over 

the plan period for the management of LACW, including supporting the principle of 
an extension of time for disposal of waste via landfill in order to ensure utilisation of 
remaining capacity. In the case of the Harewood Whin site any proposals for new 
capacity involving built development would need to be judged against any relevant 
national and local green belt policy. 

 Supporting the delivery of additional transfer station capacity for LACW to serve the 
needs of the City of York, Selby and Ryedale districts and, in addition, for 
Harrogate Borough if the Allerton Waste Recovery Park permission is not 
implemented. 

 Providing support in principle for proposals which would deliver increased capacity 
for the recycling, reprocessing and composting of LACW where this would reduce 
reliance on export of waste from the Plan area for recycling or reprocessing and 
subject to compliance with locational and other relevant policies to be identified in 
the Plan.  

 Supporting improvements to the Household Waste Recycling Centre network 
subject to compliance with locational and other relevant policies to be identified in 
the Plan.  

OR 
Option 2: 
This option would represent a less targeted approach and would seek to provide 
more flexibility for the delivery of any new capacity required for managing LACW. 
This would be achieved by providing support in principle for the development of new 
capacity identified as necessary by the relevant Waste Management Authorities. It 
would need to be demonstrated that any such capacity is consistent with relevant 
national policy as well as any relevant policies in the Plan relating to moving waste up 
the hierarchy and the strategic role of the Plan in the management of waste, as well 
as relevant locational and development control policies in the Plan.  

What the SA told us 
There is some uncertainty as to the sustainability effects of both options. This is largely because it is 
not known where all local authority collected waste management facilities would be located under the 
options. 
Although uncertain, there is potential for minor negative effects in relation to biodiversity, water, soils, 
air, the historic environment, landscape and community vitality under both options. In some cases, 
however, Option 2 may slightly lessen negative effects as it will potentially result in lower transport 
impacts as there is potentially more locational flexibility.  
There are also a number of positive effects. In particular, both options make a strong positive 
contribution to sustainable waste management and achieving sustainable economic growth. 

Number of consultation responses 
Total Number of comments against id: 29 
Question 108) Do you have a preference for either 
of the options presented above? 

Number of respondents: 19 
Option 1: 4 
Local Authorities: 3 

Combination: 2 
Local Authorities: 1 

Option 2: 9 
MWI: 1 

Did Not Specify: 1 

None: 3 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

Question 109) Taking into account that planning Number of respondents: 10 
permission has already been granted for the SC: 0 
Allerton Waste Recovery Park facility, which would MWI: 0 
provide for the management of residual LACW, are Local Authorities: 0 
there any alternative options relating to meeting 
capacity requirements for LACW the Authorities 
should consider? 
Brief overview of consultation responses 
Key Messages Q108: 
Option 1: 

 The targeted approach provides greater certainty 
 Development at Harewood Whin should take account of green belt policies and commitments 

made by the LPA to cease operations and reinstate the site by 2017 
 Clarify which bodies will contribute towards costs of implementing strategic waste facilities 

Option 2: 
 HBC only supports Option 2 if AWRP is developed 
 Flexibility in delivering infrastructure 
 Option 2 is too vague and needs to be extended, based upon a modular localised approach 
 Support facilities which manage waste locally 
 Is supported as provides greater flexibility but do not agree with the current wording or the 

approach to the waste hierarchy. 
 Current policy wording is too vague and inadequate 

Options 1+2: 
 Extensions to landfill sites is preferred over a new waste incinerator 
 Waste transfer capacity is required 

General comments on the Options: 
 Present alternative options to AWRP if it does not proceed 
 Given the rural nature of the area a combination of the options may be appropriate. 

Key Messages Q109: 
A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses.  These are detailed in the ‘Suggested 
new options Chapter 6 – Waste table’ along with justification as to why they have or have not been 
taken forward. Many Consultees suggested having a ‘Plan b’ in case AWRP did not go ahead.  
However, development of the AWRP facility has now commenced so this approach has been 
discounted. Any realistic alternatives are summarised and worked up below: 

Proposed Option 3 
 Combine Options 1 and 2 to give support to permitted facilities, but also provide an element of 

flexibility if some of the permitted facilities are not operational. 
Suggested approach 
This option would combine Options 1 and 2 to give support to permitted facilities but also provide an 
element of flexibility if some of the permitted facilities were not operational. 

Wording: 
This option would support provision of adequate capacity for, and promote community responsibility in, 
management of LACW through: 
 Identifying the Allerton Park and Harewood Whin sites as strategic locations over the plan period 

for the management of LACW, including supporting the principle of an extension of time for 
disposal of waste via landfill in order to ensure utilisation of remaining capacity. In the case of the 
Harewood Whin site any proposals for new capacity involving built development would need to be 
judged against any relevant national and local green belt policy. 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

 Supporting the delivery of additional transfer station capacity for LACW to serve the needs of the 
City of York, Selby and Ryedale districts and, in addition, for Harrogate Borough if the Allerton 
Waste Recovery Park permission is not implemented. 

 Providing support in principle for proposals which would deliver increased capacity for the 
recycling, reprocessing and composting of LACW where this would reduce reliance on export of 
waste from the Plan area for recycling or reprocessing and subject to compliance with locational 
and other relevant policies to be identified in the Plan. 

Supporting improvements to the Household Waste Recycling Centre network subject to compliance 
with locational and other relevant policies to be identified in the Plan. 
Support in principle would also be given for the development of other new capacity identified as 
necessary by the relevant Waste Management Authorities.  It would need to be demonstrated that any 
such capacity is consistent with relevant national policy as well as any relevant policies in the Plan 
relating to moving waste up the hierarchy and the strategic role of the Plan in the management of 
waste, as well as relevant locational and development control policies in the Plan. 

General: 
 Incineration facilities should be located close to population and/or commercial centres and 

utilise CHP 
 Opposed to AWRP 

SA of options including alternatives 
Summary of assessment 
There is some uncertainty as to the sustainability effects of all 3 options. This is largely because it is 
not known where all local authority collected waste management facilities will be located under the 
options. 
Although uncertain, there is potential for minor negative effects in relation to biodiversity, water, soils, 
air, the historic environment, landscape and community vitality under all options. In some cases, 
however, Options 2 and 3 may slightly lessen negative effects as they will potentially result in lower 
transport impacts as there is potentially more locational flexibility. 
There are also a number of positive effects. In particular, all options make a strong positive contribution 
to sustainable waste management and achieving sustainable economic growth, and there are climate 
change benefits associated with providing the supporting capacity to move waste up the waste 
hierarchy. 

Revised Recommendations 
The sustainability appraisal has observed a slight preference for Option 3 as this combines the benefits 
of Option 1 and Option 2. 
Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
The preference of the majority of respondents for the flexibility provided in Option 2 is noted.  However, 
it is also acknowledged that the more specific guidance provided through option 1 may also be 
beneficial.  The support of some respondents for a combination of the two options is also noted.  It is 
agreed that any further development at the Harewood Whin site would need to take account of Green 
Belt designation.  Clarification of which bodies will contribute to the costs of implementing strategic 
waste facilities is not considered appropriate as it is not directly relevant to development of the Plan. 
The overall locational approach to provision of waste management capacity and the movement of 
waste up the hierarchy are addressed in other policy areas in the Plan.  

Evidence base update 
New national waste policy published October 2014 replaced PPS10.  Development of Allerton Waste 
Recovery Park facility commenced late 2014.  Permission for a new transfer station for LACW in the 
Ryedale area was granted in late 2014 and is expected to be operational by 2017.  Planning 
permission for additional transfer capacity for York (at the Harewood Whin site) was granted in 2015. 

Duty to Cooperate 
Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? Yes. 

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 164 



                   

 
 

             
 

     
  

  
   

      

      

   
    

    
  

 
 

   
 

 
 

 
   

 
   

     
 

  
   

 
 

    
   

   
 

 
     

    
      
   

    
                        

    
 

   
   

 
 

 
     

 

 
    

 
 

Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

At a general level management of LACW may involve export of some waste to other WPA areas. 

Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
Since Issues and Options consultation the award of a new contract for the management of residual 
municipal waste arising in the Plan area, and the commencement of construction of a major new waste 
recovery park (AWRP facility), has provided much greater certainty about the expected arrangements 
for future management of LACW.  Planning permission has also been granted for new transfer station 
capacity for the Ryedale area and for York, meaning that a significant gap in the transfer network for 
LACW only exists in the Selby area.  Notwithstanding the higher degree of certainty that now exists 
about proposed arrangements for managing LACW in the area, it is recognised that some further 
infrastructure may be considered necessary or desirable to help ensure that an adequate overall 
network exists and to help allow the area to be as self-sufficient as practicable, taking in to account 
other preferred policy in the Plan. 

Whilst it is noted that the SA indicates a slight preference for Option 3 (ie a combination of Options 1 
and 2), it is considered that Option 1 already contains an element of flexibility to support the delivery of 
additional capacity (not currently identified) whilst providing more certainty as to the overall approach 
to management of LACW that is expected. 

The preferred approach is therefore based on Option 1. 
Preferred policy approach – title changed to W03: Meeting waste management capacity – 
requirements- Local Authority Collected Waste 
Net self-sufficiency in capacity for management of Local Authority Collected Waste will be 
maximised through: 

1) Identification of the Allerton Park (WJP08) and Harewood Whin (WJP11) sites as 
strategic allocations over the plan period for the management of LACW.  Where 
necessary, proposals to extend the time period for continued waste management 
operations at these sites over the plan period and the development of other 
appropriate waste management infrastructure will be supported in principle subject, 
in the case of the Harewood Whin site, to consistency with relevant national and 
local green belt policy. 

2) Delivery of additional transfer station capacity for LACW to serve the needs of Selby 
district through the allocation of a site at Common Lane, Burn (WJP16).  Proposals 
for development of transfer capacity for LACW at this site or at an alternative 
location consistent with Polices W10 and W11 will be supported in principle. 

3) Subject to compliance with Policies W10 and W11 and the development 
management policies in the Plan, supporting in principle proposals for: 

a. increased capacity for the recycling, reprocessing and composting of LACW 
where this would reduce reliance on export of waste from the Plan area for 
recycling or reprocessing; 

b. Improvements to the Household Waste Recycling Centre network 

LACW will be exported for management where sufficient capacity cannot be provided within 
the area. 

Supporting text 

Substantial progress has been made in recent years in reducing the amount of Local Authority 
Collected Waste that is landfilled, with a corresponding increase in recycling, composting and other 
forms of treatment. 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

Local Authority Collected Waste is dealt with at a range of existing facilities in the Plan area and 
substantial capacity for its management is already in place.  From 2018 capacity will be sufficient for 
management of residual LACW in order to secure diversion from landfill of over 95% for this waste 
stream, and a recycling rate for household waste of over 50%. This would enable national and local 
targets for recycling and landfill diversion to be met.  As well as providing a strategically important 
location for recycling and recovery, the wider Allerton park site (adjacent to the AWRP facility) contains 
a significant proportion of the remaining permitted capacity for biodegradeable landfill in the Plan area, 
capable of receiving LACW and other waste which cannot be diverted from landfill. Therefore the 
overall Allerton Park complex is likely to remain a strategically important location for the management 
of LACW and other similar waste during the plan period and it is appropriate to identify and protect it in 
the Plan as a strategic location. The landfill operation is subject of a permission which is due to expire 
in 2018 and support in principle for an extension of time for this permission is provided in Policy W03. 

Similarly the Harewood Whin site, near York, plays an important strategic role in management of 
LACW via a range of processes and contains the majority of remaining operational biodegradeable 
landfill capacity in the Plan area alongside the Allerton Park site.  It is also subject of temporary 
permissions which are likely to need renewing during the plan period and it is considered appropriate 
to identify and protect it in the Plan as a strategic location, with support in principle for continued 
operations.  As this site is located in the Green Belt, any further development would need to be 
consistent with relevant Green Belt policy. 

Whilst extensive new infrastructure requirements for management of LACW during the Plan period are 
not expected (subject to commissioning of the AWRP facility), it is expected that further transfer station 
capacity will be needed to serve Selby District. A site for this at Burn Airfield has been submitted in 
response to earlier consultation and is allocated in the Plan. It is also considered appropriate to 
support the principle of development of other capacity and/or improvements to the network of facilities 
for management of LACW where this could help increase the extent to which the area is self-sufficient 
in capacity and move waste up the hierarchy, in line with the strategic approach.  In all cases where 
further development is involved, it will be necessary for proposals to be consistent with other relevant 
policies in the Plan, including Policies W10 and W11 establishing locational principles and site 
identification criteria for new waste facilities.  

. 
Links to Objectives and Policies 
Link to Objectives: 
Objective 1 
Objective 2 
Objective 6 
Objective 7 

Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: 
Id42: Overall approach to waste hierarchy 
Id43: Strategic role of the Plan area in the management of waste 
Id51: Overall locational principles for provision of new waste capacity 
Id53: Waste management facility safeguarding 

SA/SEA 
Summary of assessment 
For this policy Allerton Park (WJP08), Harewood Whin (WJP11) and Common Lane Burn (WJP16) 
have been assessed separately as part of the site assessment process as they each have quite 
different sustainability impacts.  

Supporting additional proposals for recycling, reprocessing and composting may also generate new 
facilities with potential environmental and community effects (though these effects will be reduced by 
policies W10 and W11 as well as the development management policies). Similarly, supporting 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

improvements to the Household Waste Recycling network may result in new development.  Again, the 
effects of this development are considered to potentially involve minor effects on the environment and 
community objectives that will be reduced by development management policies. The effects on the 
environmental and community objectives are considered to range from insignificant to minor negative. 

This policy is likely to have strong benefits on the economy SA objective. It will generate jobs and 
promote low carbon resources from what previously would have been considered waste. It will also 
reduce the costs associated with alternative disposal in landfill. There are also strong benefits for the 
minimising resources and waste hierarchy SA objectives as this development is essential for reducing 
waste. 

Recommendations  
Mitigation has been proposed in relation to Allerton Park (WJP08), Harewood Whin (WJP11) and 
Common Lane Burn (WJP16) in the Site Assessment Report. 

Id45 - Meeting waste management capacity requirements 
- Commercial and Industrial waste (including hazardous C&I waste) 
Options Option 1: 
presented at This option would support provision of adequate capacity for, and promote 
Issues and community responsibility in, management of C&I waste through:  
options stage  Providing support in principle for proposals which would deliver increased 

capacity for the recycling and/or reprocessing and the treatment of C&I 
waste where this would reduce reliance on export of waste from the Plan 
area for recycling or reprocessing and subject to compliance with locational 
and other relevant policies to be identified in the Plan. 

 Supporting the delivery of additional transfer station capacity for C&I waste 
where it can be demonstrated that additional provision would contribute to 
the objective of dealing with waste in proximity to where it arises.  

 Providing capacity for recovery of energy from C&I waste through a 
combination of spare capacity within the Allerton Waste Recovery Park 
facility if developed and supporting in principle the delivery of additional 
energy recovery capacity for suitable C&I waste, where the planning 
authority can be satisfied that the facility would be appropriately scaled to 
meet the needs for management of residual C&I waste arising in the area 
and it can be demonstrated that the waste to be recovered cannot be 
practicably dealt with further up the waste hierarchy. The scale of any 
additional capacity required will be dependent on implementation of the 
AWRP facility, as well as assumptions made about waste growth but is 
unlikely to require provision of more than one additional facility. 

 No specific additional provision for landfill capacity for non-hazardous C&I 
waste will be made although support would be provided in principle for an 
extension of the time period for the utilisation of remaining void space at 
existing sites subject of time limited permissions.  

 Landfill capacity for hazardous C&I waste requiring landfill would be met 
through provision outside the Plan area. 

AND 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

Option 2: 
This option would be the same as Option 1 but would, additionally, provide 
support in principle for proposals for the management of C&I waste arising 
outside the area where it can be demonstrated that the development would 
be consistent with the locational and other relevant policies in the Plan and 
additionally, for proposals for the recovery of waste, it can be demonstrated 
that the facility in the location proposed would represent the nearest 
appropriate installation for the waste to be dealt with. 

What the SA told us 
Options 1 and 2 would both provide significant benefits for the effective and sustainable 
management of Commercial and Industrial waste in line with the waste hierarchy and 
minimising waste to landfill. Both would also be positive for minimising the use of resources 
and creating positive effects for the economy in line with reducing costs associated with 
landfill, provision of energy from waste and the production of recycled materials. Option 2, is 
likely to have more positive implications in relation to transportation of waste given that it 
would support management of C&I arising from outside of the Plan area where it can be 
demonstrated that the location proposed would present the nearest appropriate installation 
for the waste to be dealt with. Overall, this would help to minimise journeys/mileage in 
relation to waste processing. The majority of other environmental and social effects are 
uncertain given that they would depend upon the scale, location and type of waste facilities to 
be developed, although negative effects may potentially be greater under Option 2 as more 
waste would be being managed in the Plan area. 

Number of consultation responses 
Total Number of comments against 
id: 

17 

Question 110) Do you have a 
preference for either of the options 
presented above? 

Number of respondents: 14 
Option 1: 4 
MWI: 1 
Local Authorities: 1 

Combination: 3 
MWI: 1  
Local Authorities: 2 

Option 2: 3 
SC: 2 

Did Not Specify: 0 

None: 4 

Question 111) Are there any alternative 
options the Authorities should consider 
in relation to meeting capacity 
requirements for C&I waste? 

Number of respondents: 3 
SC: 0 
MWI: 0 
Local Authorities: 0 

Brief overview of consultation responses 
Key Messages Q110) 

Option 1: 
 Option 1 adheres to proximity principle and prevents the importation of waste 

Option 2: 
 Option 2 provides the most flexible approach 
 Option 2 would reduce overall waste transportation miles as authority boundaries would not 

override managing waste at the nearest appropriate installation 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

 Importation of waste allows management through the most sustainable approach 

Options 1+2: 
 Provides the most flexible approach 

General Comments on the Options: 
 Too great a reliance upon the delivery of AWRP 
 Evidence of C&I capacity requirements and scenarios are unduly complex 
 Future capacity requirements of C&I should plan for as much recycling and recovery as 

possible 
 Should not place requirement on developers to demonstrate waste cannot be dealt with further 

up the waste hierarchy 
 Neither option supported due to management of C&I waste at AWRP and the importation of 

waste from outside the Plan area 
 Hazardous C&I waste management at AWRP is in conflict with the Sustainability Appraisal 

objectives 

Key Messages Q111) 
A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested 
new options Chapter 6 – Waste table’ along with justification as to why they have or have not been 
taken forward. Any realistic alternatives are summarised and worked up below: 
Proposed Option 3 

 Should not support any new facilities which will deal with C&I waste. 
Suggested approach 
Under this option new facilities for managing C&I waste would not be supported. 

Proposed Option 4 
 Hazardous waste should be managed at source unless it is necessary to do otherwise and so 

would be restrictive in relation to the provision of any new facilities. 
Suggested approach 
This option supports the management of hazardous waste at source where practicable. 

General) 
 Ensure businesses can recycle waste 
 Cease importation of C&I waste and restrict Harewood Whin capacity 

SA of options including alternatives 
Summary of assessment 
Options 1 and 2 would both provide significant benefits for the effective and sustainable management 
of Commercial and Industrial waste in line with the waste hierarchy and minimising waste to landfill. 
Both would also be positive for minimising the use of resources and creating positive effects for the 
economy in line with reducing costs associated with landfill, provision of energy from waste and the 
production of recycled materials. Option 2 is likely to have more positive implications in relation to 
transportation of waste given that it would support management of C&I arising from outside of the Plan 
area where it can be demonstrated that the location proposed would present the nearest appropriate 
installation for the waste to be dealt with. Overall, this would help to minimise journeys/mileage in 
relation to waste processing. The majority of other environmental and social effects are uncertain given 
that they would depend upon the scale, location and type of waste facility to be implemented, although 
negative effects may potentially be greater under Option 2 as more waste would be being managed in 
the Plan area. 
Option 3 has a number of negative effects, particularly for areas adjacent to the plan area as 
environmental, social and economic effects are transplanted to other areas, particularly in the long 
term.  Meanwhile, objectives related to transport, air pollution and climate change and the economy 
also show heightened longer term effects, though these apply for the Plan Area. Option 4 also has 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

largely negative effects (with a few exceptions, such as the mixed positive and negative effects 
associated with the economy and community vitality SA objectives) caused mainly because self-
sufficiency in managing hazardous waste would bring impacts that were previously exported back into 
the Plan Area, albeit at a relatively low level. 

Revised Recommendations 
On balance, and assuming that it can be effectively demonstrated to be consistent with other proposals 
within the plan, it is considered that Option 2 could be the most sustainable. 

Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
The lack of a clear preference from respondents is noted.  Since completion of Issues and Options 
consultation a decision to proceed with the AWRP development has been taken and the Plan cannot 
influence this matter.  It is agreed that planned capacity for C&I waste should take into account 
expected future increases in recycling and recovery rates. It is agreed that there should not be a 
specific requirement placed on developers to demonstrate that waste cannot be dealt with further up 
the hierarchy.  It will not be possible for the Plan to prevent importation of C&I waste, even if further 
provision for C&I capacity is not made in the Plan, as the market will influence the extent to which this 
happens. 

Evidence base update 
New national waste policy published October 2014 replaced PPS10.  Development of 
Allerton Waste Recovery Park facility commenced late 2014. Planning permission for a 
major merchant energy recovery facility (Southmoor Energy Recovery Centre) was granted in 
early 2015.  Permission has also been granted for an AD facility in York.   

Duty to Cooperate 
Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? Yes. 

At a general level management of C&I waste may involve movements of waste across the plan area 
boundary. 

Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
No clear preference emerged from the consultation process or the SA of options, although the latter 
gave some support for allowing flexibility by planning for some importation of waste.  In this respect it is 
noted that permission has been granted recently for substantial new merchant energy recovery 
capacity in the area which could lead to increased levels of importation of waste, including C&I waste, 
in future although the precise role that such facilities could play in future, if built, is not yet known.  It is 
considered that, where development would be consistent with other relevant policies in the Plan, 
particularly those aimed at moving waste up the hierarchy and managing waste in proximity to where it 
arises, it could be appropriate to provide support in principle for facilities which are intended, primarily, 
to manage waste arising outside the area.  However, taking into account the recent commencement of 
construction of the AWRP facility, which includes large scale Energy from Waste capacity, as well as 
the recent grant of permission for the Southmoor Energy Park, it is not considered that, if the later 
facility is built, it would be necessary or appropriate to support the grant of permission for further large 
scale EfW capacity for management of C&I waste arising outside the area, unless it would represent 
the nearest appropriate installation for the waste to be recovered. 

The preferred approach is therefore based on Options 1 and 2 (modified). 

Preferred policy approach – title changed to W04: Meeting waste 
management capacity requirements Commercial and Industrial 
waste (including hazardous C&I waste) 
1) Capacity requirements for management of C&I waste will be provided through: 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

i) Supporting proposals which would deliver increased capacity for the recycling and/or 
reprocessing and the treatment of C&I waste, particularly where this would reduce 
reliance on export of waste from the Plan area; 

ii) Supporting the delivery of additional transfer station capacity for C&I waste where it 
can be demonstrated that additional provision would contribute to the objective of 
dealing with waste in proximity to where it arises;  

iii) Providing strategic scale capacity for recovery of energy from C&I waste through a 
combination of spare capacity within the Allerton Waste Recovery Park facility and, if 
developed, the Southmoor Energy Centre and former Arbre Power Station site and 
supporting in principle the delivery of additional energy recovery capacity for suitable 
C&I waste, where the planning authority can be satisfied that the facility would be 
appropriately scaled to meet unmet needs for management of residual C&I waste 
arising in the area.  Subject to construction of the permitted large scale treatment 
capacity at Southmoor Energy Recovery Centre and/or the former Arbre Power Station 
site, support will not be given to proposals for large scale energy recovery for C&I 
waste where the waste to be recovered would arise mainly outside the Plan area, unless 
it can be demonstrated that the facility would represent the nearest appropriate 
installation for the waste to be recovered. 

2) Additional provision to help increase self-sufficiency in capacity for management of C&I 
waste is made through site allocations for: 

Allocations for recycling, transfer and treatment of C&I waste: 

Land at Hillcrest, Harmby (WJP01) 
Land at Halton East, near Skipton (WJP13) 
Land at Skibeden, near Skipton (WJP17) 
Land at Allerton Park, near Knaresborough (WJP08) 
Land at Seamer Carr, near Scarborough (WJP15) 
Land at Common Lane, Burn (WJP16) 
Land at Pollington (WJP22) 
Land at Fairfield Road, Whitby (WJP19) 
Land at Harewood Whin, Rufforth (WJP11) 

Proposals for development of these sites will be supported subject to compliance with the 
development management policies in the Plan. 

3) No site specific provision for additional landfill capacity for non-hazardous C&I waste is 
identified although provision of additional capacity for landfill of non-hazardous non-inert C&I 
waste, as well as for an extension of the time period for the utilisation of remaining void space 
at existing landfill sites subject of time limited permissions, will be supported in principle 
where it can be demonstrated that the waste to be landfilled cannot practicably be dealt with 
further up the waste hierarchy and that there is insufficient permitted capacity within the Plan 
area.  Any further unmet requirements for landfill capacity which cannot be met within the Plan 
area will be met through export. 

Capacity for hazardous C&I waste requiring landfill will be met through provision outside the 
Plan area. 

Supporting text 

Substantial capacity for management of C&I waste arising in the area already exists and significant 
further capacity has the benefit of planning permission but has not yet been implemented. 
Nevertheless, evidence produced during preparation of the Plan suggests that the area is reliant on 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

export of waste for final recycling and reprocessing capacity and for the treatment of hazardous waste 
in particular.  Provision of support for additional capacity (as identified in Table 4) could help reduce 
reliance on exports and help contribute to the area being net self-sufficient in capacity for this waste 
stream, although it is likely that the specialised nature of some C&I waste will mean that continued 
reliance on exports for some waste will be required.  Discussions with waste planning authorities 
receiving exports from the Plan area suggest that the potential exists for such exports to continue if 
necessary.  Although there is adequate transfer capacity already in place in the Plan area, the 
provision of additional capacity could assist with managing waste in proximity to where it arises, as well 
as helping to minimise overall transport impacts associated with waste movements, including for those 
wastes which need to be exported for management outside the Plan area. 

A number of proposed allocations for management of C&I waste have been put forward for 
consideration during preparation of the Plan.  In some cases these are considered suitable for 
allocation and are identified and supported in the Policy.   Applications for development of these sites 
for the proposed use will need to be considered against other relevant policies, including the 
development management policies in Chapter 9.   Due to the similarity between some elements of the 
LACW and C&I waste streams, some sites currently play a role in managing both and this position is 
expected to continue.  Sites proposed for allocation for C&I waste may therefore also provide capacity 
for an element of the LACW waste stream and vice versa.  Whilst this helps provide a degree of 
flexibility in provision it also means that it is not possible to quantify the precise scale of capacity that 
could be provided for one stream in particular.  However, it is considered that in combination the 
proposed allocations will provide adequate capacity to meet forecast requirements for management of 
C&I waste. 

New anaerobic digestion capacity has recently been permitted at the North Selby Mine site. If 
developed, this facility would provide adequate capacity to meet expected requirements for relevant 
C&I wastes. 

Subject to implementation of the additional energy recovery capacity in the Southmoor Energy Centre 
and/or former Arbre Power Station sites, it is not expected that there will be any shortfall in energy 
recovery capacity to meet any likely future needs over the plan period.  These sites and the site at 
North Selby Mine are identified in the Plan as committed sites1 and are proposed to be safeguarded 
under Policy S03.  In these circumstances it is not considered appropriate to support the principle of 
further large scale energy recovery capacity for the area in order to meet needs arising within it.  For 
the purposes of this policy it is considered appropriate to use a threshold of 75,000tpa as an indicator 
of large scale, in line with the threshold used to identify strategically significant facilities in the Waste 
Position Paper for Yorkshire and Humber2.  However, it may be appropriate to support the principle of 
further large scale capacity where it can be demonstrated that the facility would represent the nearest 
appropriate installation for recovery of the waste, in line with  relevant legislation, and the proposal is 
otherwise compliant with relevant policies in the Plan.  Any such proposals will also be expected to 
provide for utilisation of heat in accordance with Policy W01.   

It is unlikely that there will be a requirement for significant new capacity for landfill of C&I waste over 
the plan period, taking into account current capacity and expected increases in diversion from landfill 
over the plan period.  However, this assumption is partly dependent on extensions of time being 
granted for continued landfilling at existing sites with time limited permissions, where necessary.  It is 
appropriate to support this in principle in the Plan to meet the needs for disposal of waste which cannot 
be managed in other ways, as well as for new landfill capacity where there is appropriate justification 
and subject to compliance with other relevant criteria in the Plan.  Notwithstanding this approach, there 
is some uncertainty about the potential for new landfill sites for boiodegradeable waste to be 
developed within the Joint Plan area as a result of the impact of pollution control constraints.  A 

1 i.e. they already have planning permission for the development for which they have been put forward. 
2 Yorkshire and Humber Waste Planning Authorities July 2014. 
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number of existing sites in the area, with planning permission for biodegradeable landfill, have not 
received environmental permits from the Environment Agency as a result of pollution control concerns, 
particularly where landfill would take place within existing or former quarries where there is a risk that 
important groundwater resources could be affected.  There is potential for such constraints to affect a 
substantial number of quarry voids in the Plan area, thus significantly limiting the scope for new 
biodegradeable landfill capacity in the area should it be required. It is however considered that any 
remaining requirements for landfill of C&I waste can be met, where necessary, by export from the area, 
taking into account the extent of existing permitted capacity for landfill elsewhere within Yorkshire and 
Humber and the adjacent Tees Valley area. 

Landfill of hazardous waste requires specialist facilities which are limited in occurrence nationally and 
which do not exist in the Plan area.  The very small scale of arisings, in the area, of hazardous waste 
requiring landfill means that it will not be practicable for specific provision to be made in the area.  
Hazardous waste for landfill is currently exported to a range of destinations and contact with relevant 
waste planning authorities suggests that there is potential for such exports to continue where 
necessary. 

Proposals for new capacity for management of C&I waste will also need to demonstrate compliance 
with other relevant policies in the Plan, including the development management policies in Chapter 9.   

Links to Objectives and Policies 
Link to Objectives: 
Objective 1 
Objective 2 
Objective 6 
Objective 7 

Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: 
Id42: Overall approach to waste hierarchy 
Id43: Strategic role of the Plan area in the management of waste 
Id51: Overall locational principles for provision of new waste capacity 
Id53: Waste management facility safeguarding 

SA/SEA 
Summary of assessment 
This policy has both positive and negative effects in relation to many of the objectives. This is because 
it supports the management of waste higher up the waste hierarchy and away from landfill, which has 
benefits in terms of reducing the land take and amenity impacts of simply landfilling waste, though the 
facilities for waste management higher up the waste hierarchy will themselves have a land footprint or 
amenity impacts. 

Some effects are outright positive, for instance strong positive effects were noted for the minimising 
resource use and minimising waste objectives. Other impacts were related to the transport of waste, 
for which there are benefits through reducing reliance on exporting waste for recycling and/or 
reprocessing (resulting in shorter journeys), while there are lesser negative effects associated with 
exporting hazardous waste. This results in mixed effects for the transport, air quality and climate 
change objectives. 

Positive effects were noted for the economy objective (due to the greater local focus being more cost 
effective for industry and supporting local jobs) and the changing population objective (as there may be 
benefits such as increased energy security). Elsewhere in the assessment uncertainty was noted as 
effects were seen as highly dependent on location.   
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

A potential effect was noted in relation to community vitality and health and wellbeing. This is because 
hazardous waste will be managed outside of the Plan area, which will in effect mean that some small 
scale noise and traffic effects may be exported and also negative perceptions of any properties close 
to hazardous waste sites may endure. However, such disposal sites are often remote from community 
receptors so the effect is considered insignificant.  

Recommendations 
Most negative effects are moderated by the development management policies. No further mitigation is 
proposed. 

Id46 - Meeting waste management capacity requirements 
- Construction, demolition and excavation waste (including hazardous CD&E waste)  
Options 
presented at 
Issues and 
options stage 

Option 1: 
This option would support provision of adequate capacity for, and promote 
community responsibility in, management of CD&E waste through: 
 Providing support in principle for proposals which would deliver increased capacity 

for the recycling of CD&E waste, with priority being given to facilities which would 
manage the construction and demolition element of CD&E waste. An indicative 
additional target capacity of up to 300,000tpa could be delivered. Provision of new 
capacity for recycling of CD&E waste would need to be consistent with locational 
and other relevant policies to be identified in the Plan. 

i. Supporting the delivery of additional transfer station capacity for C&D waste where 
it can be demonstrated that additional provision would contribute to the objective of 
dealing with waste in proximity to where it arises 

ii. Supporting additional landfill capacity for non-hazardous CD&E waste where it can 
be demonstrated that the waste to be landfilled cannot practicably be dealt with 
further up the waste hierarchy and that there is insufficient permitted capacity in the 
Plan area or, in the case of inert waste, it would facilitate a high standard of quarry 
reclamation in accordance with agreed reclamation objectives, or the substantial 
improvement of derelict or degraded land to a condition where it can be returned to 
agricultural productivity or other beneficial use. Support would also be provided in 
principle for an extension of the time period for the utilisation of remaining void 
space at existing sites subject of time limited permissions. 

 Landfill capacity for hazardous CD&E waste requiring landfill would be met through 
provision outside the Plan area.  

AND 
Option 2: 
This option would be the same as Option 1 but would, additionally, provide support in 
principle for proposals for the import for landfill of inert CD&E waste arising outside 
the area where it can be demonstrated that the importation and deposit of the waste 
is needed to achieve mineral site reclamation in accordance with agreed objectives.  

What the SA told us 
Under both options it is possible, although uncertain, that there could be negative effects on the 
environment and communities through provision of new facilities, whilst positive effects would be 
realised in relation to managing waste further up the waste hierarchy and using resources efficiently. 
Option 2 would potentially increase negative effects relating to transport through importing wastes from 
elsewhere but in turn this may result in greater positives through facilitating high quality reclamation of 
former quarries. 

Number of consultation responses 
Total Number of comments against 
id: 

12 

Question 112) Do you have a preference for Number of respondents: 12 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

either of the options presented above? Option 1: 4 
SC: 1 
Local Authorities: 1 

Combination: 4 
MWI: 1  
Local Authorities: 2 

Option 2: 1 Did Not Specify: 3 
SC: 1 
MWI: 2 
None: 0 

Question 113) Are there any alternative 
options the Authorities should consider in 
relation to meeting capacity requirements for 
CD&E waste? 

Number of respondents: 0 
SC: 0 
MWI: 0 
Local Authorities: 0 

Brief overview of consultation responses 
Key Messages Q112) 

Option 1: 
 This Option is more positive in terms of waste transportation miles 

Option 2: 
 Has the potential to increase the negative effects of transporting waste through imports 

Options 1+2: 
 Supports managing this waste stream further up the waste hierarchy 

General comments on the Options: 
 Support solutions which maximise CD&E waste minimisation and recovery 
 Greater encouragement of CD&E waste recovery schemes in quarries would result in 

improved restoration and help meet the Plans objectives 
 No preference expresses as both are positive in allowing restoration of quarry voids with inert 

waste dedicated for that need rather than relying upon national capacity for landfill space. Any 
assistance the MPAs can give to encourage recovery schemes in quarries would be 
appreciated and these contribute to improved restoration and meet plan objectives. 

Key Messages Q113) 
No specific comments were submitted against this question, but a comment was submitted against 
id51 which is applicable to this section, this is summarised below: 

Proposed Option 3 
 Develop an alternative option for hazardous waste which would be restrictive in relation to 

provision of any new facilities. 
Suggested approach 
This Option supports the management of hazardous CD&E waste at source where practicable. 
SA of options including alternatives 
Summary of assessment 
Under both options 1 and 2 it is possible, although uncertain, that there could be negative effects on 
the environment and communities through provision of new facilities, whilst positive effects would be 
realised in relation to managing waste further up the waste hierarchy and using resources efficiently. 

Option 2 would potentially increase negative effects relating to transport through importing wastes from 
elsewhere but in turn this may result in greater positives through facilitating high quality reclamation of 
former quarries. 

Option 3 would, in addition to the effects of other options, have a number of uncertain or minor 
negative effects. This is generally due to the effect that creating capacity to deal with hazardous 
construction materials would have on the plan area, for instance if a new specialist landfill facility is 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

needed to be built, which through its use of land and its potential to generate negative public 
perceptions, would have a range of environmental, social and economic effects depending on location. 

Revised Recommendations 
It is recommended that on balance Option 2 would be more sustainable as it would provide greater 
opportunity for securing enhancements to former quarries. There is considerable uncertainty over the 
effects of climate change on option 3, which if pursued should be considered 
Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
The support of respondents for Option 1 or a combination of Options 1 and 2 is noted.  It is agreed that 
policies in the Plan should provide support for moving waste further up the hierarchy.  This is also 
addressed in specific policy dealing with this topic.  Whilst it is noted that some respondents were 
concerned about the transport implications of supporting the principle of importation of inert CD&E 
waste, it is considered that the potential benefits of helping to secure the effective reclamation of 
mineral working sites may override this, subject to consideration of specific transportation impacts on a 
case by case basis, which would be addressed through development control policy in the Plan.  

Evidence base update 
New national waste policy published October 2014 replaced PPS10. 

Duty to Cooperate 
Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? Yes 
At a general level management of C&D waste arising in the Plan area may involve cross 
boundary movements of waste. 

Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
There is significant potential to move management of CD&E waste up the waste hierarchy, including 
encouraging the use of elements of this waste streams as an alternative to primary aggregate 
minerals, as encouraged by proposed minerals supply policies in the Plan.   The provision of support in 
the Plan for delivery of new infrastructure to help meet identified needs and to help ensure provision of 
a comprehensive network of facilities is considered desirable. It is also considered that there is no 
clear basis for seeking to resist the principle of importation of inert waste into the Plan area for quarry 
reclamation purposes, where this could help achieve agreed reclamation objectives. Such an approach 
would be in the interests of the sustainable supply of minerals and maintaining the quality of the 
environment of the Plan area. It is also considered that it would be appropriate to support the principle 
of using inert waste for the improvement of derelict of regarded land as this could also represent a 
sustainable use for the material and would be in line with the proposed overall policy approach to the 
waste hierarchy.  Taking into account the findings of the initial SA the preferred approach is therefore 
based on a combination of Options 1 and 2. 
Preferred policy approach – title changed to W05: Meeting waste management capacity 
requirements Construction, Demolition and Excavation waste (including hazardous CD&E 
waste) 
1) Capacity requirements for management of CD&E waste will be provided through: 

i. Supporting proposals which would deliver increased capacity for the recycling of CD&E 
waste; 

ii. Supporting the delivery of additional transfer station capacity for CD&E waste where it 
can be demonstrated that additional provision would contribute to the objective of 
dealing with waste in proximity to where it arises; 

iii. Supporting provision of additional landfill capacity for non-hazardous non-inert CD&E 
waste where it can be demonstrated that the waste to be landfilled cannot practicably 
be dealt with further up the waste hierarchy and that there is insufficient capacity in 
permitted or allocated sites in the Plan area.  Landfill of inert CD&E waste, including 
such waste arising outside the Plan area, will be supported where it would facilitate a 
high standard of quarry reclamation in accordance with agreed reclamation objectives, 
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or the substantial improvement of derelict or degraded land to a condition where it can 
be returned to a beneficial use; 

iv. Supporting the principle of an extension of the time period for the utilisation of 
remaining void space at existing CD&E landfill sites subject of time limited 
permissions; 

v. Capacity for hazardous CD&E waste requiring landfill will be met through provision 
outside the Plan area. 

2) Additional provision to help meet requirements and increase self-sufficiency in capacity for 
management of CD&E waste is made through site allocations for: 

Allocations for recycling of CD&E waste: 

Land at Potgate Quarry, North Stainley (WJP23) 
Land at Allerton Park, near Knaresborough (WJP08) 
Land at Darrington Quarry, Darrington  (MJP27) 
Land at Barnsdale Bar, Kirk Smeaton (MJP26) 
Land at Went Edge Quarry, Kirk Smeaton (WJP10) 
Land at Whitewall Quarry, Norton (MJP13) 
Land at Duttons Farm, Upper Poppleton (WJP05) 

Proposals for development of these sites will be supported subject to compliance with the 
development management policies in the Plan. 

Allocations for landfill of inert CD&E waste: 

Land at Brotherton Quarry, Burton Salmon (WJP21) 
Land at Tancred Quarry, Scorton (WJP18) 

Proposals for development of these sites will be supported subject to compliance with the 
development management policies in the Plan. 

Allocations for landfill of inert CD&E waste: 

Land at Duttons Farm, Upper Poppleton (WJP05 
Land adjacent to former Escrick brickworks, Escrick (WJP06) 

Proposals for landfill at these sites will only be supported as a means of enabling reclamation 
of any mineral workings developed in connection with allocations MJP52 and MJP55 and 
subject to compliance with development management policies in the Plan. 

Supporting text 

CD&E waste arises in significant quantities in the Plan area and future growth and development 
activity, particularly within the more urbanised parts, is likely to lead to substantial quantities continuing 
to arise over the plan period.  There is high potential for some elements of this waste stream to be 
reused or recycled, sometimes at the point of arising, for example in association with demolition and 
re-development activity.  Evidence suggests that reuse or recycling of suitable CD&E waste already 
takes place at a relatively high rate (estimated at c.64% for the Construction and Demolition element 
managed in the area3). In many cases such material does not enter the wider waste market. 
Management of CD&E waste in this way at the point of arising is usually the most sustainable option 
and often may take place without a specific need for grant of planning permission. 

3 Waste Arisings and Capacity requirements Addendum Report (Urban Vision and 4Resources 2015) 
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d for additional capacity for management of CD&E waste has been identified in evidence work for the 
Plan.  This includes a requirement for both additional recycling capacity and a small amount of 
additional landfill capacity (see Table 4).  Sustainability principles suggest that such waste should only 
be landfilled where it is not practicable to manage it further up the waste hierarchy.  Where landfill is 
required, there are a number of existing sites in the Plan area with permission for this activity. 
Consultation with the minerals industry suggests that there have been increasing difficulties in sourcing 
suitable wastes for quarry reclamation purposes, whilst ensuring a high standard of quarry reclamation 
remains an important objective of national planning policy and an objective of the Joint Plan.  Should 
additional landfill capacity be required it is appropriate to direct this towards the reclamation of minerals 
workings, of which there are a substantial number in the Plan area.  In some cases it may also be 
appropriate to use suitable inert waste to improve the quality of derelict or degraded land, to enable it 
to be brought back into beneficial use and such an approach is also in line with the proposed policy 
W01 relating to the waste hierarchy. 

Hazardous CD&E waste requiring landfill as the only realistic management option arises only in small 
quantities in the Plan area. There is no hazardous landfill capacity in the area and the small volumes 
of such waste arising suggest that provision of capacity in the area in unlikely to be practicable.  Such 
waste is currently exported and consultation with other relevant WPAs suggests that there is likely to 
be potential for such exports to continue over the plan period. 

A number of proposed allocations for management of CD&E waste have been put forward for 
consideration during preparation of the Plan.  Some of these are considered suitable for allocation and 
are identified and supported in the Policy. Applications for development of these sites for the proposed 
use will need to be considered against other relevant policies, including the development management 
policies in Chapter 9.  The allocations identified should, if implemented, enable forecast requirements 
for recycling of CD&E waste to be met during the Plan period, although development of other 
(unallocated) capacity for management of CD&E waste, including landfill where necessary, is also 
supported in the Policy to help provide flexibility and support delivery of the objectives of the Plan. 

Links to Objectives and Policies 
Link to Objectives: 
Objective 1 
Objective 2 
Objective 4 
Objective 6 
Objective 7 

Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: 
Id42: Overall approach to waste hierarchy 
Id43: Strategic role of the Plan area in the management of waste 
Id51: Overall locational principles for provision of new waste capacity 
Id53: Waste management facility safeguarding 

SA/SEA 
Summary of Assessment 
This policy has a range of mixed effects. Many SA objectives report both minor positive and negative 
effects because while new facilities may be built to support the policy (impacting on biodiversity and 
generating dust, noise, local traffic and carbon), utilising CD&E waste to regenerate land or for quarry 
restoration will often restore degraded land, which, depending on the restoration proposed, could bring 
a range of sustainability benefits. The ‘restoration’ aspect of this policy is the key reason why a strong 
positive effect is noted for the soils and land SA objective. 

In a similar way some objectives noted both a neutral effect and a positive effect, largely because 
policies elsewhere in the Plan would mitigate for any negative effects, but the positive effects of quarry 
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restoration would still occur. This occurs with the historic environment and landscape objectives. 

Other strong positives are noted for the minimising resources and minimising waste SA objectives, 
which identified that more recycling of CD&E waste would reduce demand for new materials to be 
extracted and also reduce demand for disposal of materials. This can add value to what was once a 
waste, bringing economic benefits. 

A potential effect was noted in relation to community vitality and health and wellbeing. This is because 
hazardous CD&E waste will be managed outside of the Plan Area, which will in effect mean that some 
small scale noise and traffic effects may be exported and also negative perceptions of any properties 
close to hazardous waste sites may endure. However, such disposal sites are often remote from 
community receptors so the effect is considered insignificant.       

Recommendations 
No further mitigation is proposed. 

Id47 - Managing agricultural waste 
Options 
presented at 
Issues and 
options stage 

Option 1: 
This option would support self-sufficiency in capacity for management of waste, as 
well as the principle of managing waste near to where it arises, by supporting where 
practicable the on-farm management of agricultural waste at the point of arising. 
Where waste can only be managed through more specialised facilities or facilities 
which can only realistically be provided at a larger scale, then support would be 
provided in principle for the development of new infrastructure which would enable 
appropriate waste from more than one holding to be managed and where it can be 
demonstrated that the facility is scaled primarily to deal with waste management 
needs arising in the Plan area. The locational principles for such development would 
need to be in accordance with the site locational principles for waste development to 
be contained in the Plan. 
AND 
Option 2: 
This option would operate in combination with Option 1 and would also give specific 
support in principle for the development of Anaerobic Digestion facilities for the 
management of agricultural waste, in line with national waste strategy. 

What the SA told us 
Both options exhibit a range of sustainability effects although these are in the main neutral to positive. 
Option 1 might result in minor negative effects relating to biodiversity water, air, and health and 
wellbeing. However, most other effects are broadly positive as more on site management would 
reduce transport and associated effects, and would support existing practises of managing farm 
wastes in positive ways. 
Option 2 has similar negative effects, as well as possible negative effects on farm landscapes. 
However, it also has some strong positive sustainability effects that arise from the benefits of turning 
farm waste into energy and biodigestate (an end product of anaerobic digestion that can be used as a 
fertiliser), such as benefits for climate change, minimisation of use of resources and soils and land. 
One particular area of uncertainty, however, is where crops are specifically grown to produce 
biodigestate and energy, which could cancel out some sustainability benefits as it would increase land 
requirements. 

Number of consultation responses 
Total Number of comments against id: 15 
Question 114) Do you have a preference for 
either of the options presented above? 

Number of respondents: 13 
Option 1: 3 
SC: 1 

Combination: 4 
Local Authorities: 1 
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Option 2: 5 
Local Authorities: 1 

Did Not Specify: 1 
SC: 1 

None: 

Question 115) Are there any alternative 
options the Authorities should consider in 
relation to meeting capacity requirements for 
Agricultural waste? 

Number of respondents: 2 
SC: 0 
MWI: 0 
Local Authorities: 0 

Brief overview of consultation responses 
Key Messages Q114) 

Option 1: 
 Supports managing waste close to where it arises reducing waste transport miles 
 AD facilities should be excluded from using food crops as this may lead to reduced food 

production capacity 

Option 2: no specific comments were received 

Option 1+2: 
 AD facilities can accept local food waste and residual waste can be applied to farmland 
 Supports the development of AD facilities 

General comments on the Options: 
 Key concern, ensuring no detrimental impact upon amenity and no pollution of water 

Key Messages Q115) 
Alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options 
Chapter 6 – Waste table’. There were no realistic alternatives to take forward into an option but one 
point was raised to be considered during progression to Preferred Options and this was that food crops 
should not be used for biogas. 

SA of options including alternatives 
N/A 
Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
It is agreed that it would be necessary to ensure that amenity and ground and surface water is 
adequately protected from impacts from development.  This is addressed in other policy areas in the 
Plan.  The preference for excluding food crops from AD is noted but is outside the direct control of the 
Plan, which is concerned with management of waste. 

Evidence base update 
New national waste policy published October 2014 replaced PPS10. 

Duty to Cooperate 
Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No 

Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
The national policy principles of moving waste up the hierarchy and managing waste near to where it 
arises apply to agricultural waste in the same way as to other waste streams.  The Government has 
produced a national strategy for Anaerobic Digestion to help encourage its use as a method in 
management of suitable wastes, which could include waste arising from the agricultural sector.  The 
SA noted strong positive impacts associated with Option 2, which is intended to operate in conjunction 
with Option 1, and a combination of the two Options was supported by a number of respondents at 
Issues and Options stage.  The preferred approach is therefore a combination of Options 1 and 2. 
Preferred policy approach – changed title to W06: Managing agricultural waste 
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Proposals for the on-farm management of agricultural waste at the point of arising, including 
proposals for individual farm-scale anaerobic digestion, will be supported where the proposed 
development would help move waste up the waste hierarchy, is appropriately scaled in relation 
to the arisings requiring management and compliance with relevant development management 
policies in the Plan can be demonstrated. 

Proposals scaled to provide capacity for the management of agricultural waste from more than 
one agricultural holding, including facilities for the anaerobic digestion of agricultural waste, 
will be supported where they would be consistent with the overall locational principles and site 
identification principles for waste development in Policies W10 and W11; would help move 
waste up the waste hierarchy, and; compliance with relevant development management 
policies in the Plan can be demonstrated. 

Supporting text 

The Joint Plan area has extensive areas of agricultural land and the agricultural sector is an important 
part of the local economy.  Evidence suggests that substantial amounts of agricultural waste arise and 
that much of this is dealt with at the site where it arises, typically by spreading on land.  Whilst 
evidence suggests that overall capacity for management of agricultural waste is sufficient, there may 
be potential for some agricultural waste to be managed further up the waste hierarchy than is currently 
the case, including through processes such as anaerobic digestion which is encouraged through the 
national Waste Management Plan.  It may be practicable for such activity to take place at the scale of 
an individual farm holding, dependant on the scale and nature of the holding. In other cases it may be 
more practicable for some agricultural wastes to be dealt with at facilities which provide capacity for 
multiple holdings.  Both approaches may be appropriate within the area and in order to provide 
flexibility both are supported in the policy subject to compliance with other relevant policies in the Plan.  

Some waste arising through agricultural activity is managed alongside other similar wastes arising 
within the wider commercial and industrial sector and requirements for off-farm disposal have been 
included within provision for commercial and industrial waste in line with the waste capacity gap 
analysis undertaken to support the Plan.    
Links to Objectives and Policies 
Link to Objectives: 
Objective 1 
Objective 2 
Objective 7 

Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: 
Id42: Overall approach to waste hierarchy 
Id43: Strategic role of the Plan area in the management of waste 
Id51: Overall locational principles for provision of new waste capacity 
Id53: Waste management facility safeguarding 

SA/SEA 
Summary of assessment 
For most objectives this option displays either positive effects or neutral effects. In particular the 
preferred policy performs very positively against the resource use and waste minimisation objectives, 
in part because it encourages lower resource use and moves waste up the waste hierarchy. It also 
performs well for the soils and land objective because of the benefits of utilising organic farm wastes in 
composts or as biodigestate for improving the productivity of land. However, this same objective 
records some uncertainty that crops may be grown as a feedstock for an AD facility, which if this were 
to happen could negatively impact on land as it my displace food crops.  

Other areas of uncertainty were recorded for several objectives as the policy relies on other policies in 
the plan being adopted in their current form. A negligible to minor negative effect was noted in relation 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

to biodiversity due to the possible combined effect of  land take and leachate from off and on farm 
facilities as well as localised nutrient loading of soils from on farm facilities still being significant even 
after other policies mitigating policies are applied. 

Recommendations 
It may be advantageous to slightly alter the policy to add wording akin to ‘additional organic waste 
streams may be acceptable at agricultural anaerobic digestion facilities provided that they serve a local 
need and comply with the overall policy’. This would further enhance benefits, particularly to the land / 
soils objective.  

Clear links in the supporting text to policy D11 on sustainable design would further lessen effects on 
biodiversity. 

Id48 - Managing low level (non-nuclear) radioactive waste 
Options presented 
at Issues and 
options stage 

Option 1: 
This option would assume that needs for capacity for management of LLRW 
would be met outside the Plan area.  
OR 
Option 2: 
This option would assume that capacity needs for management of LLRW are 
likely to be met outside the Plan area but would provide support in principle for 
development of specialist facilities in the Plan area where it can be demonstrated 
that the facility would enable LLRW arising in the area to be managed further up 
the hierarchy. The locational principles for such development would need to be 
in accordance with the site locational principles for waste development to be 
contained in the Plan. 

What the SA told us 
The effects of Option 1 would largely be neutral or beneficial within the Plan area given that the waste 
would be managed elsewhere. The main negative effects under Option 1 would be in relation to 
transportation of LLRW and associated emissions. 
In comparison, under Option 2 effects are largely uncertain as proposals would need to be considered 
against other policies within the Plan. This option has potential negative effects in relation to the local 
environment and communities. Given that low levels of LLRW are produced in the Plan area, in terms 
of viability Option 2 may also result in management of waste which has arisen outside of the Joint Plan 
area which may exacerbate any negative effects. 

Number of consultation responses 
Total Number of comments against id: 7 
Question 116) Do you have a preference for 
either of the options presented above? 

Number of respondents: 6 
Option 1: 6 
Local Authorities: 1 

Combination: 0 

Option 2: 0 Did Not Specify: 0 

None: 0 

Question 117) Are there any alternative 
options the Authorities should consider in 
relation to meeting capacity requirements for 
LLRW? 

Number of respondents: 1 
SC: 0 
MWI: 0 
Local Authorities: 0 

Brief overview of consultation responses 
Key Messages Q116) 

Option 1: 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

 Manage waste outside the Plan area 
Option 2: 

 No specific comments about option 2 were raised. 

Key Messages Q117) 
Only one alternative was put forward which was to not allow fracking as it might produce LLR waste. 
This was not considered a reasonable alternative and so was discounted and not taken forward. 

SA of options including alternatives 
N/A 
Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
The preference of respondents for Option 1 is noted. 

Evidence base update 
New national waste policy published October 2014 replaced PPS10.  Proposals for testing for shale 
gas in the Vale of Pickering were announced in late 2014.  If pursued, this could potentially lead to 
some increase in generation of LLR waste in the Plan area, through the need for management of 
Naturally Occurring Radioactive Materials arising in flowback waters generated during any 
development. 

In July 2014 the Government published a Strategy for the Management of Naturally Occurring 
Radioactive Materials (NORM) Waste.  This indicates that as the unconventional gas industry in the 
UK is still in its infancy it is very difficult to predict with any confidence at this stage how much NORM 
waste will be generated or what its properties will be until more exploratory activity and analysis is 
undertaken.  It indicates the possibility of reusing flowback waters (which is the main waste generated 
by the industry which is likely to be contaminated with NORM) and suggests there is likely to be some 
potential for on-site treatment of liquid waste, as well as, potentially, the need for bespoke treatment 
facilities.  It states that the Strategy for liquid waste contaminated with NORM will need to be assessed 
and reviewed as more information becomes available. 

Duty to Cooperate 
Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? Yes 
At a general level management of LLR arising in the Plan area is likely to involve cross boundary 
movements of waste. 

Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
Since undertaking consultation at Issues and Options stage there has been growing interest in the 
potential for exploitation of shale gas in the Joint Plan area, with proposals for appraisal of potential 
reserves in the Vale of Pickering expected during 2015.  This has the potential to lead to an increase in 
arising of LLRW in the form of Naturally Occurring Radioactive Materials (NORM) within flowback 
waters generating by hydraulic fracturing.  There is little specific evidence at this stage on the potential 
quantities or management routes for this potential waste, although Government strategy suggests that 
liquid waste may be capable of onsite treatment or may require bespoke treatment facilities. 

The national strategy for LLRW supports its movement up the waste hierarchy. Other key principles in 
national policy are also likely to remain relevant, including the benefits of dealing with waste in 
proximity to where it arises.  Whilst those who responded preferred an approach of seeking to deal 
with LLRW outside the Plan area it is considered that any local policy should provide a degree of 
support for provision of local capacity where this can be delivered consistent with other relevant policy 
in the Plan. 

It is therefore considered that the preferred approach should be based on Option 2. 
Preferred policy approach – title changed to W07: Managing low level (non-nuclear) radioactive 
waste 
Capacity requirements for management of Low Level Radioactive Waste arising in the Plan area 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

will be met through a combination of export to facilities outside the area and, where 
practicable, the provision of capacity within the Plan area to meet needs for LLRW arising 
within it.  Particular support will be given to proposals which would assist in moving 
management of LLRW up the waste hierarchy, with preference being given to the onsite 
management of waste at the point of arising where practicable. 

Supporting text 

There is relatively limited evidence on arisings of LLRW in the Plan area and the means by which it is 
managed.  Available evidence suggests current arisings are very low.  Management of LLRW is 
understood to take place through a combination of onsite disposal through incineration (eg within the 
Health care sector), export for management elsewhere (particularly the Knostrop facility in Leeds) and 
co-disposal alongside other waste.  

Whilst there is no specific information on expected future arisings, there is the potential for generation 
of Naturally Occurring Radioactive Materials if exploration, appraisal or development of shale gas 
takes place in the Plan area.  Flowback fluids from hydraulic fracturing can constitute a significant 
source of NORM, depending on the local geology.  There may be potential for such waste to be dealt 
with via onsite treatment of the water prior to reuse for further hydraulic fracturing or prior to reinjection. 

National policy and strategy applies the principles of the waste hierarchy to LLRW (including NORM) 
and it is appropriate to support the principle of providing local capacity for management of this waste 
stream where practicable, whilst acknowledging that it may not be practicable to provide local facilities 
to deal with the very low volumes of current arisings.  On-going reliance on export of some LLRW for 
management is therefore likely to be required.  Evidence suggests that there is capacity available at 
the Knostrop facility in Leeds, which is also likely to represent the nearest appropriate installation for 
the disposal of some LLRW. 

Proposals for development of capacity for LLRW within the Plan area will need to demonstrate 
consistency with other relevant policies in the Plan, including the development management policies in 
Chapter 9. 

Links to Objectives and Policies 
Links to Objectives 
Objective 2 

Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: 
Id42: Overall approach to waste hierarchy 
Id43: Strategic role of the Plan area in the management of waste 
Id51: Overall locational principles for provision of new waste capacity 
Id53: Waste management facility safeguarding 

SA/SEA 
Summary of assessment 
Mostly the effects of this preferred policy are small scale as the volume of LLRW is expected to be low 
and most significant impacts would be regulated through the environmental permitting regime. There 
could however be small impacts associated with land take, the possibility of accidental spills, changes 
to character resulting from small built structures or low level changes in traffic levels as a result of this 
preferred policy. This leads to low level negative effects (with considerable uncertainty) on the 
biodiversity, water quality, soil, climate change, historic environment, and landscape objectives with 
mixed positive and negative effects on the transport objective.   There are low level positive effects on 
the waste management and economy (longer term only) objectives. Elsewhere effects are either 
uncertain or no effects are observed. 

Recommendations  
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

No further mitigation is proposed. 

Id49 - Managing waste water (sewage sludge) 
Options 
presented at 
Issues and 
options stage 

Option 1: 
This option would support the development of new infrastructure for the management 
of waste water, where such provision would be in line with requirements identified in 
asset management plans produced by waste water infrastructure providers active in 
the Plan area. Preference would be given to the expansion of existing infrastructure 
in appropriate locations rather than the development of new facilities. 
AND 
Option 2: 
The approach under this option would be the same as for Option 1 but support would 
also be provided in principle for the development of new sites in appropriate locations 
for management of waste water as well as for the expansion of existing facilities. 

What the SA told us 
Both options would result in positive effects in relation to provision of infrastructure necessary to 
support communities and both have minor positive effects in relation to employment. Under both 
options there is also the potential for localised negative effects on the environment although these 
could be more significant under Option 2 through the likelihood of a greater number of new (rather than 
extended) facilities. 

Number of consultation responses 
Total Number of comments against id: 9 
Question 118) Do you have a preference for 
either of the options presented above? 

Number of respondents: 7 

Option 1: 2 Combination: 2 
Local Authorities: 1 

Option 2: 3 
Local Authorities: 1 

Did Not Specify: 0 

None: 0 

Question 119) Are there any alternative 
options the Authorities should consider in 
relation to managing waste water (sewage 
sludge)? 

Number of respondents: 2 
SC: 0 
MWI: 0 
Local Authorities: 0 

Brief overview of consultation responses 
Key Messages Q118) 
Option 2: 

 Additional capacity of WWTW likely to be sought from expansion of existing sites 
 Flexibility in the policy is required for new sites if needed, including innovative forms of 

treatment 

Option 1+2: 
 New development will lead to higher levels of sewage sludge 
 New sites in appropriate locations are acceptable in principle 

Key Messages Q119) 
Two alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new 
options Chapter 6 – Waste table’ along with justification as to why they have or have not been taken 

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 185 



                   

 
 

             
 

   
 

 
   

 
  

 
  

  
  

  
  

 
  

    
 

 
   

 
   

  
     

    
  

    
  

    
      
     

     

 
   

   
      

  
 

   
    

     
   

 
    

      
    

     
  

 

 
     

    
        

       
   

Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

forward. Neither was able to be taken forward as an alternative option although some points were 
raised which should be taken into consideration when progressing to the Preferred options stage. The 
policy should consider promoting the siting of anaerobic digestion facilities on waste water treatment 
works, and, sewage sludge and waste water should be viewed as a valuable resource. 

SA of options including alternatives 
N/A 
Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
It is agreed that it is likely to be appropriate to incorporate some flexibility in policy to allow the 
development of capacity at new sites where necessary.  It is also agreed that the potential for siting of 
AD facilities at Waste Water Treatment Works is a matter which could be considered under this policy 
to help move waste further up the hierarchy. 

Evidence base update 
New national waste policy published October 2014 replaced PPS10. 

Duty to Cooperate  
Is this a duty to cooperate matter? No 

Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
Whilst evidence suggests that requirements for increased capacity for management of waste water 
and sewage sludge are most likely to be met through expansion of capacity at existing treatment sites, 
it is acknowledged that it would be beneficial for policy to provide support for new sites in appropriate 
locations, in order to provide more flexibility to respond to increased demand for capacity, particularly 
taking into account potential for housing growth in the area over the plan period.  Whilst the initial SA 
indicates the potential for more negative effects on the environment associated with Option 2 it is likely 
that these could be addressed through application of development control policy.  It is therefore 
considered that the preferred approach should be based on Option 2.   In order to help ensure the 
movement of waste up the hierarchy it is also accepted that it could be appropriate to make reference 
in the policy to support for the principle of siting AD capacity at WWTW.  This could also help minimise 
overall movement of waste. 

Preferred policy approach – title changed to W08: Managing waste water (sewage sludge) 
Proposals for the development of new infrastructure and increased capacity for the 
management of waste water and sewage sludge will be supported in line with requirements 
identified in asset management plans produced by waste water infrastructure providers active 
in the Plan area. Preference will be given to the expansion of existing infrastructure in 
appropriate locations rather than the development of new facilities.  Where it is not practicable 
to provide required additional capacity at existing sites, support will be provided for the 
development of new sites for the management of waste water and sewage sludge in line with 
the Waste Site Identification Principles in Policy W11. 

Co-location of Anaerobic Digestion capacity with waste water treatment infrastructure will be 
supported in principle where the Anaerobic Digestion capacity to be provided would utilise 
output from the associated treatment works, where it would be of a scale appropriate to the 
location of the host waste water treatment site and where compliance with the development 
management policies in the Plan can be demonstrated. 

Supporting text 

Provision of adequate capacity for treatment of waste water is necessary in order to ensure that plans 
for growth (such as housing and economic development) can be delivered.  The asset management 
plans of the various waste water infrastructure providers in the Plan area provide an indication of 
potential future requirements but do not cover the timeframe of the Joint plan. Consultation with the 
infrastructure providers suggests that, whilst the majority of new investment in capacity is likely to be 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

based around expansion of the existing facility network, there may be a need for development of new 
sites.  Provision for some flexibility in the Plan for this is appropriate in order to ensure that adequate 
opportunities for development of capacity are available.   

Some of the output from waste water treatment activity may be capable of being subject to further 
treatment through anaerobic digestion processes and this could help move this waste further up the 
hierarchy through reducing landfilling and recovering energy.  In some instances, particularly for larger 
scale WWTW, it may be appropriate to co-locate AD capacity at the site as this could help minimise 
the overall need for transport of waste.  Where such development is proposed it will be necessary to 
ensure that compliance with relevant development management policies in the Plan can be achieved. 

Links to Objectives and Policies 
Link to Objectives: 
Objective 1 
Objective 2 
Objective 6 
Objective 7 

Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: 
Id42: Overall approach to waste hierarchy 
Id43: Strategic role of the Plan area in the management of waste 
Id51: Overall locational principles for provision of new waste capacity 
Id53: Waste management facility safeguarding 

SA/SEA 
Summary of assessment 
Mostly the sustainability effects of this preferred option are small scale and minor and may be positive 
or negative. For instance, minor negative effects are associated with the objectives for biodiversity, air, 
adaptation to climate change, historic environment, landscape and flooding in part because the 
facilities supported by the policy have a physical land take, would be likely to be located close to water 
and through traffic, construction activities and bio-aerosols, would impact upon air. Some objectives 
(such as the land use, climate change and health and wellbeing objectives) displayed mixed positive 
and negative effects because while the processes that take place may intrinsically have negative 
effects associated with them, co-location with AD and expanding sites allows for new positive effects 
such as reduced additional land take or the offsetting of energy use to take place. For the health and 
wellbeing objective, waste water treatment is on the one hand seen as essential for health and 
wellbeing while on the other hand could have local amenity effects. 

The preferred policy performs particularly strongly against the resource use and waste hierarchy 
objectives as co-locating AD facilities with waste water / sewage treatment facilities will help turn waste 
materials into economically valuable resources. Sewage / water treatment also underpins the further 
development of settlements so performs well against the changing population needs objective. 

Recommendations  
Negative effects associated with this preferred policy have already largely been reduced by this policy. 
However, sequential testing for flooding will be required prior to allocation or planning approval.  Flood 
plain compensatory storage may also be required 

Id50 - Managing power station ash 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

Options Option 1: 
presented at In line with policy options relating to the supply of secondary aggregate, this option 
Issues and would support the use of ash as an alternative to primary aggregate but, for ash 
options stage which cannot be used in this way, would support its continued disposal in accordance 

with existing arrangements at the Gale Common, Barlow and Brotherton Ings ash 
disposal sites, which would be identified in the Plan as strategic sites to meet the 
disposal needs of power generation.  

What the SA told us 
There are some minor negative effects on biodiversity, water, local air quality and the historic 
environment, as well as less certain minor negative effects on landscape, community vitality (for which 
there are also some positive effects associated with employment) and health and wellbeing associated 
with this option, arising out of localised problems such as dust generation, possible runoff / leachate 
and traffic. These may however be offset to a degree by positive environmental and social effects, 
particularly in relation to reduced land take, resulting from lower levels of primary minerals extraction 
should support for use of power station ash result in less demand / need for this. There are some 
major positive effects associated with climate change, minimising the use of resources and minimising 
waste generation resulting from the potential for power station ash to reduce demand for primary 
aggregates, and minor positive effects associated with the economy and meeting the needs of the 
population. 

Number of consultation responses 
Total Number of comments against id: 11 
Question 120) Do you agree with the option 
presented above? 

Number of respondents: 9 
Option 1: 7 
MWI: 2 
Local Authorities: 1 

Did Not Specify: 0 

None: 2 

Question 121) Are there any alternative Number of respondents: 1 
options the Authorities should consider in SC: 0 
relation to managing power station ash? MWI: 0 

Local Authorities: 0 
Brief overview of consultation responses 
Key Messages Q120) 

 Oppose increased management of power station ash, as a by-product of incineration 
 Support increased availability of material for secondary aggregates 
 Support continued use of existing power station ash disposal sites (Gale Common, Barlow and 

Brotherton Ings) 
 Producers of power station ash should maximise treatment and use as secondary aggregate 

or mineral site restoration material 

Key Messages Q121) 
Any alternative options which were suggested in the responses are detailed in the ‘Suggested new 
options Chapter 6 – Waste table’ along with justification as to why they have or have not been taken 
forward. Any realistic alternatives are summarised and worked up below: 

Proposed Option 2 
 Support the disposal of power station ash along with inert material in landfill. 

Suggested approach 
This option would support the disposal of power station ash along with inert material in landfill. 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

General 
 Submission of a comparative study of alternative sites should be required for proposals to 

dispose colliery spoil 

SA of options including alternatives 
Summary of assessment 
There are some minor negative effects of option 1 on biodiversity, water, local air quality and the 
historic environment, as well as less certain minor negative effects on landscape, community vitality 
(for which there are also some positive effects associated with employment) and health and wellbeing 
associated with this option, arising out of localised problems such as dust generation, possible runoff / 
leachate and traffic. These may however be offset to a degree by positive environmental and social 
effects, particularly in relation to reduced land take, resulting from lower levels of primary minerals 
extraction should support for use of power station ash result in less demand / need for this. There are 
some major positive effects associated with climate change, minimising the use of resources and 
minimising waste generation resulting from the potential for power station ash to reduce demand for 
primary aggregates, and minor positive effects associated with the economy and meeting the needs of 
the population. 

Option 2 supports disposal of power station ash in landfill. Although there is considerable uncertainty in 
the assessment, as much depends on the location of landfill sites chosen, this option displays a broad 
range of social, environmental and economic negative effects. In particular the Sustainability Appraisal 
highlights concerns over the potential costs and effects of transporting potentially large volumes to 
landfill sites, which could also make landfill sites more quickly reach capacity. At the same time power 
station ash, which could potentially be utilised as a saleable product in the future, will be lost from the 
economy forever when mixed with landfill. 

Revised Recommendations 
If Option 1 is pursued, mitigation measures around dust, water pollution and traffic can be 
strengthened through policies in the plan. Option 2 is not recommended as it is seen as broadly 
unsustainable. 
Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
The general support for the option presented is noted.  Other policy in the plan addresses the issue of 
encouraging utilisation of power station ash as secondary aggregate.  The co-disposal of ash with inert 
waste in landfill is not supported as it may act as a disincentive to the re-use of the material. 

Evidence base update 
New national waste policy published October 2014 replaced PPS10. 

Duty to Cooperate  
Is this a duty to cooperate matter? No 
Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
In accordance with the findings of the initial SA and the views of most respondents, it is considered 
appropriate to carry forward Option 1, which is also generally in line with national policy. 
Preferred policy approach – title changed to W09: Managing power station ash 
Support will be given to proposals to increase the utilisation of power station ash as secondary 
aggregate or for other beneficial use, in line with the preferred policy M11 for the Supply of 
Alternatives to Land Won Primary Aggregate.   

Where ash cannot be utilised for beneficial purposes, support will be given for the continued 
disposal of power station ash at the existing Gale Common, Barlow and Brotherton Ings ash 
disposal sites, which are identified and safeguarded in the Plan as strategic sites for the 
disposal of waste.  

Supporting text 

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 189 



                   

 
 

             
 

 
   

     
   

   
   

   

 

       
      

 

     
 

 

 
  

    

  

 
 

  
 
      

       
      

      
  

     
     

  
  

 
 

    
    

   
 

    
 

 

  
 

 
   

Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

Ash is produced in large quantities as a result of power generation activity in Selby District and forms a 
major and distinctive element of overall arisings of waste in the Plan area.  The requirements of the 
waste hierarchy and the need to encourage the sustainable supply of minerals indicate that it is 
preferable for this waste to be put to beneficial use where possible.  An element of the power station 
ash waste stream is already put to beneficial use as secondary aggregate and policy support for 
increased such use is provided in policy dealing with Supply of Alternatives to Land Won Primary 
Aggregate (Policy M11).  

Whilst there has been recent investment in infrastructure to support increased utilisation of power 
station ash, it is expected that large volumes will continue to require disposal.  Well established long 
term disposal arrangements are in place for each of the three main power stations in the Plan area and 
it is expected that these arrangements will need to continue over the life of the Plan.  The three main 
disposal sites represent strategically important waste management facilities in the Plan area and it is 
appropriate to identify them as such, and safeguard them to ensure their availability for the future. 
Links to Objectives and Policies 
Link to Objectives 
Objective 1 
Objective 2 
Objective 4 
Objective 6 
Objective 7 

Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: 
Id14: Supply of alternatives to land won primary aggregates 
Id42: Overall approach to waste hierarchy 
Id43: Strategic role of the Plan area in the management of waste 
Id51: Overall locational principles for provision of new waste capacity 
Id53: Waste management facility safeguarding 

SA/SEA 
Summary of assessment 
There are some minor negative effects on biodiversity, water, local air quality and the historic 
environment, as well as less certain minor negative effects on landscape, community vitality (for which 
there are also some positive effects associated with employment) and health and wellbeing associated 
with this option, arising out of localised problems such as dust generation, possible runoff / leachate 
and traffic. These may however be offset to a degree by positive environmental and social effects, 
particularly in relation to reduced land take, resulting from lower levels of primary minerals extraction 
should support for use of power station ash result in less demand / need for this. There are some 
major positive effects associated with climate change, minimising the use of resources and minimising 
waste generation resulting from the potential for power station ash to reduce demand for primary 
aggregates, and minor positive effects associated with the economy and meeting the needs of the 
population.  

Recommendations 
It is considered that other development management policies in the Plan, combined with environmental 
permitting would deal with the issues relating to dust, water pollution and air quality that have been 
identified in this assessment. No further mitigation is proposed. 

Id51 - Overall locational principles for provision of new waste capacity 
Options 
presented at 
Issues and 
options stage 

Option 1: 
This option would seek to ensure that sufficient waste management capacity is 
provided through a combination of:  
 Making best use of the existing facility network, for example by supporting provision 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

of increased capacity at existing waste management facilities unless there would 
be unacceptable environmental or local amenity impacts. 

 Supporting the provision of capacity at new sites (i.e. sites not currently in use for 
waste management purposes) where the facility would contribute to meeting needs 
identified in the Plan and the site meets any more detailed waste site identification 
criteria contained in the Plan (see subsequent options).  

OR 
Option 2: 
This option would seek to ensure that sufficient waste management capacity is 
provided through a combination of:  
 Making best use of the existing facility network, for example by supporting provision 

of increased capacity at existing waste management facilities unless there would 
be unacceptable environmental or local amenity impacts. 

 Supporting the provision of capacity at new sites where the facility would contribute 
to meeting needs identified in the Plan; the site is compatible with other waste site 
identification criteria in the Plan (see subsequent options); and the site is located as 
close as practicable to the source/s of waste to be dealt with. This could mean 
giving priority to locations for new smaller scale facilities serving District scale 
markets for waste which are within or near to main settlements in the area or, for 
facilities which are intended to serve the needs of waste arising mainly in rural 
areas, are well located with regard to the geographical area the facility is to serve.  

 For facilities expected to play a wider strategic role (i.e. serving catchments 
covering a substantial part of the Plan area) these should be located where overall 
transportation impacts would be minimised taking into account the market area 
expected to be served by the facility. 

OR 
Option 3: 
This option would seek to ensure that sufficient waste management capacity is 
provided through a combination of:  
 Making best use of the existing facility network, for example by supporting provision 

of increased capacity at existing waste management facilities unless there would be 
unacceptable environmental or local amenity impacts. 

 Supporting the provision of capacity at new sites where the facility would contribute 
to meeting needs identified in the Plan; the site is compatible with other waste site 
identification principles in the Plan (see subsequent options), and; giving priority to 
sites located within close proximity, preferably within 5km, to the major road 
network.  

AND 
Option 4: 
This option would operate alongside one of options 1 to 3 above and would limit 
provision of new waste management capacity to those parts of the Plan area outside 
the North York Moors National Park and AONBs unless the facility to be provided is 
designed and scaled specifically for meeting waste management needs arising in the 
designated area and can be provided without causing harm to the designated area.  

What the SA told us 
While all options display a significant amount of diversity, there are a number of positive effects for the 
first three options. These are chiefly associated with the minimisation of the land and associated 
infrastructure footprint through maximising use of existing sites and the reduction of transport, which is 
significantly better for Options 2 and 3 than Option 1. As all three options support the principle of 
sufficient waste management infrastructure they make a significant contribution to managing waste 
higher up the waste hierarchy.  
Option 4 is considered alongside other options, so cannot be directly compared to them. This option 
would have overall positive effects on landscape, biodiversity, cultural heritage and on recreational 
opportunities through protecting the National Park and AONBs. However, it also shows some potential 
for minor negative effects in relation to transport generated and where it would displace major 
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development to other parts of the Plan area. 
Uncertainty is noted with several objectives as the extent of impacts is often dependent on the other 
detailed waste site identification criteria contained in the Plan, which is uncertain until options for this 
have been decided upon. 

Number of consultation responses 
Total Number of comments against id: 38 
Question 122) Do you have a preference for 
any of the options presented above? 

Number of respondents: 24 
Option 1: 0 Combination: 9 

Opt. 2+3: 2 
SC: 1 
Opt. 3+4: 3 
Local Authorities: 1 
Opt. 2+4: 2 
Local Authorities: 1 
Opt. 1+3: 1 
Opt. 1+2 (part) 
MWI: 1  
Opt. 1+4: 1 
MWI: 1  

Option 2: 1 Did Not Specify: 5 
SC: 1 

Option 3: 6 
MWI: 1 

None: 1 

Option 4: 2 
SC: 1 

Question 123) Are there any alternative 
options the Authorities should consider in 
relation to the overall locational principles for 
new waste management capacity? 

Number of respondents: 7 
SC: 1 
MWI: 0 
Local Authorities: 1 

Question 124) Do you have any views on Number of respondents: 7 
whether a distinction could be drawn SC: 0 
between strategic scale facilities and other MWI: 1 
facilities, and if so how (see Option 2)? Local Authorities: 0 
Question 125) If we were to follow the 
approach set out in Option 3, do you have 
any views on the distance used for the 
identification of sites (currently suggested as 
5km)? 

Number of respondents: 6 
SC: 0 
MWI: 1 
Local Authorities: 1 

Brief overview of consultation responses 
Key Messages Q122) 
Option 2: 

 Supports the proximity principle 

Option 3: 
 Supports the approach of a number of smaller scale facilities close to areas of waste 

production which have the greatest chance of sustainability 

Option 4: 
 Welcomes option 4 as this directs waste developments away from protected landscapes  

Options 2+3: 
 Supports the proximity principle. Provide smaller sites near points of waste production 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

Options 3+4: 
 The combination presents the optimum environmental solution to locating new sites as close 

as practical to source of arising and the strategic highway network 
 Landfill should not be undertaken on sites which are valuable for biodiversity (such as 

quarries) 
 Supports the proximity principle 
 Would also support a general presumption against such development in national parks and 

AONBs 

Options 2+4: 
 Minimisation of transport impacts is important for strategic scale facilities 
 Suitably sized facilities should not be ruled out in protected landscapes 

Options 1+4: 
 Supports a flexible approach 
 Supports the recognition that an element of waste can be managed outside the Plan area 

Option 1 in combination with option 2 (part) 
 Support is given to the recognition that strategic sites can come forward during the life of the 

Plan (opt1) and it is agreed these should be located were transport impacts can be minimised 
(opt2(part)) 

General comments on the options: 
 All the options presented are limited and too similar and should provide a greater level of 

flexibility 
 AWRP is a mistake and should be excluded 

Key Messages Q123) 
A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested 
new options Chapter 6 – Waste table’ along with justification as to why they have or have not been 
taken forward. Any realistic alternatives are summarised and worked up below: 

Proposed Option 5 
 Combine Option 1 with 3rd bullet point of Option 2 which refers to strategic facilities being 

located where transport impacts can be minimised. 
Suggested approach 
This option would combine Option 1 with the 3rd bullet point of Option 2 
Wording 
This option would seek to ensure that sufficient waste management capacity is provided through a 
combination of: 
 Making best use of the existing facility network, for example by supporting provision of increased 

capacity at existing waste management facilities unless there would be unacceptable 
environmental or local amenity impacts. 

 Supporting the provision of capacity at new sites (i.e. sites not currently in use for waste 
management purposes) where the facility would contribute to meeting needs identified in the Plan 
and the site meets any more detailed waste site identification criteria contained in the Plan (see 
subsequent options). 

For facilities expected to play a wider strategic role (i.e. serving catchments covering a substantial part 
of the Plan area) these should be located where overall transportation impacts would be minimised 
taking into account the market area expected to be served by the facility. 

Proposed Option 6 
 An option which provides more flexibility than existing options 1, 2 and 3 with the main focus 

being on environmental protection. 
Suggested approach 
This option would seek to ensure that sufficient waste management capacity is provided through 
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directing facilities to locations where impacts on the environment can be minimised, as determined by 
consideration against Development Management policies. 

Proposed Option 7 
 Expansion of existing sites should be preferable to the development of new sites. 

Suggested approach 
This option would work alongside either of options 1, 2 or 3 and would require proposals for new 
facilities to demonstrate that it is not possible or feasible to provide for additional capacity at existing 
sites. 

Key Messages Q124) 
 Definition of ‘strategic facility’ is dependent upon the context of the Plan area 
 Likely criteria include anticipated throughput; scale and likely site requirements; facility 

characteristics (traffic generation, emissions etc.); waste catchment area (i.e. beyond the Plan 
area) 

 A modular based strategy, with elements of export, is preferable to a singular strategic facility 
 Strategic scale should not be include in the Plan 

Key Messages Q125) 
 Dependent upon local geography and population density, the distance should be a guideline 
 Agree with 5km as a starting point 
 The critical distance is that which enables recovery of CHP 
 Any pipework should not adversely impact habitats, landscape and the environment 
 Opposes Option 3, each site should be considered on its own merits with transport 

implications considered in the overall planning balance rather than imposing an arbitrary figure 
 Suitability of the road network is as important as proximity to the primary road network 
 Shorter the distance is better 
 3km is a reasonable limit 
 2km is preferred as this takes account of the rural nature of the roads 

General) 
 The convenience of expanding existing sites, such as Harewood Whin, should not override 

unacceptable environmental and/or amenity impacts  
 Allocate AWRP as a Strategic Facility 

SA of options including alternatives 
Summary of assessment 
Options 1, 2, 3, and 5 have a number of similarities and are likely to result in a number of positive 
effects associated with the minimisation of the land and associated infrastructure footprint through 
maximising use of existing sites and the reduction of transport miles, which is significantly better for 
Options 2, 3 and 5 than Option 1. 
Option 6 has the potential to result in a number of positive effects due to its emphasis on minimising 
effects on the environment however it is noted that this could detract from economic benefits.  
Options 4 and 7 are considered alongside other options and so cannot be directly compared to them. 
Option 4 would have overall positive effects on landscape, biodiversity, cultural heritage and on 
recreational opportunities through protecting the National Park and AONBs. However, it also shows 
some potential for minor negative effects in relation to transport generated and where it would displace 
major development to other parts of the Plan area. Option 7 has broadly positive effects particularly in 
relation to the efficient use of land (objective 5). Some potential for negative effects in relation to the 
extension/intensification of activity at existing sites has also been noted. 
Uncertainty is noted with several objectives as the extent of impacts is often dependent on the other 
detailed waste site identification criteria contained in the Plan / the final location of sites, which is 
uncertain until options for this have been decided upon. 
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Revised Recommendations 
Broadly options 2 and 3 and 5 perform best against the SA framework, as Option 2 performs well in 
terms of supporting a more even spread of economic benefits whilst Options 3 and 5 perform better in 
terms of effects on communities.  The SA would support any of these options being taken forward. 
Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
The preference of a number of respondents for a combination of options is noted, as well as the 
significant degree of support for Option 3. It is agreed that any preferred policy should be relatively 
flexible, including in relation to the distance of sites from the primary road network, and also support 
delivery of an approach which is consistent with the proximity principle and allow the development of 
small scale sites in appropriate locations.  Whilst the support of some respondents for an approach 
which relies primarily of development management criteria to determine the location of sites is noted, it 
is considered that the Plan should provide more specific spatial guidance on the locating of new waste 
facilities, supported by relevant development management criteria, as this will help provide greater 
certainty to developers and other users of the Plan.  It is not agreed that there is no justification for 
considering the role of strategic scale facilities to help meet needs, as some waste management 
needs, such as more specialised waste processing and treatment, can only be delivered through 
economies of scale. It is agreed that on going reliance on export to meet some waste management 
capacity requirements is likely to occur, including as a result of operation of the market and this is 
acknowledged in the proposed overall strategic approach to the management of waste and in 
proposed policies for specific waste streams where appropriate. 

Evidence base update 
New national waste policy published October 2014 replaced PPS10. 

Duty to Cooperate  
Is this a duty to cooperate matter? No 

Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
It is considered that in establishing overall locational principles for new capacity there is a need to 
ensure a reasonable balance between flexibility and providing a spatial steer to development, whilst 
remaining generally consistent with national policy.  Of the options presented, it is considered that 
option 2 provides the best fit with this requirement.  Option 2 was also one of a number of options 
performing most favourably in the SA of initial options.  It is also considered that option 2 could operate 
in conjunction with option 4 to provide greater clarity on the constraints to development of waste 
facilities that would be expected to apply in the National park and AONBs, with this approach again 
considered to be generally in line with national policy.  It is further considered that, in taking forward 
Option 2 first bullet point, support should also be given in principle for extensions to the footprint of 
existing sites in order to provide increased capacity, as this could help maximise the capacity of the 
existing network and provide a further element of flexibility. The preferred option is therefore based on 
option 2 and option 4 in combination. 

Preferred policy approach – title changed to W10: Overall locational principles for provision of 
new waste capacity 
The main focus for provision of new waste management capacity required to meet identified 
needs will be within those parts of the Plan area outside the North York Moors National Park 
and the Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, unless the facility to be provided is appropriately 
scaled to meet waste management needs arising in the designated area and can be provided 
without causing unacceptable harm to the designated area.  

Capacity requirements will be met through a combination of: 

Maximisation of capacity within the existing facility network through granting permission for 
the continuation of activity at existing time limited sites with permission, the grant of 
permission for additional capacity within the footprint of existing sites and, the extension to the 
footprint of existing sites, subject to compliance with other relevant policies in the Plan; 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

Supporting proposals for development of waste management capacity at new sites where the 
site is compatible with other waste site identification criteria in the Plan (see Policy W11); and 
the site is located as close as practicable to the source/s of waste to be dealt with. This means: 

a) For new smaller scale facilities serving District scale markets for waste, particularly 
LACW, C&I and CD&E waste, giving priority to locations which are within or near to 
main settlements in the area (identified on the key diagram) or, for facilities which are 
intended mainly to serve needs for small scale waste management capacity in more 
rural parts of the Plan area, including agricultural waste, where they are well located 
with regard to the geographical area the facility is expected to serve; 

b) For larger scale or specialised facilities expected to play a wider strategic role (i.e. 
serving multi-district scale catchments), these will be located where overall 
transportation impacts would be minimised taking into account the market area 
expected to be served by the facility. 

Supporting text 

Arisings of waste in the NYMNP and AONBs are likely to be low and these areas are also subject to 
constraints on major new development. As a result, it is not considered appropriate for them to host 
significant additional waste management capacity, although small scale provision may be acceptable 
to meet local needs, particularly where this would assist in moving waste up the hierarchy. 

There is already an extensive network of waste management infrastructure in the Plan area, 
representing a substantial amount of investment by both the private and public sectors. Sustainability 
principles suggest it will be appropriate to seek to maximise the effectiveness of the existing network in 
meeting future waste management needs.  This can help secure current benefits to the local economy 
and the efficient use of existing land and infrastructure.  In some cases existing sites are subject to 
time limited permissions which may expire during the plan period. It is considered appropriate to 
support the principle of extending the time limit for undertaking waste management operations at such 
sites in order to help secure their availability over the plan period.  In some cases it may also be 
practicable for additional waste management capacity to be provided within the footprint of existing 
sites, for example through investment in additional processing plant and machinery.  Where such 
development requires planning permission, it will also be appropriate to support it in principle.  Where 
additional capacity can be provided through extending the footprint of existing sites this may also be a 
suitable means of enhancing the efficiency of the current network and, subject to compliance with other 
relevant policies in the Plan, is supported in principle. 

National planning policy encourages management of waste in proximity to where it arises, as well as 
encouraging communities to take responsibility for the waste arising in their area.  This suggests that, 
where practicable, new sites for waste management should be well located in relation to sources of 
arisings to be dealt with.   Although detailed information on the geographical distribution of arisings of 
waste is not available, it is likely that most LACW, C&I and CD&E waste arises in the more developed 
parts of the Plan area and these are areas where further growth is likely to be focussed.  It is therefore 
appropriate to seek to ensure that new capacity needed to deal with such arisings is located within or 
in close proximity to the main settlements in the Plan area. For waste more closely associated with 
rural activities (principally agricultural waste) it will be preferable for these to be located within the 
catchment areas they are intended to serve, in order to help reduce overall transportation impacts.  For 
some types of waste management development outside urban areas, Green Belt designation may be a 
significant constraint and reference should be made to Policy D05 Minerals and waste development in 
the Green Belt (see Chapter 9) for further information on this matter.  

Certain facilities can play a wider strategic role in the management of waste, as a result of their large 
scale or specialised role, or combination of the two factors.  This means that they are likely to serve 
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geographically extensive catchments of waste and it is therefore particularly important that such 
facilities are well located in relation to the overall catchment area to be served, as well as in relation to 
the transport network that is to be used to transport waste to/from the facility.  

In all cases proposals for new capacity will need to demonstrate compliance with other relevant 
policies in the Plan, including the site identification principles in Policy W11 and the development 
management policies in Chapter 9. 

Links to Objectives and Policies 
Link to Objectives: 
Objective 2 
Objective 6 
Objective 7 
Objective 8 
Objective 9 
Objective 10 
Objective 11 

Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: 
Id42: Overall approach to waste hierarchy 
Id43: Strategic role of the Plan area in the management of waste 
Id44: Meeting waste management capacity requirements - Local Authority Collected Waste 
Id45: Meeting waste management capacity requirements -  Commercial and industrial waste (including 
hazardous C&I waste) 
Id46: Meeting waste management capacity requirements – construction, demolition and excavation 
waste (including CD&E waste) 
Id47: Managing agricultural waste 
Id48: Managing low level (non-nuclear) radioactive waste 
Id49: Managing waste water (sewage sludge) 
Id50: Managing power station ash 
Id52: Waste site identification principles 
Id53: Waste management facility safeguarding 

SA/SEA 
Summary of assessment 
This preferred policy has mostly positive effects when compared to the SA objectives. This is largely 
because it maximises and builds on the use of facilities that are already there (which is generally a 
good thing to do in sustainability terms), and also seeks to reduce the transport footprint of new 
facilities while linking the policy strongly to the waste site identification principals and other policies in 
the plan. 

Amongst the most notable sustainability effects were strong positive contributions to the ‘reduce 
resource use’ and ‘minimise waste’ objectives (as less building will be needed to deliver the policy, and 
the policy underpins a wider strategy in this Plan to move waste up the waste hierarchy). In addition, 
the policy has strong economic effects as it retains jobs and potentially reduces business costs. The 
policy would also protect the special qualities of protected landscapes as well as the tourist jobs that 
depend on them.  

Mixed positive and negative effects were recorded for the changing population objective as there is a 
minor concern that waste management in designated landscapes will become more difficult in the 
future.  

Recommendations  
No further mitigation is proposed. 
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Id52 - Waste site identification principles 
Options 
presented at 
Issues and 
options stage 

Option 1: 
This option would support provision of waste management capacity at sites which 
meet the range of criteria identified in national waste policy. 
OR 

Option 2: 
This option would set out more specific local principles for identification of sites based 
on a preference for:  
 Siting facilities for the recycling, transfer and recovery of waste on suitable 

previously developed land, industrial and employment land, or at existing waste 
management sites, giving preference to sites where it can be demonstrated that co-
locational benefits would arise taking into account existing or proposed uses and 
economic activities nearby. Where the facility is proposed to deal mainly with waste 
arising in rural areas then siting within redundant agricultural buildings or their 
curtilages would also be acceptable in principle under this option.  

 Siting facilities involving the recovery of energy from waste at locations where the 
energy produced can be utilised efficiently. This would, for facilities with the 
potential to produce combined heat and power, include giving preference to sites 
where heat can be utilised. 

 Siting facilities to support the re-use and recycling of CD&E waste at the point of 
arising (for temporary facilities linked to the life of the associated construction 
project) and at active mineral workings where the main outputs of the process are 
to be sold alongside or blended with mineral produced at the site; as well as at the 
types of sites identified in Option 1 above where these are well related to the 
sources of arisings and/or markets for the end product. 

 Siting facilities to provide additional waste water treatment capacity at existing 
waste water treatment works sites as a first priority. Where development of new 
capacity on greenfield land is necessary then preference would be given to sites 
located on lower quality agricultural land.  

 Providing any additional capacity required for landfill of waste through preferring the 
infill of quarry voids for mineral site reclamation purposes as a first priority, giving 
preference to proposals where a need for infill has been identified as part of an 
agreed quarry reclamation scheme and where pollution control concerns can be 
mitigated to an acceptable level. Depositing of inert CD&E waste for the 
improvement of derelict or degraded land would also be supported under this option 
where it can be demonstrated that the import of the waste is essential to bring the 
land back into beneficial use and the scale of the importation would not undermine 
the potential to manage waste further up the hierarchy. 

In all cases the site would need to be suitable when considered in relation to physical, 
environmental, amenity and infrastructure constraints including existing and proposed 
neighbouring land uses, the capacity of transport infrastructure and any cumulative 
impact from previous waste disposal facilities, in line with national policy. 

What the SA told us 
The assessment reveals that under Option 1 a number of topics would not be sufficiently covered 
through reference to national waste policy alone, including biodiversity and geodiversity, agricultural 
land, climate change, heritage, landscape and recreation. In addition, uncertain effects are recorded 
over the longer term as the implications of any future changes to national waste policy (beyond the 
current update being produced) are unknown. 
Option 2 provides greater positive effects in terms of the preference for locations close to where heat 
generated through Combined Heat and Power schemes can be used, which would support climate 
change objectives as well as having a positive outcome for local communities and businesses. 
However, the reference to national waste policy in relation to consideration of specific environmental 
and community issues presents the same uncertainties and potential negative effects as Option 1. 
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Number of consultation responses 
Total Number of comments against id: 28 
Question 126) Do you have a preference for 
either of the options presented above? 

Number of respondents: 25 

Option 1: 6 
MWI: 1 
Local Authorities: 1 

Combination: 0 

Option 2: 15 Did Not Specify: 4 
SC: 4 
MWI: 3 
Local Authorities: 1 

None: 0 

Question 127) Are there any alternative Number of respondents: 3 
options the Authorities should consider in SC: 0 
relation to waste site identification principles? MWI: 0 

Local Authorities: 0 

Brief overview of consultation responses 
Key Messages Q126) 

Option 1: 
 Option 1 is supported as it provides greater flexibility 
 Local specific policy needs to evolve with national policy 

Option 2: 
 Option 2 is supported for its preference for the restoration of quarries with inert waste prior to 

‘land restoration’ schemes 
 Co-location, end use of energy and re-use of existing facilities are important considerations 
 This option should consider non road transport and make greater use of rail to transport waste 

and non-road transport 
 Support the provision of additional landfill capacity through the infilling of quarry voids with 

inert CD&E waste 
 Support siting CD&E waste reuse and recycling facilities at active mineral workings 
 Support consideration of cumulative impact from other waste facilities 
 Option 2 would benefit from additional guidance on SPZ1, impact on the water environment 

from infilling quarry voids and, expectation of CHP integration on EfW facilities which should 
be sited fewer than 15km from large heat users 

 Favours option 2 as it is a robust approach tailored to reflect the character of the Plan area 

General comments on options: 
 The site selection process must not be arranged to meet a predetermined conclusion 
 Minimise transportation distances and lessen impact on road networks 
 Support proximity principle 
 Aim for zero waste 
 Opposed to AWRP as it breaches the proximity principle, is inappropriately scaled and is of an 

obtrusive design 
 Assess the future demand and capacity of regional RDF waste facilities 

Key Messages Q127) 
A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested 
new options Chapter 6 – Waste table’ along with justification as to why they have or have not been 
taken forward. Not sufficiently distinct alternatives raising issues not already considered under other 
policy options were put forward. 
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General) 
 Take full account of proximity principle 
 Make use of waterborne transport 
 Carry out site selection in cooperation with adjacent authorities 
 Major new commercial/domestic developments should include waste management facilities of 

a proportionate scale 
 Landfilling is needed to restore sand and gravel sites 
 Sites should primarily work towards a zero-waste economy 
 Provide an alternative if AWRP is not delivered 
 The co-location of EfW facilities alongside sewage treatment works is draft concept which 

requires careful consideration 
 Supports the locating of EfW facilities near high intensity energy users where opportunities 

exist for private energy supplies 

SA of options including alternatives 
N/A 
Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
The support of the majority of respondents for Option 2 is noted.  Transport considerations, including 
support for use of alternative transport modes, is covered in other policies areas in the Plan.  Policy 
protection for ground and surface water is also addressed within the development management 
policies in the Plan.  The waste site identification principles need also to be considered alongside the 
locational principles, which deal with issues relating to proximity and reducing transport distances.  The 
biodiversity benefits and potential of specific sites is a matter to be addressed through the site 
assessment process and, in relation to development proposals, through the development management 
policies in the Plan. 

Evidence base update 
New national waste policy published October 2014 replaced PPS10. 

Duty to Cooperate 
Is this a duty to cooperate matter? No 

Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
It is considered that development of a locally specific approach to establishing site identification 
principles would be appropriate in order to ensure that the Plan provides useful guidance to 
prospective developers and others.  It is acknowledged that any locally specific approach will need to 
be generally consistent with national policy principles for the siting of waste management facilities. 
Whilst a range of matters were raised in consultation on options for this policy, many of these relate to 
matters which are addressed within other policies in the Plan and it is not considered necessary to 
duplicate them here.  

The SA suggests a preference for Option 2 although raised an issue about reference to national policy.  
However, in practice if this option is carried forward, any policy would also operate in conjunction with 
other relevant policies in the Joint Plan, including the development management policies, as well as 
any relevant national policy, which should ensure adequate consideration and protection of relevant 
matters. 

The preferred approach is based on Option 2.  However, it is considered that it would be appropriate to 
make more specific reference in the 2nd bullet point to the types of sites that may be suitable in 
principle in line with the approach in the first bullet point, as these types of site may also be appropriate 
for energy recovery.  It is also considered that reference in the fifth bullet point to the waste hierarchy 
and the need for demonstration that importation is necessary to bring land back into beneficial use 
would be more appropriately incorporated in policy dealing specifically with the waste hierarchy 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

Preferred Policy Approach – title changed to W11: Waste site identification principles 
Proposals and site allocations for new waste management capacity should reflect the following 
principles: 

1) Siting facilities for the recycling, transfer and recovery of waste (excluding energy 
recovery) on previously developed land, industrial and employment land, or at existing 
waste management sites, giving preference to sites where it can be demonstrated that co-
locational benefits would arise taking into account existing or proposed uses and 
economic activities nearby. Where the site or facility is proposed to deal mainly with 
waste arising in rural areas then use of redundant agricultural buildings or their curtilages 
will also be acceptable in principle and, for agricultural waste, appropriate on-farm 
locations; 

2) Siting facilities involving the recovery of energy from waste on previously developed 
land, industrial and employment land, or at existing waste management sites, giving 
preference to sites where it can be demonstrated that co-locational benefits would arise 
taking into account existing or proposed uses and economic activities nearby, including 
where the energy produced can be utilised efficiently. For facilities which can produce 
combined heat and power, this includes giving preference to sites with the potential for 
heat utilisation.  Where the site or facility is proposed to deal mainly with agricultural 
waste through anaerobic digestion including energy recovery, then use of redundant 
agricultural buildings or their curtilages and appropriate on-farm locations will also be 
acceptable in principle; 

3) Siting facilities to support the re-use and recycling of CD&E waste at the point of arising 
(for temporary facilities linked to the life of the associated construction project) and at 
active mineral workings where the main outputs of the process are to be sold alongside 
or blended with mineral produced at the site; as well as at the types of sites identified in 
bullet point 1 above, where these are well related to the sources of arisings and/or 
markets for the end product;  

4) Siting facilities to provide additional waste water treatment capacity at existing waste 
water treatment works sites as a first priority. Where this is not practicable preference will 
be given to use of previously developed land or industrial and employment land. Where 
development of new capacity on greenfield land is necessary then preference will be 
given to sites located on lower quality agricultural land.  

5) Providing any additional capacity required for landfill of waste through  preferring the 
infill of quarry voids for mineral site reclamation purposes, giving preference to proposals 
where a need for infill has been identified as part of an agreed quarry reclamation scheme 
and where pollution control concerns can be mitigated to an acceptable level.  

In all cases sites will need to be suitable when considered in relation to physical, 
environmental, amenity and infrastructure constraints including existing and proposed 
neighbouring land uses, the capacity of transport infrastructure and any cumulative impact 
from previous waste disposal facilities, in line with national policy. 

Supporting text 

National planning policy identifies a range of types of sites and areas which may be suitable for built 
waste management facilities. It indicates that consideration should be given to a broad range of 
locations including industrial sites, looking for opportunities to co-locate waste management facilities 
together and with complementary activities.  It states that priority should be given to the re-use of 
previously developed land, sites identified for employment uses and redundant agricultural buildings 
and their curtilages. It also encourages the utilisation of heat as an energy source in the siting of low 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

carbon energy recovery facilities in close proximity to potential heat customers.  It is considered that 
these principles remain appropriate to guide identification of allocations for the Plan area and to 
provide an indication to developers and other users of the Plan of the types of sites that are likely to be 
considered suitable in principle for waste management facilities by the Joint Plan authorities. 

Evidence supporting preparation of the Plan indicates the existence of a range of sites which are likely 
to be capable of hosting waste management facilities and which are broadly consistent with national 
and local policy objectives. This evidence includes a study by Fairhurst and Partners (Identification of 
Potential Locations for Built Waste Management Facilities January 2015) which identified a number of 
industrial estates and employment land locations across the Plan area which are likely to be suitable in 
principle subject to appropriate proposals coming forward.  A number of site allocations for waste 
development have also been submitted which are also likely to be consistent with these principles. 

In relation to landfill, the long history of minerals extraction activity in the Plan area has resulted in a 
substantial number of voids which, should a need for further landfill arise, provide opportunities which 
may be suitable in principle.  In a number of cases reclamation through landfill is an agreed element of 
existing approved schemes, although in some cases sites have not yet received a permit for landfill 
from the Environment Agency.  A number of significant constraints to landfill could arise in association 
with particular proposals and these would need to be addressed through application of the 
development management policies in Chapter 9 of the Plan. 

A range of site specific considerations may be relevant to determining the actual suitability of any 
specific sites or locations under consideration. National policy provides guidance on relevant criteria, 
which will need to be taken into account alongside any other relevant policies in the Minerals and 
Waste Joint Plan 
Links to Objectives and Policies 
Link to Objectives: 
Objective 2 
Objective 6 
Objective 7 
Objective 8 
Objective 9 
Objective 10 
Objective 11 

Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: 
Id42: Overall approach to waste hierarchy 
Id43: Strategic role of the Plan area in the management of waste 
Id44: Meeting waste management capacity requirements - Local Authority Collected Waste 
Id45: Meeting waste management capacity requirements -  Commercial and industrial waste (including 
hazardous C&I waste) 
Id46: Meeting waste management capacity requirements – construction, demolition and excavation 
waste (including CD&E waste) 
Id47: Managing agricultural waste 
Id48: Managing low level (non-nuclear) radioactive waste 
Id49: Managing waste water (sewage sludge) 
Id50: Managing power station ash 
Id51: Overall locational principles for provision of new waste capacity 
Id53: Waste management facility safeguarding 

SA/SEA 
Summary of assessment 
Effects in relation to this policy are largely positive. The preference for locations close to where heat 
generated through Combined Heat and Power schemes can be utilised, would support climate change 
objectives as well as having a positive outcome for local communities and businesses. The principle of 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

co-location could also have some positive impacts in terms of the economy, reducing transport miles, 
soils and land, and minimising resource use. Reference to national waste planning policy in relation to 
consideration of specific environmental and community issues, may lead to a number of positive 
impacts in the short to medium term as the NPPF and National Planning Policy for Waste cover issues 
relating to most of the SA objectives, however uncertain effects are recorded in the longer term as the 
implications of any future changes to national waste policy are unknown. 

Some minor negative effects are recorded in relation to biodiversity (as habitats on previously 
developed land may be lost) and landscape (where less valued landscapes may endure negative 
effects). 

Recommendations 
Consideration could be given to supporting the re-use of other buildings (such as industrial buildings) 
for waste development. 

Id53 - Waste management facility safeguarding 
Options 
presented at 
Issues and 
options stage 

Option 1: 
This option would identify a limited number of strategically significant sites for specific 
safeguarding. This could include strategically important sites and facilities for 
recovery or disposal of residual waste such as the Allerton Park and Harewood Whin 
sites, as well as any allocations for strategically important facilities (such as those 
dealing with large volumes of waste or which would meet specialised waste 
management needs which cannot readily be met elsewhere). Other forms of 
development that may prejudice the operation of these facilities would not be 
supported without overriding justification.  

Other waste facilities and sites would be safeguarded through a development control 
policy requiring the presence of an existing waste site or facility to be taken into 
account in other development control decisions, with a presumption that other forms 
of development which may prejudice the waste use would not be acceptable in the 
absence of overriding justification. 
OR 
Option 2: 
This option would rely on national policy to achieve the safeguarding of waste sites 
and facilities. 

What the SA told us 
It is not possible to identify effects against a number of environmental sustainability objectives without 
knowing the nature of any proposed development or alternative locations for either this or displaced 
waste management facilities. Option 1 would provide positive effects against waste management 
objectives by providing certainty over safeguarding these facilities throughout the Plan period. 
However Option 2 may perform better against wider economic objectives by providing a greater 
element of flexibility in decision making. Relying on national policies provides uncertainties in the 
longer term should national policy be amended or replaced (further to the existing proposed updated 
national waste planning policy). 

Number of consultation responses 
Total Number of comments against id: 18 
Question 128) Do you have a preference for 
either of the options presented above? 

Number of respondents: 11 

Option 1: 5 
SC: 1 
MWI: 1 
Local Authorities: 1 

Combination: 0 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

Option 2: 4 
MWI: 1 
Local Authorities: 1 

Did Not Specify: 1 

None: 1 

Question 129) Are there any alternative 
options the Authorities should consider in 
relation to waste management facility 
safeguarding? 

Number of respondents: 3 
SC: 0 
MWI: 1 
Local Authorities: 0 

Question 130) Do you have any views on 
the types of waste sites which should be 
considered for specific safeguarding under 
Option 1 above? 

Number of respondents: 4 
SC: 0 
MWI: 1 
Local Authorities: 1 

Brief overview of consultation responses 
Key Messages Q128) 
Option 1: 

 This policy provides greater certainty 
 Amend Option 1 to include reference to potential harm to the environment or amenities of the 

local community from the proposed us of the site 
 Strategic sites should not be limited to those for the management of LACW 
 Allerton park quarry should not be identified as strategically important as there are many other 

such quarries in the NY area. 
 Only safeguarding a limited number of facilities provides a greater risk than a modular 

approach to safeguarding 

Option 2: 
 Allerton Park site should not be considered a strategically significant site 
 All waste facilities that can be safeguarded should be 
 Special safeguarding should not be provided to strategic sites 

General comments on options: 
 Any DM policy developed should seek to safeguard facilities with a clearly defined buffer. 
 No strategic sites should also be safeguarded within the policy 
 Strategic sized facilities are not in keeping with the key tenet of the MWJP to support 

appropriately sized local facilities 
 Overall objective to minimise risk by adopting a modular approach to number of sites 
 Safeguarding only a limited number of strategic sites goes against the view of appropriately 

scaled facilities near to sources of arisings 

Key Messages Q129)  
A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested 
new options Chapter 6 – Waste table’ along with justification as to why they have or have not been 
taken forward. Any realistic alternatives are summarised and worked up below: 

Proposed Option 3 
 Develop an option which focuses on ensuring both strategic and non-strategic facilities are 

safeguarded. 
Suggested approach 
Under this approach all waste management facilities would be safeguarded. Other forms of 
development that may prejudice the operation of these facilities would not be supported without 
overriding justification. 

Proposed Option 4 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

 Safeguard all waste management facilities with current planning permission. 
Suggested approach 
This option would aim to safeguard all waste management facilities with current planning permission at 
the time the Joint Plan is adopted. 

Key Messages Q130) 
 Support the retention of HWRCs as important sites for the public 
 Only safeguard existing sites 

General) 
 Include a commitment by a certain date to restore the site at the Harewood Whin facility 
 Suggests a 300m buffer around AWRP 

SA of options including alternatives 
Summary of assessment 
It is not possible to identify effects against a number of environmental sustainability objectives without 
knowing the nature of any proposed development or alternative locations for either this or displaced 
waste management facilities. Option 1 would provide positive effects against waste management 
objectives by providing certainty over safeguarding these facilities throughout the Plan period however 
Option 2 may perform better against wider economic objectives by providing a greater element of 
flexibility in decision making. Relying on national policies provides uncertainties in the longer term 
should national policy be amended or replaced (further to the existing proposed updated national 
waste planning policy). 
Options 3 and 4 would have similar uncertain effects arising out of the fact that other development 
would be displaced by safeguarded existing or planned waste development although option 4 would 
apply to a slightly broader range of sites than option 3. Slightly more certainty is observed in relation to 
transport and climate change which have uncertain to positive affects arising out of the fact that these 
safeguarded sites, having already had to operate as commercial concerns are slightly more likely than 
not to be reasonably well placed in terms of accessibility to sources / markets. They would also have 
mixed economic effects because if so many sites, large and small, operational and closed, were 
safeguarded there would be less flexibility over the locational choices made by other development. 

Revised Recommendations 
It is recommended that Option 1 be adopted as this would support the overall approach to provision of 
waste management facilities in the Plan area in line with other policies in this Plan. 
Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
The lack of a clear preference amongst consultees for either option is noted.  It is agreed that a 
specific policy would allow provision of greater clarity on the approach to safeguarding than could be 
provided through reliance on national policy. It is not considered appropriate to make reference to 
environment or amenity in safeguarding policy as these are dealt with in other policies in the Plan.   It 
is agreed that strategic sites need not be limited to those receiving LACW.  However, the justification 
for strategic sites (as opposed to consideration of their safeguarding) is a distinct policy consideration.  
It is considered that there is a need to address safeguarding sites which may be important to delivery 
of the objectives of the Plan, and such an approach would be generally consistent with national policy. 
It is also agreed that safeguarding a buffer zone around safeguarded sites could be appropriate.  It is 
not considered realistic or necessary to safeguard all waste sites as some of these are temporary or 
very small in scale and the total ‘portfolio’ of sites within the Plan area may be expected to change 
significantly over the plan period. 

Evidence base update 
The new National Planning Policy for Waste, published October 2014, replaced PPS10 and sets out 
the Government’s ambition to work towards a more sustainable and efficient approach to resource use 
and management. Section 8 of the Policy requires planning authorities, when determining planning 
applications,  to ‘ensure that the likely impact of proposed, non-waste related development on existing 
waste management facilities, and on areas allocated for waste management, is acceptable and does 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

not prejudice the implementation of the waste hierarchy and/or the efficient operation of such facilities;’ 

The Yorkshire and Humber Regional Waste Position Paper 2014 - identifies strategically important 
waste management infrastructure within the plan area (and wider region) with a capacity over 75,000 
tonnes per annum. 

Duty to Cooperate  
Is this a duty to cooperate matter? Yes.  At a general level implementation of safeguarding requires 
cooperation between the County Council and District/Borough Councils in the two-tier part of the Plan 
area. 
Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
Option 1 received marginally more support over Option 2. During the Issues and Options Consultation 
two possible alternatives where put for consideration. The proposed Option 3 
would develop an approach which focuses on ensuring both strategic and non-strategic facilities are 
safeguarded. A further option, proposed Option 4 suggested safeguard all waste management facilities 
with current planning permission. 

So that safeguarding can be effective it is importantl to establish what constitutes a strategically 
important waste management facility in the context of the Joint Plan area. The Yorkshire and Humber 
Regional Waste Position Paper (July 2014) identifies strategically important waste management 
infrastructure within the Yorkshire and Humber area, a number of which fall within the administrative 
boundaries of the Joint plan area. This document identifies waste treatment facilities with an EA permit 
capacity exceeding 75kt per annum as well as major energy recovery capacity (excluding biomass 
combustion plants) and major landfill sites for non-inert waste as being strategically significant for the 
Yorkshire and Humber area. The following sites within these categories are within the MWJP area: 

 Harewood Whin Composting Facility  
 Allerton Park Landfill 
 Harewood Whin Landfill 
 Allerton Waste Recovery Park (Incineration  EFW) 
 The Maltings 

Whilst these facilities provide (or are expected to provide) an important role in the waste management 
network of the MWJP area, it might be relevant to identify other types of facility which, although they 
may manage lower volumes of waste, could be considered as strategically important to the delivery of 
the Plan due to the specialist nature of the facility or the nature of the waste they manage.  As there 
are a large number of waste management facilities in total in the Plan area, and a lack of good quality 
information about the role of some of them, it is considered that a targeted approach may be 
appropriate.  In particular, it is considered that it might be appropriate to give priority to safeguarding 
facilities which manage hazardous or non-inert waste rather than those dealing with inert waste, and 
those dealing with recycling, composting and treatment rather than transfer, as well as a number of 
other facility types which are either scarce or more specialised in nature. 

The waste capacity model database developed as part of the evidence base for the Plan can be used 
to help identify those facilities which could be considered strategically significant sites within the Plan 
area for the purposes of safeguarding. These are identified below: 

Restricted/Specialist Landfill (these sites manage the ash residues generated by the large scale and 
strategically important power generators located in or immediately adjacent to the Plan area - Drax, 
Eggborough and Ferrybridge Power Stations). 

 Barlow (ash disposal) 
 Gale Common (ash disposal) 
 Brotherton (ash disposal) 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

Landfill (non-hazardous) (there has been a decline in the number of operational landfill sites for non-
hazardous waste in the Plan area in recent years and remaining capacity is concentrated largely in two 
sites). 

 Harewood Whin (landfill) 
 Allerton Park (landfill) 

Transfer stations provide a valuable component in the overall waste management infrastructure within 
the Joint plan area. There are a large number of transfer stations in the Plan area but a small 
proportion of them have the capability to manage hazardous waste. As a significant amount of 
hazardous waste arising in the area is treated or disposed of at facilities outside the Plan area, transfer 
stations for hazardous waste provide an important role in the bulking and transporting such wastes to 
the appropriate facilities. 
Transfer stations (hazardous) 

 Todds Waste management, Thirsk 
 Hazel Court HWRC, York 
 Treacle Jug Farm, Knaresborough 
 Unit 8 Marsdon Business Park, Tockwith 
 Genta Environmental, Marsdon Business Park, Tockwith 
 Dean Road Depot, Scarborough 

Similar to hazardous transfer stations, the network of transfer stations for the reception, bulking and 
transport of LACW waste is important as they will play a key role in the bulking and transfer of residual 
waste for management at the Allerton Waste Recovery Park, as well as in the onward transfer of 
materials for recycling at reprocessing facilities outside the Plan area. Transfer stations (non-
hazardous) LACW  

 Seamer Carr (transfer facility) 
 Tofts road, Kirkby Misperton 
 Halton east works 
 Whitby recycling facility 
 Claro road, Harrogate 
 Hessay Recycling Centre 
 Tancred transfer 

Further transfer station capacity for LACW may be required, for example for the Selby area and this 
also would be safeguarded in the Plan if a site is identified prior to completion of the Plan.  

A number of other facilities exist or are permitted within the Plan area and which are important due to 
their specialised nature or strategic scale or role. 

Energy recovery 
 Allerton Waste Recovery Park (Incineration  EFW) 
 Dalkia Bio Energy Ltd 
 Southmoor Energy Centre 

AD Facility (capacity over 24,000 tonnes) 
 North Selby mine 
 Clapham Lodge 
 Allerton Waste Recovery Park 
 Park Barn Farm 

Composting facilities (capacity over 5,000 tonnes) 
 Harewood Whin 
 The Maltings 
 Tancred transfer station 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

 Seamer Carr (transfer facility) 
 Knapton Quarry 
 Sandhutton Airfield  

The existing Household Waste Recycling Centres (HWRC) provide an important network of facilities 
for the local receipt and transfer of LACW waste to treatment, disposal or reprocessing facilities, 
sometimes located outside the Plan area. Although the evidence indicates that there is adequate 
provision of these facilities, due to the fact that they are often located on industrial sites and business 
parks alongside a wide range of other types of development, and often relatively close proximity to 
residential areas, they are often vulnerable to encroachment from other potentially incompatible 
developments. It may therefore be appropriate to safeguarding them. There are 20 HWRCs within the 
NYCC area and 2 within the City of York: 
• Catterick Bridge 
• Leyburn 
• Leeming Bar 
• Stokesley 
• Whitby 
• Burniston 
• Seamer Carr 
• Malton & Norton 
• Thornton-le-dale 
• Northallerton 
• Harrogate 
• Wombleton 
• Sowerby 
• Skibeden 
• Ripon 
• Settle 
• Tadcaster 
• Selby 
• Tholthorpe 
• West Harrogate 
 Hazel Court 
 Towthorpe. 

It would also be appropriate to safeguard any allocations for waste facilities included in the Plan. 

The preferred policy approach is therefore based on Option 1. 

Preferred policy approach – title changed to S03: Waste management facility safeguarding 
Waste management facilities shown on the Policies map, including a 250m buffer zone, will be 
safeguarded from incompatible development. 

Other forms of non-exempt development which would replace the safeguarded waste use will 
be permitted where there is overriding justification, or a suitable alternative location can be 
provided.  Where other forms of non-exempt development are proposed in the safeguarded 
buffer zone, development will only be permitted where adequate mitigation can, if necessary, 
be provided within the encroaching development proposals in order to reduce any impacts 
from the adjacent waste use to an acceptable level. 

Supporting text 
Waste facilities are an important part of the total infrastructure of an area and it is important that key 
facilities are protected in order to ensure their ongoing availability.  As some waste developments are 
relatively low value developments, they are at risk from replacement by competing, higher value land 
uses.  Safeguarding key facilities can help prevent this. In other cases, certain forms of waste 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

infrastructure are relatively specialised or of strategic scale and form key parts of the overall facility 
network.   The purpose of safeguarding certain waste facilities is not to prevent other development 
from taking place but to ensure that waste infrastructure needs are factored into decision making in 
other forms of development.  This will be particularly important in the two tier parts of the Plan area, 
where many development decisions are not taken by the waste planning authority.  

In some cases, the introduction of other forms of development such as residential or certain community 
and commercial uses, in close proximity to established or allocated waste uses, can lead to conflict 
through the potential for impacts on local amenity or other important matters.  The identification of a 
buffer zone around safeguarded waste facilities provides an opportunity to ensure that the potential for 
such impacts is taken into account and can therefore benefit both the continuing use of the waste 
facility, as well as the ensuring that any impacts associated with waste uses are taken into account 
where other forms of development are proposed in close proximity.  A 250m buffer zone reflects the 
potential for significant impacts arising from some waste uses. 

As a two-tier planning system exists in the NYCC planning authority area, it is the district and borough 
councils that are responsible for ensuring that relevant non-waste related development proposals are 
assessed in line with this policy. The districts and boroughs will be required to consult the County 
Planning authority on any non-exempt development before any decision can be made on the 
application.  Exempt development is identified at the end of this chapter. 

Maps showing the boundaries of the listed sites have been produced. 

Links to Objectives and Policies 
Link to Objectives: 
Objective 2 
Objective 6 
Objective 7 

Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: 
Id52: Waste site identification principles 
Id58: Presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste development 
Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts 

SA/SEA 
Summary of assessment 
It is not possible to identify effects against a number of environmental sustainability objectives without 
knowing the nature of any proposed development or alternative locations for either this or displaced 
waste management facilities. This policy may however provide positive effects in relation to a number 
of objectives including minimising the use of resources, managing waste as high up the waste 
hierarchy as practicable and meeting the needs of a changing population. Minor negative impacts may 
arise should the policy result in facilities that manage waste lower down the waste hierarchy (e.g. 
landfill and incineration facilities) being safeguarded. 

Recommendations 
No further mitigation is proposed. 

Id54 - Transport infrastructure 
Options 
presented at 
Issues and 
options stage 

Option 1: 
This option would encourage the use of existing rail, water and pipeline transport 
infrastructure, and also support the development of new rail, water or pipeline 
facilities in appropriate locations consistent with protection of local communities and 
the environment, for the transport of minerals and waste produced or arising within 
the Plan area, as well as for any large scale import or export of minerals or waste to 
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or from the area.  
AND 
Option 2: 
This option would be the same as Option 1 but would require the carbon implications 
of any proposal to also be considered.  

What the SA told us 
Option 2 was added following the recommendations arising from the initial Sustainability Appraisal of 
Option 1, which raised uncertainties over the implications for carbon emissions, as detailed in the 
Sustainability Appraisal Report. 
Both options are likely to have positive impacts through the retention of the existing rail, pipeline and 
water transportation infrastructure and support for the development of new infrastructure. These 
positive effects are on reducing the need to transport waste and minerals by road and potentially on 
climate change and economic objectives. Option 2 would have greater positive effects in relation to 
mitigating climate change through the requirement to consider carbon implications at the planning 
application stage. It may indirectly also have stronger positive effects in relation to air quality as it may 
promote better logistical practice and fuel efficiency as an alternative to using non road transport. 
Under both options the likely social and environmental impacts experienced in relation to the 
landscape, human health and well-being and biodiversity will be dependent upon the location, type and 
scale of additional infrastructure as well as the frequency of its use. The majority of effects at the stage 
are therefore dependent upon implementation. 

Recommendations 
While Option 2 performs marginally better than Option 1 (on account of its positive climate change and 
air pollution effects) positive effects could be further enhanced at the policy development stage via a 
strong policy arising from this option, which could require the consideration of non-road forms of 
transport wherever possible and require a justification for not utilising them. 
Number of consultation responses 
Total Number of comments against id: 26 
Question 131) Do you support the options 
presented above? 

Number of respondents: 21 
Option 1: 4 
MWI: 3 

Combination: 6 
Local Authorities: 1 

Option 2: 10 
Local Authorities: 1 

Did Not Specify: 1 
SC: 1 

None: 0 

Question 132) Are there any other options 
that should be considered in relation to 
transport infrastructure? 

Number of respondents: 5 
SC: 0 
MWI: 0 
Local Authorities: 1 

Brief overview of consultation responses 
Key Messages Q131) 
Option 1: 

 Supports the encouragement of non-road transport infrastructure, where viable and cost 
effective 

Option 2: 
 Carbon implications of development should be considered and the requirement for a carbon 

assessment is appropriate 
 Sites with rail and canal access should be prioritised 
 Option 2 is considered unworkable,  the requirement for carbon impact reports with every 

minerals proposal is unreasonable 

Option 1+2: 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

 Supports the active encouragement of water transport 
 Safeguard existing railheads and water transport infrastructure 

General comments on the Options: 
 Sites should be located near roads which can accommodate large HGVs 
 Only in cases where it is evident that there is an alternative transport option should additional 

information be sought 

Key Messages Q132) 
A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested 
new options Chapter 7 – Transport table’ along with justification as to why they have or have not been 
taken forward. None of the suggested options have been taken forward. 

General) 
 Take into account the carbon impacts of transport modes 

SA of options including alternatives 
N/A 
Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
Mixed views were received regarding the potential requirement for carbon assessments in support of 
applications.  It is agreed that it would not be appropriate to require such assessments for all 
applications.  However, there may be circumstances where it would be reasonable to require such an 
assessment, particularly where a potential opportunity for use of alternative transport modes exists in 
relation to a particular proposal yet the proposal seeks to rely solely or primarily on road transport.  It 
is also agreed that use of alternative transport modes is only likely to be realistic where there is 
existing suitable infrastructure or the development is of sufficient scale to justify the necessary 
investment in new facilities. The need to safeguard important transport infrastructure is acknowledged 
and addressed under a separate policy. As most minerals and waste transportation involving use of 
alternative transport modes is still likely to involve an element of road transport as part of a multi-modal 
assessment, it is agreed that locations which are well located to the main road network will also be 
necessary. 

Evidence base update 

New evidence as of January 2015. 

The Selby Local Plan (adopted since undertaking Issues and Options consultation on the Joint Plan) 
supports the reuse of buildings at the former Gascoigne Wood mine site provided the development 
utilises the existing rail link there. Gascoigne Wood is well located on the rail network and has sidings 
which are able to take the longest length of train commodity used on the rail network and they are 
accessible at both ends.  The Selby Local Plan also supports the expansion of the Selby rail freight 
terminal operated by the Potter Group, where an existing aggregates importation business operates. 

A proposal is currently under consideration for construction of a pipeline to link the Knapton as 
generating station with gas fields in the Ryedale area. 

A Carbon Capture and Storage proposal is currently under consideration where a pipe line would be 
used to transport carbon from Drax to a storage facility under the sea. 

A revised application for extraction of polyhalite in the NYMNP area includes proposals for an 
underground conveyor system to transport mineral from a minehead in the NYMNP to processing 
facilities on Teesside.  

Duty to Cooperate  
Is this a duty to cooperate matter? No 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
National planning policy encourages the use of non-road transport where feasible, so it is important to 
provide corresponding support in the Plan through an appropriate policy. 

The majority of respondents supported Option 2 or a combination of Options 1 and 2 where cost 
effective. Option 2 is reliant on Option 1 being taken forward. 

Some minerals industry representations considered that a requirement for carbon assessment was 
unreasonable for every case, and should only be required where it is evident that there is an 
alternative to use non road transport.  

The SA states that Option 2 performs slightly better than Option 1, and that positive effects could be 
further enhanced by producing a strong policy where the use of non-road transport should be 
considered wherever possible and require a justification for not utilising them. 

The preferred approach is Option 1 combined with a modified version of Option 2, amended so that 
only proposals for larger scale movements will require a carbon assessment.  It is also considered 
appropriate to make reference to the need for sites using sustainable transport modes to also be well 
located in relation to the highway network as it is likely that road transport will still be needed for 
movements from sources of arisings (waste) or markets (minerals). 

Preferred policy approach – title changed to I01: Minerals and waste transport infrastructure 
The development of rail, water, pipeline or conveyor transport infrastructure or use of existing 
such infrastructure will be encouraged and supported for the transport of minerals and waste 
produced or arising in the Plan area, as well as for the reception of any large scale imports of 
minerals or waste into the area.    

Where minerals or waste development involving the movement of an average of more than 
250,000tpa of minerals or waste is involved, proposals should demonstrate that consideration 
has been given to the potential to move the materials by non-road means and where such 
potential is considered to exist should include a relative assessment of the benefits of the 
various modes considered in terms of carbon emissions. 

Proposals involving the development of, or use of existing, non-road transport infrastructure 
(other than pipelines and conveyor systems) should also be well located in relation to the main 
road network in order to facilitate multi-modal movements of minerals and waste and will be 
required to demonstrate compliance with other relevant development management policies in 
the Plan.  Where new minerals or waste transport infrastructure is proposed in the Green Belt 
the development should preserve openness and be consistent with the purposes of Green Belt 
designation. 

Availability of sustainable minerals supply infrastructure is supported through a site allocation 
for the rail reception, handling and onward distribution of aggregate at: 

Land at Barlby Road, Selby (MJP09) 

Supporting text 

The majority of mineral and waste movements in the Plan area are by road and this is likely to be the 
case for the foreseeable future due to factors including the dispersed pattern of markets and sources 
of production, economic factors and a relative scarcity of suitable infrastructure to facilitate non-road 
transport.  Key exceptions currently include gas, which is transported by pipeline from production wells 
to the Knapton generating station, coal which is transported by rail from Kellingley Colliery, potash from 
Boulby Mine and small amounts of aggregate, which are imported into two rail linked facilities in the 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

Selby area.  Movement of waste is exclusively by road.  

National policy encourages use of non-road transport wherever feasible and use of suitable 
alternatives to road can have benefits in terms of reducing overall environmental and amenity impacts. 

As development of new non-road transport infrastructure is likely to require very substantial 
investment, relative to the likely volumes of material requiring movement at any particular locations in 
the Plan area, it is expected that in most cases additional rail and water transport will involve the 
bringing into use of existing inactive infrastructure rather than the building of new wharves or railheads. 
There may be greater potential for the development of new pipelines for the transport of gas and the 
use of conveyor systems, as these are less dependent on the location of pre-existing other 
infrastructure and may in some cases require less overall investment. 

As use of alternative transport modes is more likely to be viable for larger volume movements, due to 
economies of scale, proposals for movements in excess of 250,000tpa should be accompanied by an 
assessment of the potential to move the minerals and/or waste by non-road means.  As part of this, the 
assessment should consider the likely differences in overall carbon emissions associated with the 
different modes considered and take these differences into account in the findings of the assessment. 

As in many cases use of non-road transport modes will need to operate alongside an element of road 
transport (for example for distribution of minerals products to local markets, or the receipt of waste 
materials for onward bulk transport) proposals for development of new non-road transport 
infrastructure for minerals and waste, or the use of existing infrastructure for minerals and waste 
transport, should also be well located in relation to the main road network to help minimise overall 
impacts. Key exceptions to this may include the development of pipelines or conveyor systems for the 
direct transfer of minerals or waste products between production and processing facilities. 

In all cases, proposal for development of new sustainable transport infrastructure, or the use of existing 
infrastructure, should be consistent with relevant development management policies in the Plan to 
ensure that unacceptable adverse impact on the environment or local amenity does not arise. 

Links to Objectives and Policies 
Link to Objectives 
Objective 6 
Objective 7 
Objective 8 
Objective 10 
Objective 11 

Links to other relevant policies in the Plan 
Id02: Locational approach to new sources of supply of aggregate 
Id51: Overall locational principles for provision of new waste capacity 
Id55: Transport infrastructure safeguarding 
Id56: Locations for ancillary minerals infrastructure safeguarding 
Id58: Presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste development 
Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts 
Id60: Transport of minerals and waste and associated impacts 
Id62: Minerals and waste development in the Green Belt 
Id68: Sustainable design, construction and operational development 

SA/SEA 
Summary of assessment 
This policy is likely to have some positive impacts through the retention of the existing rail, pipeline and 
water transportation infrastructure and support for the development of new infrastructure. These 
positive effects relate to reducing the need to transport minerals and waste by road with knock on 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

benefits in relation to air quality, climate change, amenity and the economy. Impacts are uncertain in 
relation to a number of the environmental objectives such as biodiversity, water quality, landscape and 
cultural heritage as impacts will be dependent upon the location, type and scale of additional 
infrastructure as well as the frequency of its use. Negative impacts may occur as a result of 
construction on new transport links such as loss of habitats, impacts upon the setting of historic assets 
or loss of archaeology and landscape impacts. 

Recommendations 
It is considered that positive effects could be further enhanced by adding a requirement for the 
consideration of non-road forms of transport wherever possible (rather than just for larger scale sites) 
and requiring a justification for not utilising them. 

(Note - This recommendation has not been taken forward in the policy or text as the policy already 
encourages and supports use of alternative transport modes for all relevant development in the area.  
It is further considered that use of a threshold to determine whether there is a specific requirement for 
consideration of alternative transport modes is appropriate in order to give adequate clarity to 
applicants). 

Id55 - Transport infrastructure safeguarding 
Options 
presented at 
Issues and 
options stage 

Option 1: 
This option would safeguard all known railheads, rail links and wharfs which have the 
potential for minerals transport against encroaching or replacement development 
which would prevent the use of land for mineral transport purposes, unless the need 
for the alternative development would outweigh the benefits of retaining the facility or 
a suitable alternative for the displaced use can be found. 
OR 
Option 2: 
This option would only safeguard railheads, rail links to quarries and wharfs which are 
in active use for minerals transport against encroaching or replacement development 
which would prevent the use of the land for mineral transport purposes, unless the 
need for the alternative development would outweigh the benefits of retaining the 
facility or a suitable alternative for the displaced use can be found.  
OR 
Option 3: 
This option would consider each railhead, quarry rail-link and wharfage to assess its 
potential for minerals transport now and in the future, and only those where a high 
degree of confidence in the potential for such use can 
be demonstrated would be safeguarded. 

What the SA told us 
Option 1 is likely to provide the most flexibility compared to both Options 2 and 3 in terms of the future 
movement of minerals to the market. This would have a positive effect in ensuring that all possibilities 
for transporting minerals using these methods are safeguarded. However, this option may result in 
greater potential for vacant sites. Option 3 would only safeguard where there is identified potential now 
and in the future, which would link the location of minerals movement with assessment of actual and 
projected use and would allow sites without sufficient potential to be redeveloped for alternative (non-
minerals related) uses. Option 2 could restrict future transport capability by only safeguarding currently 
used rail heads, links and wharves, which could have negative effects on the economy and minerals 
supply in the longer term. 

Recommendations 
It is considered that Option 3 shows more positive benefits overall when compared to Options 1 and 2, 
although it is acknowledged that for the majority of objectives no strong preference for any option was 
identified. 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

Any policy would need to address potential for vacant sites and length of time / issues related to this 
would need to be considered when considering alternative developments.  
Number of consultation responses 
Total Number of comments against id: 19 
Question 133) Do you have a preference for 
any of the options presented above? 

Number of respondents: 18 

Option 1: 13 
SC: 1 
MWI: 3 

Combination: 0 

Option 2: 1 Did Not Specify: 0 

Option 3: 4 
Local Authorities: 2 

None: 0 

Question 134) Are there any alternative 
options the Authorities should consider in 
relation to transport infrastructure 
safeguarding? 

Number of respondents: 1 
SC: 0 
MWI: 0 
Local Authorities: 0 

Question 135) Are there any particular 
facilities which you think should be 
safeguarded if Option 3 were to be followed? 
(Please refer to the document: Minerals and 
Waste Local Plan Evidence Base: 
safeguarding of minerals Infrastructure’, via 
the link 
www.northyorks.gov.uk/mwevidence). 

Number of respondents: 0 
SC: 0 
MWI: 0 
Local Authorities: 0 

Brief overview of consultation responses 
Key Messages Q133: 
Option 1: 

 Provides flexibility for movement of minerals by waterways and by existing wharfs 
 Positive effect on safeguarding sustainable transport modes 
 Supports movement of waterborne freight along inland waterways 
 Closest to national policy as it safeguards potential and existing sites 
 Other options would lead to a reduction in the number of wharves over time 
 Provides strongest protection for existing and future rail and wharf infrastructure 

Option 3: 
 Realistic and does not result in unnecessary safeguarding 
 Provides a reasonable compromise 

General comments on the Options: 
 The number of sites to safeguard is dependent upon the amount of sites submitted and the 

likelihood of increased supply in the future 

Key Messages Q134: 
One alternative option was suggested which was to preserve all future water and rail infrastructure, this 
is already covered by the existing options and so has not been taken forward. 

Key Messages Q135: No Comments were received 

SA of options including alternatives 
N/A 
Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
The preference of the majority of respondents for Option 1 is noted.  It is agreed that this would provide 
the maximum amount of protection for minerals and waste transport infrastructure.  However, it is also 
considered necessary to ensure that any approach is balanced and that safeguarding of existing 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

infrastructure can be justified in any particular case.  

Evidence base update 
New evidence as of January 2015. 

The NPPG published in March 2014 provided guidance on minerals infrastructure and transport 
safeguarding. 

Planning authorities should safeguard existing, planned and potential storage, handling and transport 
sites to: 

 Ensure that sites for these purposes are available should they be needed, 
 Prevent sensitive or inappropriate development that would conflict with the use of sites 

identified for these purposes. 

In areas where there are County and District authorities, responsibility for safeguarding facilities and 
sites for the storage, handling and transport of minerals in local plans will rest largely with the district 
planning authority. Exceptions will be where such facilities and sites are located at quarries or 
aggregate wharves or rail terminals. 

The Guidance also states that planning authorities should consider the possibility of combining 
safeguarded sites for the storage, handling and transport of minerals with those for processing and 
distribution of recycled and secondary aggregate.  

Duty to Cooperate  
Is this a duty to cooperate matter? Yes 
Safeguarding of minerals and waste transport infrastructure will require cooperation between the 
County Council and District/Borough Councils in the two tier part of the Joint Plan area. 

Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
The majority of respondents, including industry, supported Option 1 which would safeguard all known 
railheads, rail links and wharfs unless the need for alternative development would outweigh the 
benefits of retaining the facility. The SA states that there was no strong preference for any of the 
Options under most of the objectives, but Option 1 provides the greatest flexibility and Option 3, which 
represents a more targeted approach to safeguarding, the most positive benefits overall.  Option 1 is 
also most in line with national policy and guidance. 

A disbenefit of Option 1 is that for the non-operational wharfs, sidings or railheads identified in the Plan 
area, no information is available as to their potential future viability for minerals or waste transport and 
how this might change over the Plan period.   Safeguarding such sites could unnecessarily prevent the 
site reverting to some other use in future.  During consultation at Issues and Options stage views were 
sought on which facilities should be safeguarded if a more targeted approach were to be followed. No 
responses to this question were received. 

Taking this into account it is considered that the preferred approach should be to either safeguard all 
facilities (active or potential), subject to further views on their future potential through consultation at 
preferred options stage, or, just safeguard those in current use in view of their known role and the 
expectation that this is likely to continue in future. 

At this stage in preparation of the Plan it is suggested that all known facilities (active or potential) 
should be subject to safeguarding against alternative forms of development and encroaching 
development which may conflict with their ongoing or future use. This position will be reviewed in the 
light of consultation responses at preferred options stage. 

In line with national planning guidance it is acknowledged that, in some circumstances, sites for 
minerals transport could appropriately be combined with sites for the processing and redistribution of 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

secondary and recycled aggregate.  This is addressed further in draft policy relating to supply of 
alternatives to land won primary aggregate. 

Preferred policy approach – title changed to S04: Transport infrastructure safeguarding 
Railheads, rail links and wharves identified on the Policies map will be safeguarded against 
replacement development which would prevent the use of the land for minerals or waste 
transport purposes, unless; 

i) The need for the alternative development outweighs the benefits of retaining the facility; 
or 

ii) A suitable alternative location can be provided for the displaced use; or 
iii) The facility is not in use and there is no reasonable prospect of it being used for 

minerals or waste transport in the foreseeable future. 

An additional 100m buffer zone around each facility, as shown on the policies map, is also 
safeguarded against encroaching development which would not be compatible with the use of 
the facility for minerals or waste transport.  Where development in the safeguarded buffer zone 
would substantially restrict the continued use or potential future use of the facility for the 
transport of minerals or waste then permission will be refused unless adequate mitigation can 
be provided.  . 

Supporting text 

Transport infrastructure includes facilities or sites which are used, or which may provide potential for, 
non-road transport of minerals or waste, such as rail heads, sidings, and canal or river wharves.  Some 
minerals, but not waste, are currently transported by rail via rail heads located in the Plan area, 
including coal from Kellingley Colliery, potash from Boulby Mine and the importation of aggregate into 
two rail linked sites in Selby district. There are a number of known facilities in the area, such as the rail 
link at the former Gascoigne Wood Mine site, also in Selby district, which have previously played a role 
in the transport of minerals, and where future potential may still exist. 

Transport of coal by barge has previously occurred in the Selby area, and some infrastructure remains 
but needs repair if it is to be used again. Growing interest in the potential for increased supply of 
marine aggregate into the Yorkshire and Humber area may increase the significance of both water and 
rail transport of minerals in future, adding to the justification for safeguarding of wharfs and railheads. 

In order to protect safeguarded facilities from encroachment by other non-compatible development 
which may compromise the continued use of the facility for the transport of minerals or waste, for 
example development which may be sensitive to disturbance from noise or dust, a buffer zone around 
safeguarded facilities has also been identified.  Where proposals for non-exempt development in these 
zones would not be compatible with the safeguarded use then permission will be refused unless 
suitable mitigation can be provided as part of the proposals for the encroaching development. 

In those parts of the Joint Plan area covered by both County and District tier planning authorities, 
district councils should consult with the County Council as minerals and waste planning authority 
before granting permission for non-exempt development in an area safeguarded for transport 
infrastructure.  Exemption criteria are set out in the Sections dealing with Safeguarding and 
Consultation, later in this Chapter. 

Links to Objectives and Policies 
Link to Objectives 
Objective 3 
Objective 7 
Objective 8 

Links to other relevant policies in the Plan 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

Id54: Transport infrastructure 
Id55: Locations for ancillary infrastructure safeguarding 
Id56: Minerals ancillary infrastructure safeguarding 
Id58: Presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste development 
Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts 
Id60: Transport of minerals and waste and associated impacts 
Id70: Developments proposed within Mineral Safeguarding Areas 
Id71: Consideration of applications in Mineral Consultation Areas 

SA/SEA 
Summary of assessment 
This policy would ensure that wharves and railheads/rail links are safeguarded for the transportation of 
minerals and waste but retains an element of flexibility to ensure that unused sites with little potential 
for future use or sites that would have greater benefit being used for an alternative purpose are not 
safeguarded. Positive impacts have been identified in relation to encouraging the use of more 
sustainable modes of transport, air quality, land use, climate change, resource use and the economy. 
There is an element of uncertainty throughout the assessment as safeguarding may displace other 
forms of development that may otherwise have taken place in an area and the consequences of this 
displacement is not known. 

Recommendations 
No further mitigation is proposed. 

Id56 - Locations for ancillary minerals infrastructure 
Options 
presented at 
Issues and 
options stage 

Option 1: 
This option would support locating ancillary minerals infrastructure on active mineral 
extraction sites (including sites for the production of secondary aggregate) provided 
the following criteria are met: 
 The ancillary minerals infrastructure produces a ‘value added’ product based 

mainly on the mineral extracted at the site 
 The process or development does not create significant additional adverse impact 

on local communities, businesses or the environment 
 The process or development does not significantly increase the overall amount of 

road transport to and from the site 
 The development is linked to the overall life of extraction at the site, unless the 

location is appropriate to its retention in the longer term. 
OR 
Option 2: 
This option would be the same as Option 1 except that support would only be 
provided where the ‘host’ site would be located outside the North York Moors 
National Park and AONBs. Ancillary infrastructure related to extraction sites in 
National Parks or AONBs would need to be located outside of these areas.  
AND/OR 
Option 3: 
This option would support the development of ancillary minerals infrastructure away 
from mineral extraction sites provided the following criteria are met: 

 The site is located on industrial or employment land, previously developed 
land, or would be co-located with other compatible industrial or commercial 
development  

 The site is located within or near to major settlements or other known market 
destination where the product will be used  

 The site has good access to the transport network 
 The development would not create significant adverse impact on local 

communities, businesses or the environment. 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

OR 
Option 4: 
This option would be the same as Option 3 except that support would only be 
provided where the site would be located outside the North York Moors National Park 
and AONBs, with the exception of Whitby Business Park which already contains 
ancillary infrastructure.  

What the SA told us 
All of the options are likely to have positive effects on the economy through supporting ancillary 
functions associated with minerals extraction and processing, although Option 3 in conjunction with 
Option 1 would provide the greatest flexibility in this respect. 
All of the options would support development that would not have significant adverse effects on the 
environment (which is positive). Minor negative effects in terms of transport miles are likely to be 
greater under Options 3 and 4 where an additional location may be added into the overall supply chain, 
although these options are likely to have positive effects through reducing the amount of greenfield 
land required. Options 2 and 4 would have significant positive benefits in terms of landscape and 
recreation by protecting the National Park and the AONBs. Many of the effects identified are location 
and use dependent which creates uncertainty on the overall effects from the options. In particular, the 
type of use would influence the effects on dust, odour and noise on adjacent uses / the local 
community. This is particularly relevant for Options 3 and 4 which would guide ancillary functions to 
previously developed land and industrial locations, which are most likely to be located nearer to local 
communities. 

Recommendations 
Overall it is considered that Options 2 and 4 would have the most sustainability benefits but may be 
more applicable to different ancillary functions. The SA recommends that they could be combined to 
optimise positive effects. 
Number of consultation responses 
Total Number of comments against id: 18 
Question 136) Do you have a preference for 
any of the options presented above? 

Number of respondents: 17 
Option 1: 6 
SC: 1 
MWI: 3 
Local Authorities: 1 

Combination: 7 
Opt. 1+3: 3 
MWI: 2  

Opt. 1+4: 1 
Local Authorities: 1 

Opt. 2+4: 3 
SC: 1 

Option 2: 3 
MWI: 1 

Did Not Specify: 0 

Option 3: 0 None: 0 

Option 4: 1 

Question 137) Are there any alternative 
options that the Authorities should consider 
in relation to ancillary minerals 
infrastructure? 

Number of respondents: 0 
SC: 0 
MWI: 0 
Local Authorities: 0 

Brief overview of consultation responses 
Key Messages Q136: 
Option 1: 

 Ensures proposals do not significantly increase road transport 
 Co-location of other operations at mineral sites is a logical and sustainable extension to the 

production output of sites 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

 Supports facilities at existing mineral extraction sites 
 Ancillary minerals infrastructure is best located at mineral extraction sites and should be able 

to accept material from sites other than where it is located  

Option 2: 
 Provides balance between locating facilities close to source material whilst protecting National 

Parks and AONBs 

Option 1+3: 
 May be possible to locate ancillary plant infrastructure but not compromise the objectives of 

designating National Park and AONBs 

Option 1+4: 
 Protects designations within the National Park but is flexible outside 

Key Messages Q137: 
No alternative options put forward. 

General: 
i. There is a gap in the market for an asphalt plant 

SA of options including alternatives 
N/A 
Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
The range of views received in response to consultation on this issue is noted. It is agreed that in 
many, but not all, cases minerals extraction sites represent appropriate locations for ancillary 
developed and that a limited degree of importation of materials to serve ancillary activities could be 
reasonable.  In relation to ancillary activities in NPs and AONBs, it is also agreed that some ancillary 
activities at existing quarries could be appropriate where they would not lead to any adverse impact on 
the designation. In this respect ancillary activities resulting in increased overall traffic movements in the 
designated area would be unlikely to be appropriate.  

Evidence base update 
No new evidence as of January 2015. 
Duty to Cooperate  
Is this a duty to cooperate matter? No 

Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
The Joint Plan area currently has ancillary infrastructure located on active mineral extraction sites and 
stand-alone sites. 

The majority of support was for Option 1 on its own. Several combinations were suggested. The 
combination most supported by industry was Option 1 plus Option 3, supporting ancillary infrastructure 
on active minerals sites and also supporting ancillary minerals infrastructure away from active mineral 
extraction sites on industrial estates or employment land. Support was also given for siting ancillary 
minerals infrastructure outside the National Park and AONBs, although industry did suggest that 
ancillary infrastructure could be located on mineral sites within the National Park and AONBs without 
compromising the objectives of the designations. It is acknowledged that this could be the case in 
some limited circumstances. It is further considered that a distinction could be drawn between the 
AONB areas, where a number of active quarries are present, some of which already host ancillary 
activities, and the North York Moors National Park area, where there are no active mineral workings.   

One consultee stated that the Plan should not specify that materials used in the ancillary process 
should come mainly from the site it is based on; considering instead that existing mineral sites provide 
a good location for most ancillary minerals facilities irrespective of whether they mainly use minerals 

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 220 



                   

 
 

             
 

   
     

  
  

 

  
 

 
    

   
 

    
   

 
  

  
   

 
 

 
     

    
       

 
 

 
  

   
  

 
   

   
  

 
  

     
 

 
 

 
  

  
  

  
       

     
 

 
   

  
 

Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

extracted from the site at which they are located. It is not agreed that this will always be the case, for 
example where the minerals site is located relatively far from markets, or is not well located in relation 
to transport routes.   Where substantial importation of materials is required in many cases it may be 
more appropriate for the activity to take place at stand-alone sites for example on well-located 
industrial estates. 

It should be noted that where free standing ancillary infrastructure is proposed in locations within the 
two tier (NYCC) part of the Joint Plan area it will constitute a District matter and therefore be outside 
the scope of the Plan. 

In order to reflect the specific range of circumstances across the Plan area the preferred approach is 
based on a combination of elements of Options 1, 3 and 4. 

Preferred policy approach- title changed to I02: Locations for ancillary minerals infrastructure 
Development of ancillary minerals infrastructure at active minerals extraction sites and sites 
producing secondary aggregate will be supported provided the following criteria are met: 

i. The ancillary development produces a ‘value added’ product based mainly on the mineral 
extracted or secondary aggregate produced on the host site, and 

ii. The development does not create significant additional adverse impact on local 
communities, businesses or the environment, and 

iii. The development does not unacceptably increase the overall amount of road transport to 
or from the host site, and 

iv. Where the host site is located in the Green Belt the ancillary development would preserve 
openness and the purposes of Green Belt designation, and 

v. The development is linked to the overall life of minerals extraction or supply of secondary 
aggregate at the host site, unless the location is appropriate to its retention in the longer 
term. 

Within the City of York area development of ancillary minerals infrastructure will also be 
supported provided the following criteria are met: 
vi. The site is located on industrial or employment land, previously developed land, or would 

be co-located with other compatible industrial or commercial development, and 
vii. The site has good access to the transport network, and 
viii. The development would not create significant adverse impact on local communities, 

businesses or the environment including heritage assets.. 

Siting of minerals ancillary infrastructure within the North York Moors National Park will only be 
supported where it would be located within the Whitby Business Park identified on the Policies 
map. 

Supporting text 

Minerals ancillary infrastructure includes facilities such as ready mixed concrete plants, roadstone 
coating plants, block making facilities and aggregates bagging plant which produce aggregates based 
products with added value.  These processes are of industrial character and are all dependent on 
aggregate as a key raw material. Ancillary infrastructure may sometimes be located at existing 
aggregates quarries (or sites producing secondary or recycled materials) where they can receive 
supply of some necessary raw materials directly from the host quarry, or they may be located on free-
standing sites such as on industrial estates, where they will be dependent on import of all raw 
materials. 

In some cases ancillary activities, together with their associated plant and buildings, may constitute 
permitted development under the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) Order 
1995 (as amended).  A further consideration is that within the two-tier part of the Joint Plan area 
development of this nature does not fall under the remit of North Yorkshire County Council as Mineral 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

Planning Authority but will be the responsibility of the District and Borough Councils.  Within the City of 
York and the North York Moors National Park, which are the unitary planning authority areas, 
proposals for free standing ancillary development will be within the scope of the Joint Plan. 

Both active quarries and free standing sites may, in some circumstances, be appropriate locations for 
ancillary development.   In many cases quarries will be suitable locations, particularly where a 
substantial proportion of the raw materials to be used are supplied directly from the host quarry, as this 
can help minimise overall transport movements. However, where substantial reliance on imported raw 
materials is needed, it may be preferable for ancillary activities to take place on free standing sites well 
located to transport networks and key markets for the products.  In all cases it will be necessary to 
ensure that the ancillary activity will not result in unacceptable impact on the environment or local 
communities and businesses. 

There are a small number of existing minerals extraction sites in AONBs in the NYCC area.  Where 
ancillary development is proposed at quarries in the AONBs particularly high standards of siting, 
design and mitigation will be needed to ensure that any impacts will be acceptable. 

There are currently no mineral workings in the National Park but a free standing concrete batching 
plant is located on a small industrial estate within the Park near Whitby.  Environmental constraints in 
the National Park suggest it will not be appropriate to support further development of ancillary 
infrastructure elsewhere in this part of the Plan area.  

Links to Objectives and Policies 
Link to Objectives: 
Objective 6 
Objective 7 
Objective 8 

Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: 
Id02: Locational approach to new sources of supply of aggregate 
Id14: Supply of alternatives to land won primary aggregates 
Id50: Managing power station ash 
Id57: Minerals ancillary infrastructure safeguarding 
Id58: Presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste development 
Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts 
Id60: Transport of minerals and waste and associated impacts 
Id61: North York Moor National Park and AONB 
Id62: Minerals and waste development in the Green Belt 
Id68: Sustainable design, construction and operation of development 

SA/SEA 
Summary of assessment 
In the main the protections in this policy will avoid significant effects on the environmental objectives, 
though uncertainty is often noted due to uncertainty over locations where minerals ancillary 
infrastructure would take place and how ‘additional significant environmental effects’ may be 
interpreted by different developers, particularly if the host site already has significant impacts. 

Elsewhere, mixed effects are often reported. For instance, the economic objective notes how this 
policy helps to add value to minerals products, but also the potentially restrictive nature of the policy 
which may make some development more difficult to achieve. The community vitality and health and 
wellbeing objectives note that synergies between different impacts, such as traffic, noise and visual 
impacts may together result in minor significant effects on perceptions of an area or on wellbeing. 

Recommendations 
Given that secondary aggregate processing may have significant water impacts policy D09 should be 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

referred to in the key links to other relevant policies and objectives. In addition, to address synergies 
between effects, policy D02’s reference to cumulative effects could be clarified in that policy’s 
supporting text so that it includes synergies between different types of effect. 

Id57 - Minerals ancillary infrastructure safeguarding 
Options 
presented at 
Issues and 
options stage 

Option 1: 
This option would safeguard all known sites for concrete batching, roadstone 
manufacture, other concrete products manufacture, and the handling, processing and 
distribution of recycled and secondary aggregate against encroaching or replacement 
development which would prevent the use of the land for ancillary aggregates 
purposes.  
OR 
Option 2: 
This option would safeguard only stand-alone sites for concrete batching, roadstone 
manufacture, other concrete products manufacture, and the handling, processing and 
distribution of recycled and secondary aggregate against encroaching or replacement 
development which would prevent the use of the land for ancillary aggregates 
purposes.  
OR 
Option 3: 
This option would consider each site for concrete batching, roadstone manufacture, 
other concrete products manufacture, and the handling, processing and distribution of 
recycled and secondary aggregate on an individual basis to assess its risk of being 
affected by new development, and those with greater potential to be impacted by 
encroaching or replacement development would be safeguarded.  
OR 
Option 4: 
This option would safeguard all known sites for concrete batching, roadstone 
manufacture, other concrete products manufacture, and the handling, processing and 
distribution of recycled and secondary aggregate against encroaching or replacement 
development which would prevent the use of the land for ancillary aggregates 
purposes, unless a  suitable alternative location for the displaced use is found or it is 
considered that the need for the alternative development outweighs the need to retain 
the infrastructure. 

What the SA told us 
Option 1 is likely to have economic benefits through enabling choice for minerals operators. However, 
it is possible that pursuing this option may result in the creation of vacant sites with associated effects 
on landscape and community safety and wellbeing. Options 3 and, most significantly, 4 are likely to 
create more flexibility around future alternative uses for these sites than Option 1, with Option 4 
providing the most economic benefits in this respect. All of the options are likely to have uncertain 
social and environmental impacts, dependent upon the nature of any displaced development. 

Recommendations 
On balance, it is considered that option 4 would have the most sustainability benefits. However, this 
option would benefit from considering which sites have the most potential for continuing use in the 
future. 
Number of consultation responses 
Total Number of comments against id: 8 
Question 138) Do you have a preference for 
any of the options presented above? 

Number of respondents: 7 
Option 1: 2  
MWI: 1 
Local Authorities: 1 

Combination: 0 
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Option 2: 2 
MWI: 2 

Did Not Specify: 1 
Local Authorities: 1 

Option 3: 2 None: 0 

Option 4: 0 

Question 139) Are there any alternative 
options the Authorities should consider in 
relation to ancillary minerals infrastructure 
safeguarding? 

Number of respondents: 1 
SC: 0 
MWI: 0 
Local Authorities: 0 

Question 140) Are there any particular 
facilities which should be safeguarded if 
Option 3 were to be followed? (Please refer 
to the document: ‘Minerals and Waste Local 
Plan Evidence Base: safeguarding of 
minerals Infrastructure’, via the link 
www.northyorks.gov.uk/mwevidence). 

Number of respondents: 0 
SC: 0 
MWI: 0 
Local Authorities: 0 

Brief overview of consultation responses 
Key Messages Q138: 
Option 2: 

 Not necessary to safeguard facilities on time limited mineral operations which will come to a 
programmed end 

Option 3: 
 This options depends on threats which may be underestimated 

Option 4: 
 Care would need to be taken in determining what alternative sites would be available 

Key Messages Q139: 
Proposed Option 5 
This option would safeguard the surface infrastructure for oil and gas developments 

The point was also made that it is the last mineral use that should be safeguarded and not just current 
upstanding operational plant. 

SA of options including alternatives 
Summary of Assessment 
Option 1 is likely to have economic benefits through enabling choice for minerals operators. However, 
it is possible that pursuing this option may result in the creation of vacant sites with associated effects 
on landscape and community safety and wellbeing. Option 2 has similar effects, though at a lower 
scale. Options 3 and, most significantly, 4 are likely to create more flexibility around future alternative 
uses for these sites than Option 1, with Option 4 providing the most economic benefits in this respect. 

The addition of Option 5 is likely to result in some minor positive effects in relation to encouraging 
safeguarding, achieving sustainable economic growth and efficient land use. 

All of the options are likely to have uncertain social and environmental impacts, dependent upon the 
nature of any displaced development. 

Recommendations 
On balance, it is considered that Option 4 combined with Option 5 would have the most sustainability 
benefits. However, Option 4 (or a combined option 4 /5) would benefit from considering which sites 
have the most potential for continuing use in the future. 
Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
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It is agreed that it should not be necessary to safeguard ancillary facilities located within areas 
permitted for mineral extraction as these should already receive protection through the relevant 
minerals permission/s. It is also agreed that it may be difficult in practice to evaluate the level of risk 
from encroachment or replacement over the lifetime of the Plan.  With regard to provision of alternative 
locations (Option 4) this matter could only be considered on a case by case basis at the time when 
specific proposals are submitted which may impact on a safeguarded site. It is agreed that it would 
also be appropriate to safeguard key infrastructure related to gas development.  In particular it is 
considered that this should include the gas powered generating station at Knapton, and the recently 
permitted but as yet undeveloped site for a processing facility at Thonton-le-Dale. 

Evidence base update 
Updated evidence as of January 2015. 

The NPPG published in March 2014 suggests that Planning Authorities should safeguard existing, 
planned and potential storage, handling and transport sites to: 

 Ensure that sites for those purposes are available should they be needed. 
 Prevent sensitive or inappropriate development that would conflict with the use of sites 

identified for these purposes. 

Duty to Cooperate  
Is this a duty to cooperate matter? Yes 
Safeguarding in the two tier parts of the Plan area will require cooperation between the County 
Planning Authority and District/Borough Planning Authorities. 

Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

Responses provided equal support for Options 1, 2 and 3, with none for Option 4. The three options 
with consultee support are distinctly different so cannot readily be combined.  

It is considered that in safeguarding ancillary infrastructure the emphasis should be on the protection of 
‘free standing’ infrastructure sites as these are by definition not subject of any protection through an 
associated permission for minerals extraction.  Although Option 2 was not the most favoured by the SA 
of the initial options it is considered, taking into account consultation comments received, to be the 
most realistic option.  It could be made more sustainable by incorporating the references in Option 4 
relating to identification of a suitable alternative location for the displaced use and consideration of 
whether the need for the alternative development outweighs the need to retain the infrastructure, as 
well as new Option 5 relating to safeguarding of surface gas infrastructure. 

The preferred policy approach is therefore Option 2 combined with elements of Option 4 and Option 5. 

For sites which are safeguarded a buffer zone around the site should be considered to protect the 
safeguarded site from being impacted by unsuitable proximal development such as land uses which 
may be sensitive to factors such as noise and dust.  It is considered that a 100m buffer zone would be 
appropriate. 
Preferred policy approach – title changed to S05: Minerals ancillary infrastructure safeguarding 
Minerals ancillary infrastructure sites identified on the Policies map are safeguarded against 
replacement development which would prevent the use of the land for minerals ancillary 
infrastructure purposes, unless; 

 The need for the alternative development outweighs the benefits of retaining the site, or 
 A suitable alternative location can be provided for the displaced use, or 
 The site is not in use and there is no reasonable prospect of it being used for minerals 

ancillary infrastructure in the foreseeable future 

An additional 100m buffer zone around each site, as shown on the Policies map, is also 
safeguarded against encroaching development which would not be compatible with the use of 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

the site for ancillary minerals infrastructure.  Where development in the safeguarded buffer 
zone would substantially restrict the continued use or potential future use of the site for 
minerals ancillary infrastructure then permission will be refused unless adequate mitigation 
can be provided. 

Supporting text 

Minerals ancillary infrastructure includes plant for processes such as concrete batching, manufacture 
of coated materials and other concrete products as well as the handling, processing and distribution of 
substitute, recycled and secondary aggregate material.  Their main purpose is to produce value added 
products using minerals as a key raw material.   National policy and guidance encourages 
safeguarding of minerals ancillary infrastructure including existing, planned and potential sites. 

In many cases ancillary infrastructure is located at the site where the minerals they wholly or partly 
depend on are produced.  In these circumstances they are protected from replacement by alternative 
forms of development by the associated minerals extraction permission and specific safeguarding is 
not required.  As minerals extraction sites tend to be located outside urban areas, the risk of 
encroachment by other conflicting development is also relatively low. 

In other cases, ancillary minerals infrastructure is located at free standing sites which don’t receive 
protection through an associated minerals extraction permission.  Such sites are typically on industrial 
estates where there may be a greater risk of competition from other forms of development and, 
potentially, a greater risk of encroachment from other forms of development which, if located in close 
proximity to the ancillary infrastructure, could impact on its future operation. 

In order to ensure that sites for minerals ancillary infrastructure are protected for the future, known free 
standing ancillary infrastructure sites are therefore safeguarded in the Plan. Applicants for 
development which would result in the loss of a safeguarded facility should include information in their 
application to demonstrate how the safeguarded use will be protected, or is no longer appropriate for 
safeguarding, in line with the criteria in the policy. 

In order to protect safeguarded facilities from encroachment by other non-compatible development 
which may compromise the continued use of the site minerals ancillary infrastructure a buffer zone 
around safeguarded facilities has also been identified.  Where proposals for non-exempt development 
in these zones would not be compatible with the safeguarded use then permission will be refused 
unless suitable mitigation can be provided as part of the proposals for the encroaching development. 

In those parts of the Joint Plan area covered by both County and District tier planning authorities, 
district councils should consult with the County Council as minerals and waste planning authority 
before granting permission for non-exempt development in an area safeguarded for transport 
infrastructure. Exemption criteria are set out in id70: Consideration of applications in Mineral 
Consultation Areas 

Links to Objectives and Policies 
Link to Objectives: 
Objective 3 
Objective 6 
Objective 7 

Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: 
Id56: Locations for ancillary minerals infrastructure 
Id58: Presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste development 
Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts 
Id60: Transport infrastructure safeguarding 
Id71: Consideration of applications in Mineral Consultation Areas 
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SA/SEA 
Summary of assessment 
There are some very minor benefits that occur because this policy essentially reduces the likelihood of 
development within 100m of safeguarded sites. Alternatively it may displace some development, 
leading to uncertain effects (which depend on the location that development is displaced to). 

Elsewhere in the assessment a strong benefit was noted relating to minimising resource use, as 
safeguarding land for ancillary infrastructure would cover land for facilities for processing and 
distribution of substitute, recycled and secondary aggregate material. Where this is the case an indirect 
positive effect on minimising resources is expected. The policy also allows an option for future minerals 
ancillary infrastructure development to happen which would add value to minerals and help promote 
economic viability. 

Effects on communities and health are minimised by the application of the 100m buffer, whereas mixed 
positive and negative effects were predicted for the changing population objective (as some limited 
housing development might be displaced, but minerals supply would be facilitated).  

Recommendations  
No further mitigation is proposed. 

Id58 - Presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste development 
Options 
presented at 
Issues and 
options stage 

Option 1: 
This option would use the wording of the model policy with a minor adjustment to 
replace the word ‘council’ with ‘authority’ to reflect it being a Joint Plan involving both 
Councils and a National Park Authority and to replace the reference to 
‘neighbourhood plans’ with a reference to ‘and other relevant documents which 
comprise the Development Plan’. 
OR 
Option 2: 
Develop a more specific phrasing based on the national presumption but which 
promotes not only working proactively with applicants, but also with other 
stakeholders including consultees and communities jointly, to find solutions to 
planning issues in line with the draft vision of the Joint Plan. 
OR 
Option 3: 
Use the model wording (under either Option 1 or 2 above) as a starting point but 
adapt it to specifically state that within the North York Moors National Park and the 
AONBs the starting point for any decisions will be ensuring that development is 
consistent with delivering sustainable development within the context of their 
statutory purposes. For major development in these areas, the starting point for 
consideration of applications would be the Major Development Test.  

What the SA told us 
The assessment has revealed that under Options 2 and 3 more positive effects are likely, particularly 
in the longer term should policies in the Plan be considered to become out of date. Option 2 would 
have significant positive effects in relation to community engagement and may also enable other 
effects of development to be mitigated through this engagement process. Option 3 would provide 
significant positive effects for the landscape and environment of the National Park and the AONBs. 
A significant negative effect of using the model policy under both Options 1 and 2 is that, through just 
referring to the NPPF and not PPS10 or its replacement, in the longer term it would provide no policy 
basis for the consideration of waste proposals. Negative effects under Option 3 are associated with 
potentially restricting or controlling minerals and waste developments coming forward in the longer 
term, however this may be compared against the potential for cumulative negative effects on the 
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economy (in terms of tourism and maintaining the wider North Yorkshire area as an attractive location 
for investment) should development be allowed to go ahead with limited control. 
In the short and medium term the positive effects are negligible as all options essentially state that 
development which accords with the Plan should go ahead, which is generally the case either with or 
without such a policy. 

Number of consultation responses 
Total Number of comments against id: 32 
Question 141) Do you have a preference for 
any of the options presented above? 

Number of respondents: 24 
Option 1: 4 
MWI: 2 
Local Authorities: 1 

Combination: 1 
Opt. 2+3: 1 

Option 2: 4 
SC: 1 
MWI: 1 

Did Not Specify: 5 
SC: 1 
MWI: 2 

Option 3: 7 
SC: 1 

None: 3 
MWI: 0  

Question 142) Are there any alternative 
options the Authorities should consider in 
relation to the presumption in favour of 
sustainable minerals and waste 
development? 

Number of respondents: 8 
SC: 0 
MWI: 0 
Local Authorities: 0 

Brief overview of consultation responses 
Key Messages Q141: 
Option 1: 

 Consistent with the NPPF and supported at various local plan enquiries 

Option 2: 
 Whilst according with national policy this option allows developers, consultees and 

communities to engage early in the development process promoting a mutually acceptable 
balanced proposal 

 This option promotes working with stakeholders and statutory consultees to ensure the viability 
of potential waste sites including meeting environmental standards 

 Would also welcome recognition that minerals and waste affect conditions outside the Plan 
area i.e. energy consumption  

Option 3: 
 Ensure this approach also protects SSSI’s other areas of high value biodiversity outside of 

national parks and AONB’s 
 The SA identifies that this option provides positive effects for the landscape and environment 

of national parks and AONBs 

Option 2+3: 
 The reference to major development test may be confusing 

General comments on the options: 
 The NPPF introduces a ‘presumption in favour of sustainable development’ and Local Plans 

should consider the economic benefits of minerals extraction, including Potash 
 The Options are too long, difficult to understand and not credible 
 The Plan should be more assertive to protect communities and the countryside 
 The NPPF guidance contradicts the definition of sustainable development 
 The Plan should have a high threshold for minerals development to ensure they do not have 

‘adverse impacts on the natural and historic environment or local amenities or human health’ 
as the NPPF states 
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 The options should state that only a small minority of proposals are likely to meet the agreed 
sustainable development criteria 

 The options do not reflect European Guidance 

Key Messages Q142: 
A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested 
new options Chapter 8 – Development Management table’ along with justification as to why they have 
or have not been taken forward. There are no alternative options to be taken forward although a small 
number of points were put forward which should be taken into consideration when progressing the 
policy to Preferred Options stage. The EU does not prohibit mineral extraction in Natura 2000 areas, 
but the development should be sustainable and have minimal impact, this should be reflected in the 
policy approach. The policy should not only protect high value landscapes in the National Park and 
AONBs but also in the rest of the Joint Plan area, as well as to ensure sustainable development. 

SA of options including alternatives 
N/A 
Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
A broad range of views were expressed, some of which more directly relate to matters addressed 
under other topics covered in the Plan.  It is not considered necessary to refer to them specifically in 
this policy as when finalised the Plan will need to be read as a whole.  It is agreed, in relation to Option 
3, that it would not be appropriate to quote the national major development test in full in the policy as 
this would add unnecessary complexity. 

Evidence base update 
Evidence updates as of January 2015 

New national planning policy for waste (Oct 2014) confirms that positive planning plays a pivotal role in 
delivering the Government’s ambition for a more sustainable and efficient approach to resource use 
and management.   

Duty to Cooperate  
Is this a duty to cooperate matter? No 

Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
A small majority of respondents considered option 3 to be the preferred policy approach although a 
range of views were expressed. Although option 3 suggested that there should be a reference to the 
major development test full reference to this would add unnecessary complexity policy. It is considered 
that this could be addressed by including a cross reference to the major development test in the policy 
instead. Whilst the SA indicated that Option 2 would have significant positive effects in relation to 
community engagement it is considered that this matter can be addressed in specific policy in the Plan 
dealing with local amenity. The preferred option is therefore to take forward Option 1 as modified by 
Option 3 to make reference to the relevance of the major development test in regard to the National 
Park and AONBs. 

Preferred policy approach – title changed to D01: Presumption in favour of sustainable 
minerals and waste development 
When considering development proposals the Authorities will take a positive approach that 
reflects the presumption in favour of sustainable development contained in the NPPF. The 
authorities will always work proactively with applicants jointly to find solutions which mean 
that proposals can be approved wherever possible, and to secure development that improves 
the economic, social and environmental conditions in the area. 

Planning applications that accord with the policies in this Local Plan (and where relevant with 
policies in neighbourhood plans) will be approved without delay, unless material 
considerations indicate otherwise.  
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Where there are no policies relevant to the applications or relevant policies are out of date then 
the Council will grant permission unless material considerations indicate otherwise – taking 
into account whether: 

 Any adverse impacts of granting permission would significantly and demonstrably 
outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in the NPPF taken as a 
whole; or 

 Specific policies in the NPPF indicate that development should be restricted such as in 
National Parks and AONBs. Where proposals constitute major development in the 
National Park and AONBs they will be assessed against the requirements for major 
development in designated areas set out in national policy. 

Supporting text 

At the heart of the National Planning Policy Framework is the Presumption in favour of sustainable 
development which should be seen as a golden thread running through both plan making and decision 
making.  This forms the basis of the Government’s ‘model policy’ on the presumption in favour of 
sustainable development.  Paragraph 14 of the NPPF states that the presumption in favour of 
sustainable development would not apply where specific policies in the Framework indicate that 
development should be restricted and includes reference in a footnote that this includes National Parks 
and AONBs, as well as certain other designations. Whilst the ‘model policy’ contains a cross reference 
to other parts of the NPPF which would restrict development, as around a third of the Plan area is 
within either the North York Moors National Park or one of the AONBs, it is considered appropriate to 
refer to these specifically in the policy. 

In the National Park and AONBs ‘major development’ (which is not defined in legislation or guidance) 
is also required to be subject to the national major development test, as set out in the NPPF. Within 
these parts of the Plan area the presumption in favour of sustainable development will need to be 
applied in the context of the need also to satisfy the Test.  As there is potential for minerals and waste 
development to constitute major development for the purposes of the Test, it is considered appropriate 
to appropriate to reference the Test in this policy. 

Links to Objectives and Policies 
Link to Objectives: 
Objective 1 
Objective 2 
Objective 4 
Objective 5 
Objective 6  
Objective 7 
Objective 8 
Objective 9 
Objective 10 
Objective 11 
Objective 12 

Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: 
Id51: Overall locational principles for provision of new waste capacity 
Id54: Transport infrastructure 
Id56: Locations for ancillary minerals infrastructure 
Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts 
Id61: North York Moors National Park and the AONBs 
Id68: Sustainable design, construction and operation of development  

SA/SEA 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

Summary of assessment 
Most environmental SA objectives report neutral effects in the short and medium term as a result of 
this policy as this is largely an affirmation that the policies in the Plan, and national policy and 
Neighbourhood Plans, will be taken into account. However, uncertainty creeps into the assessment in 
the longer term as some locally distinctive issues may get a lesser degree of emphasis if the NPPF 
becomes the sole decision making document when the plan becomes out of date. In terms of National 
Parks and AONBs however, the continued application of the major development test positively 
supports the long term outlook for achieving the landscape objective. 

The preferred policy supports the economic objective due to its ‘pro-active approach’ to finding 
solutions. It also supports the community vitality, wellbeing and population needs objectives in the 
short and medium term as it takes into account community defined Neighbourhood Plans. In the longer 
term the policy makes decision making more reliant on national policy than local views. 

Recommendations 
No specific recommendation is made. However, when policies in the Plan become out of date they 
should be updated to ensure that a locally relevant approach to sustainable development is still 
applied. 

id59 Local amenity and cumulative impacts 
Options 
presented at 
Issues and 
options stage 

Option 1: 
Proposals will be supported where it can be demonstrated that unacceptable effects 
(including cumulative effects) on local amenity will not arise, including as a result of:  
noise, dust, vibration, odour and other emissions to air, vermin and litter, visual 
impact, the public rights of way network and access to open space. 
Proposals will be expected as a first priority to prevent adverse impacts through 
avoidance, with the use of robust mitigation measures where avoidance is not 
practicable. 
AND 
Option 2: 
In addition to the matters identified in Option 1, this option would specifically 
encourage applicants for new development to conduct early and meaningful  
engagement with local communities, in line with statements of community 
involvement, prior to submission of an application, and to reflect the outcome of those 
discussions in the design of proposals as far as practicable. 

What the SA told us 
Both Options 1 and 2 would minimise negative effects and may lead to positive effects on communities 
and the local environment. Option 2 would provide additional greater positive effects by supporting the 
involvement of local communities. 

Number of consultation responses 
Total Number of comments against id: 38 
Question 143) Do you have a preference for 
either of the options presented above? 

Number of respondents: 23 

Option 1: 3 
MWI: 2 

Combination: 5 
MWI: 1 
Local Authorities: 2 

Option 2: 11 
SC: 1 
MWI: 1  

Did Not Specify: 4 
SC: 1 
MWI: 2 
Local Authorities: 1 
None: 0 

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 231 



                   

 
 

             
 

  

 

  
 

 
 

 

   
 

 
 

 

 
  
  
  

 
 

  
   
   
 
  

 
  

    
    

 
 

  
  

     
  

    
  

  
   

 
    

 

    
      
  
 
   
    

 
    
  

  
    

 
  

Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

Question 144) Are there any alternative options Number of respondents: 5 
the Authorities should consider in relation to local SC: 0 
amenity and cumulative impacts? MWI: 0  

Local Authorities: 0 
Question 145) Are there any additional criteria Number of respondents: 10 
which should be included in a local amenity SC: 0 
policy? MWI: 3 

Local Authorities: 0 
Brief overview of consultation responses 
Key Messages Q143: 
Option 1: 

 Should include a list of unacceptable effects such as increased flood risk 
 Should also have regard to the benefits of a proposal 
 Should only assess impacts of a proposal following mitigation 

Option 2: 
 Replace the word ‘encourage’ with ‘require’ 
 Developers should also be required to invest in local renewable energy 
 Should encourage community involvement and reduce the number of uninformed objections 
 Supports early liaison with the local community 
 This option would duplicate other policy requirements 

General comments on the options: 
 Both options ensure protection of local amenity and consider cumulative impact 
 Amend ‘local amenity’ to ‘local and surrounding amenity’ as some impacts may be greater than 

local e.g. air pollution 

Key Messages Q144: 
A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested 
new options Chapter 8 – Development Management table’ along with justification as to why they have 
or have not been taken forward. There are no alternative options to take forward but a small number of 
points were suggested as requiring consideration when progressing the policy to the Preferred Option 
stage. The policy should take account of all unacceptable effects and insist developers engage with 
local communities. The policy should not just consider ‘local amenity’ but should consider the 
surrounding area as well. It should consider including mitigation and benefits of developments and 
include a reference to traffic impacts. The cumulative impacts of all development should be taken into 
consideration, not just impacts from minerals and waste. Consider including an assessment of the 
impact on environment and climate change. 

Key Messages Q145: 
 Transport and traffic impacts should also be considered 
 Should also seek to improve local amenity in the long term i.e. increased provision of access 
 Highest possible design standards 
 Protection of natural environment above and below ground 
 High restoration standards as soon as possible after working has ceased 
 Contribution to CIL funding road improvement, noise attenuation, and community and 

environmental schemes 
 Cumulative effects of mineral extraction 
 The benefits of funds to local communities from developers should not override environmental 

and climate change impacts 
 Avoid duplication of the statutory roles of other agencies 
 Impacts from lighting on site 

SA of options including alternatives 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

N/A 
Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
The overall preference for Option 2 is noted.  A substantial number of the specific suggestions for 
additional matters to be considered under the policy are matters which are more appropriately dealt 
with under one or more other policies dealing with other relevant issues, such as traffic and transport, 
the water environment, reclamation and afteruse and sustainable design, operation and construction of 
development.  It is not considered appropriate to include a policy in the development plan, which has 
statutory significance, to require applicants to undertake prior consultation with local communities.  It is 
not considered appropriate to make reference to local and surrounding amenity at this term is not 
sufficiently precise. It is considered that the reference to local would need to be interpreted in the 
context of the specific proposals and the nature of the locality in which the development would take 
place.  The specific purpose of this policy is to help protect local communities from unacceptable 
impacts from minerals and waste development.  It is not, therefore, considered appropriate to make 
reference to benefits from development in this context, although this is addressed where relevant in a 
number of other policy areas in the Plan, for example reclamation and afteruse.  It is agreed that it 
would be appropriate to make reference to site lighting in the policy as this could give rise to adverse 
impacts on local amenity. 

Evidence base update 
Evidence updates as of January 2015 

Since Issues and Options consultation new online National Planning Guidance has been published, 
together with a new National Planning Policy for Waste. These both make reference to local amenity 
considerations in the context of minerals and waste development, although the overall national policy 
and guidance on these matters has not changed significantly since consultation at Issues and Options 
stage.  

Duty to Cooperate  
Is this a duty to cooperate matter? No 

Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
The majority of respondents supported option 2, although a number of respondents suggested various 
modifications to the policy.  Option 2 was also favoured by the SA.  The preferred approach is Option 2 
with the addition of specific reference to site lighting.  A number of additional criteria, previously 
covered in the option id69 ‘Other key criteria’ have also been incorporated into this policy to help 
ensure a more logical differentiation between policy areas. 
Preferred policy approach – title changed to M02: Local amenity and cumulative impacts 
Proposals for minerals and waste development, including ancillary development and minerals 
and waste transport infrastructure, will be permitted where it can be demonstrated that there 
will be no unacceptable effects on local amenity and local businesses, including as a result of 
impacts from:  noise, dust, vibration, odour and other emissions to air, vermin and litter, public 
safety, visual impact arising from the design, scale and location of the development, site 
lighting, cumulative effects, or as a result of adverse impacts on the public rights of way 
network and access to open space including, in the National Park, on opportunities for 
enjoyment and understanding of the special qualities of the National Park. 

Proposals will be expected as a first priority to prevent adverse impacts through avoidance, 
with the use of robust mitigation measures where avoidance is not practicable. 

Applicants are encouraged to conduct early and meaningful engagement with local 
communities in line with Statements of Community Involvement prior to submission of an 
application and to reflect the outcome of those discussions in the design of proposals as far as 
practicable. 

Supporting text 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

As minerals and waste development can, if not adequately controlled, lead to significant disturbance to 
local communities (including residents, visitors and local businesses operating in those communities) 
there is a need to ensure that any impacts are avoided or minimised. As well as helping to protect 
local communities, this can also allow development to take place in locations where it may otherwise 
be unacceptable.  In many cases potentially harmful impacts can be avoided or minimised through 
careful siting, design and operational practices, including use of mitigation measures such as acoustic 
bunds, screen planting, dust suppression systems and careful placement of site lighting and applicants 
should give careful consideration to these matters when bringing forward proposals. Some impacts 
may have a cumulative effect alongside other impacts associated with the proposed development, or in 
association with impacts from other nearby development and these will also need to be taken into 
account by applicants bringing forward development proposals and by the Planning Authorities in 
taking decisions.  In some instances, where it is not practicable to avoid an unacceptable level of 
impact, permission for new development may need to be refused. 

Some activities, which may otherwise be regarded as unacceptable, may be necessary in the short-
term to facilitate minerals extraction, such as some noisy short-term operations such as soil and 
overburden stripping and therefore some flexibility will be required when setting noise limits. 

In many cases, particularly for larger scale development, it is beneficial for developers to have early 
discussions with local communities in the vicinity of the proposed development site.  This can help 
ensure that local concerns and opportunities are taken into account in the design of the scheme, 
including any mitigation measures proposed.  Early communication between potential applicants and 
local communities is supported in the Statements of Community Involvement adopted by the three 
Authorities and is also supported by national policy and guidance.  Prospective applicants for planning 
permission are therefore strongly encouraged to carry out consultation with local communities in 
advance of submission of an application and, where practicable, reflect the outcome of that 
consultation in the design and implementation of the scheme. 

Planning authorities are advised in national planning practice guidance not to duplicate other statutory 
means of pollution control.  For example the Environmental Protection Act sets out a number of 
statutory controls which are administered by organisations such as the Environment Agency and 
District/Borough Council environmental health services.  Examples include issuing of environmental 
permits for waste operations and crushing plant, and control of statutory noise nuisance.  However, 
certain pollution control matters can also be relevant to determination of minerals and waste planning 
applications, particularly where they are relevant to the use and development of land.  Applicants are 
advised to have early discussions with other relevant regulatory authorities to help ensure a 
coordinated approach where possible. 

Links to Objectives and Policies 
Link to Objectives: 
Objective 9 
Objective 10 
Objective 12 

Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: 
Id60: Transport of minerals and waste and associated traffic impacts 
Id63: Landscape 
Id64: Biodiversity and geodiversity 
Id65: Historic environment 
Id66: Water environment 
Id67: Strategic approach to reclamation and afteruse 
Id68: Sustainable design, construction and operation of development 

SA/SEA 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

Summary of assessment 
Broadly this policy performs well against the sustainability appraisal objectives. In particular it strongly 
contributes to the wellbeing, health and safety objective. Although broadly positive for the economy as 
amenity is important to local businesses, there is an uncertain effect on the viability of some proposals. 

Recommendations 
Although no mitigation is proposed for this policy it will be important to address the uncertain effect on 
the viability of local businesses through monitoring this aspect of the plan 

Id60 - Transport of minerals and waste and associated traffic impacts 
Options 
presented at 
Issues and 
options stage 

Option 1: 
This option would give priority to proposals for minerals and waste development 
which would enable transport of minerals and waste via a sustainable (non-road) 
transport mode. 
OR 
Option 2: 
This option would not seek to give preferential consideration to proposals which 
would include non-road modes of transport but would require all proposals involving 
significant transport of minerals or waste by road to demonstrate that the 
development would, taking into account minerals resource constraints where 
relevant, be well located in relation to sources of arisings or markets and in relation to 
suitable road networks. 
AND 
Option 3: 
This option could be used with either Option 1 or 2 above and would set out criteria to 
address the various potential impacts arising from unavoidable road transport of 
minerals and waste, including:  
 Access arrangements appropriate to the volume & nature of any road traffic 

generated 
 Suitable arrangements for on-site vehicle manoeuvring, parking and 

loading/unloading 
 Level of traffic within the capacity of the road network  
 Mitigation of adverse traffic impacts where necessary by traffic controls, highway 

improvements and traffic routeing agreements 
 The use of Green Travel Plans.  

In all cases involving significant new traffic generation, a transport assessment would 
be required to demonstrate that opportunities for sustainable transport modes have 
been taken up and that safe and suitable access to the site can be achieved for all 
users of the site. 

What the SA told us 
Option 1 is likely to have positive environmental and social effects through reducing use of road 
vehicles. Option 1 could also have implications for minerals supply due to relatively low availability of 
alternative modes of transport across the Plan area. Option 2 is likely to have greater positive 
economic effects through providing a more flexible approach although may result in effects on air 
quality, noise and vibration on local communities. Option 3 would result in additional positive effects for 
the local environment, climate change and communities where used in conjunction with Option 1 or 2. 

Number of consultation responses 
Total Number of comments against id: 44 
Question 146) Do you have a preference for 
any of the options presented above? 

Number of respondents: 26 
Option 1: 4 
SC: 1 

Combination: 8 
Opt. 1+3: 1 
SC: 1 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

MWI: 1  
Local Authorities: 1 

Opt. 2+3: 1 
Local Authorities: 1 

Option 2: 4 
MWI: 4 

Did Not Specify: 2 
SC: 1 

Option 3: 5 None: 3 

Question 147) Are there any alternative 
options or criteria the Authorities should 
consider in relation to transport and 
associated impacts? 

Number of respondents: 9 
SC: 0 
MWI: 2 
Local Authorities: 0 

Question 148) If Option 3 were to be Number of respondents: 9 
followed do you have any views on the SC: 0 
criteria which should be applied? MWI: 1 

Local Authorities: 1 
Brief overview of consultation responses 
Key Messages Q146: 
Option 1: 

 This option would affect flexibility due to the limited range of non-road transport infrastructure 
 Prioritise developments which can be accessed by non-road transport 

Option 2: 
 This option is not workable for York Potash proposals due to lack of choice for surface 

infrastructure 
 Could apply to non-energy minerals where proximity to market may be an appropriate 

consideration 
 Remove the requirement to demonstrate location of mineral sites to markets as transport costs 

will determine the nearest site 
 Supported only where it does not add unacceptable additional costs 
 The Plan should note that a potential rail connection may not be a viable option due when 

developing due to capacity on the network etc. 
 Support the use of transport assessments and Green Travel Plans for significant large scale 

developments 

Option 3: 
 SA indicates this will result in positive effects 
 This option would be suitable if option 1 is not practicable 
 This option should include reference to all other equipment and materials required by the 

development 
 Appropriate to water intensive extraction of unconventional hydrocarbons 

Option 1+3: 
 Strongest direction for prioritising sustainable non-road transport 
 Option 3 ensures appropriate consideration to impact upon the road network 
 Include assessment of carbon impacts of transport 

Option 2+3: 
 Recognises that views out of National Parks are important to their scenic beauty 

General comments on the options: 
 A single approach cannot be developed across all minerals and waste proposals 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

 A MWI consultee supports both options 2 and 3 
 None of the options provide sustainable development, granting the least worse proposal is not 

good enough 

Key Messages Q147) 
A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested 
new options Chapter 8 – Development Management table’ along with justification as to why they have 
or have not been taken forward. Realistic alternative options have been summarised and worked up 
below: 

Proposed Option 4 
 Combining Options 1 and 2, where the Option 2 element only relates to waste and non-energy 

mineral developments. 
Suggested Approach 
This option would give priority to proposals for minerals and waste development which would enable 
transport of minerals and waste via a sustainable (non-road) transport mode. Proposals for waste and 
non-energy minerals developments should demonstrate that the development would, taking into 
account minerals resource constraints where relevant, be well located in relation to sources of arisings 
or markets and in relation to suitable road networks. 

Proposed Option 5 
 Should not seek to give preferential consideration to proposals which would include non-road 

modes of transport. 
Suggested approach 
This option would not seek to give preferential consideration to proposals which would include non-
road modes of transport. 

Proposed Option 6 
 The transport method used should result in the lowest greenhouse emissions. 

Suggested approach 
This option would support proposals where the proposed transportation method is that which would 
result in the lowest greenhouse gas emissions. 

An additional point to be taken into consideration during progression to preferred options is to include 
reference to transportation by pipeline and conveyor. 

Key Messages Q148) 
 Better control of HGV movements on local roads i.e. air quality issues 
 Include carbon impacts of transport 
 Impact upon international and national nature conservation designations 

SA of options including alternatives 
Summary of assessment 
Option 1 is likely to have a number of positive environmental and social effects through reducing use of 
road vehicles, though for some objectives there may also be some local negative impacts if the option 
requires new infrastructure (such as pipelines) to be built. Option 1 could also have implications for 
minerals supply due to relatively low availability of alternative modes of transport across the Plan area. 
Option 2 is likely to have greater positive economic effects through providing a more flexible approach 
although may result in effects on air quality, noise and vibration on local communities. Option 3 would 
result in additional positive effects for the local environment, climate change and communities where 
used in conjunction with Option 1 or 2. 

Option 4 would have impacts that are broadly similar to a combination of options 1 and 2 and 
potentially has greater benefits in terms of an overall reduction in traffic and a reduction in greenhouse 
gas emissions as it presents opportunities for both sustainable location and sustainable mode, though 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

like many other options there is considerable uncertainty in the assessment. It may also be more 
restrictive than some other options generating possible negative effect on the economy SA objective. 

Option 5 is much more negative than other options, as this will broadly allow a continuation of current 
trends in transport which will work against several of the SA objectives (e.g. climate change / air 
pollution / wellbeing). 

Option 6 is broadly positive in relation to most SA objectives, and particularly the climate change 
objective, though may also lead to some negative effects, e.g. if future improvements in alternative 
fuels allow high levels of low carbon vehicles to continue to be used.  
Recommendations 
Option4 combined with option 3 are considered to be most sustainable. 
Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
The broad range of responses to this issue is noted.  It is agreed that any preferred policy should 
contain a degree of flexibility, recognising the constraints that exist in the delivery of use of alternative 
transport modes for minerals and waste in the Plan area.  It is also acknowledged that, particularly for 
some minerals, there is very little flexibility over choice of location, as minerals can only be worked 
where they occur.  Whilst it is noted that one alternative option suggested that more flexibility for 
locating development near to markets could be provided for waste and non-energy minerals, it is 
considered that other forms of minerals may be similarly constrained. There may be more scope for 
locational flexibility for waste development but this issue is more appropriately addressed in locational 
policy for waste management facilities. It is further accepted that, so far as practicable, it is likely that 
industry will already seek to work minerals resources, and develop waste facilities, near to key markets 
or sources of arisings in order to help minimise transport costs.  These factors also point towards the 
need for a degree of flexibility in policy. With regard to carbon assessments, it is agreed that these 
could be appropriate as part of a comparative assessment for larger scale proposals and in 
circumstances where the potential for alternative to road transport may be realistic. 

Evidence base update 
No new evidence as of January 2015. 

Duty to Cooperate  
Is this a duty to cooperate matter? No 

Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
A range of views were expressed with a number of respondents seeking a degree of flexibility in the 
policy.  It is agreed that some flexibility should be included bearing in mind the range of locational 
constraints that apply to minerals and waste development, particularly the former and the potential to 
encourage the locating of minerals and waste development near to markets or sources of arisings (as 
sought in Options 2 and 4) through other locational policies in the Plan.  In many cases road transport 
is likely to be the only feasible option.  Support for use of sustainable transport modes is provided 
under the Transport Infrastructure policy, including a requirement for carbon assessments where 
relevant.  It is therefore considered that the main focus of this policy should be on addressing the 
effects of road transport of minerals and waste.  This policy could therefore operate in conjunction with 
that dealing with transport infrastructure to address the range of issues related to minerals and waste 
transport. 

Preferred policy approach – title changed to D03: Transport of minerals and waste and 
associated traffic impacts 
Where practicable minerals and waste movements should utilise alternatives to road transport.  

Where road transport is necessary, proposals for minerals and waste development will be 
permitted where; 

 There is capacity within the existing network for the level  of traffic proposed, and 
 Access arrangements are appropriate to the volume and nature of any road traffic 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

generated and safe and suitable access can be achieved for all users of the site, and 
 There are suitable arrangements in place for on-site manoeuvring, parking and 

loading/unloading, and 
 An adverse impacts can be appropriately mitigated for example by traffic controls, 

highway improvements and traffic routing agreements 

For all proposals involving significant levels of road traffic generation, a transport assessment 
and green travel plan will also be required to demonstrate that opportunities for sustainable 
transport have been considered and will be implemented where practicable.  

Supporting text 

Whilst national policy encourages greater use of alternatives to road transport it is recognised that, in 
the Joint Plan area, sources of supply and demand for minerals are relatively dispersed, as are 
locations of waste arisings and management.  These factors, together with a relative absence of 
existing infrastructure in many parts of the Plan area to support the use of alternatives to road 
transport, suggests that road haulage will remain the main means of transport for the foreseeable 
future.  Whilst use of alternative modes where practicable is therefore encouraged, it is also important 
to ensure that road transport is as sustainable as possible and controlled so as to minimise any 
adverse impacts. 

Impacts from road haulage can include adverse effects on traffic congestion and highway safety and 
impacts on local amenity including through increased noise, dust and vibration where heavy vehicle 
movements pass through local communities or other sensitive locations.  Air quality can also be 
affected, for example through use of heavy diesel fuels. It will therefore be important for any proposals 
involving additional traffic generation to address potential impacts and for adequate control measures 
to be applied if necessary.  In some cases where additional movements are likely to be significant, 
applications should be accompanied by a transport assessment and/or a green travel plan.  The 
purpose of these assessments is to help ensure that full consideration is given to measures to ensure 
the proposed transport arrangements for the minerals or waste involved, and the means of access to 
the site by staff and visitors, are as sustainable as possible.  Prospective applicants are advised to 
contact the relevant planning authority at an early stage to establish whether a transport assessment 
and/or green travel plan is likely to be required in support of a particular proposal. 

Links to Objectives and Policies 
Link to Objectives: 
Objective 6 
Objective 7 
Objective 8 
Objective 11 

Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: 
Id02: Locational approach to new sources of supply of aggregate 
Id51: Overall locational principles for provision of new waste management capacity 
Id52: Waste site identification principles 
Id54: Transport infrastructure 
Id55: Transport infrastructure safeguarding 
Id56: Locations for ancillary minerals infrastructure 
Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts 
Id68: Sustainable design, construction and operation of development 

SA/SEA 
Summary of assessment 
Mostly this preferred policy option either supports or has no effect on the SA objectives. Key positives 
(all minor) relate to the transport, air quality, climate change, economic growth, community vitality and 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

population needs objectives. Some uncertainty was noted in relation to the effect of road 
improvements etc. on sensitive landscapes as well as a mixed positive / uncertain outcome for the 
health and wellbeing objective as the policy supporting text currently does not link well to other policies 
relating to amenity and cumulative impacts. 

Recommendations  
Better linkages between this policy and the landscape and amenity / cumulative effects policies in the 
supporting text would help reduce the uncertainties identified in this assessment. 

Id61 - North York Moors National Park and the AONBs 
Options presented 
at Issues and 
options stage 

Option 1: 
Include the Major Development Test, as worded in the NPPF (see above), and 
rely on generic Development Management policies for considering non-major 
development in the National Park and AONBs. 
OR 
Option 2: 
Include the Major Development Test, as in Option 1, but also include a criteria 
based policy setting out the factors that should be considered for any 
development in the National Park and AONBs, including non-major  
development.  
For the National Park this could include specific consideration of impact upon the 
Park’s special qualities, effects on providing opportunities for understanding and 
enjoyment of the National Park, effects on tranquillity and effects on the image 
and brand of the Park and, more generally, the ability to achieve the aims of the 
National Park Management Plan.  
For the AONBs this could include effects on the special qualities and on the 
ability to achieve the aims of the AONB Management Plans. 
In relation to major development, this option would include detailed explanations 
around each of the strands of the Major Development Test to explain what 
considerations would be relevant in the case of minerals and waste 
developments.  
AND 
Option 3: 
In association with either Option 1 or Option 2, for development outside of 
National Parks and AONBs this option would require consideration to be given to 
the effects on the setting of and views out of these protected areas. These 
considerations would also apply to the setting of and views out of the adjacent 
Yorkshire Dales National Park. 

What the SA told us 
Option 2 scores more positively than Option 1, particularly in relation to sustainability objectives that 
reflect the special qualities of these areas, such as those related to biodiversity, landscape, cultural 
heritage and clean air. Whilst the assessment recognises there may be negative effects for the 
economy of these areas through restricting minerals and waste developments it also identifies potential 
positive effects on the tourism economy of maintaining these high quality environments. Option 3, 
which could be applied in combination with either Option 1 or Option 2, would on balance have positive 
effects for the environment of the Plan area, although recognises there may be localised negative 
effects elsewhere should development be directed away from these protected areas and their 
surroundings. 

Number of consultation responses 
Total Number of comments against id: 21 
Question 149) Do you have a preference for any 
of the above options? 

Number of respondents: 19 

Option 1: 6 Combination: 7 
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SC: 1 
MWI: 3 

Opt. 2+3: 7 
SC: 2 
Local Authorities: 2 

Option 2: 1 Did Not Specify: 2 
MWI: 2  

Option 3: 2 None: 1 
MWI: 1  

Question 150) Are there any alternative options 
the Authorities should consider in relation to North 
York Moors National Park and AONBs? 

Number of respondents: 2 
SC: 1 
MWI: 0  
Local Authorities: 0 

Brief overview of consultation responses 
Key Messages Q149: 
Option 1: 

 Not necessary for the Joint Plan to go beyond national policy 
 Minerals extraction is not incompatible with National Park or AONB status 
 Repeats national policy 

Option 2: 
 Relies upon a subjective interpretation of the ‘special qualities’ of the National Park 

Option 3: 
 This option appears to unfairly extend the boundaries of the National Park, para 115 of the 

NPPF does not support this approach 
 If this option was taken forward the ‘setting’ and views of the National Parks would need to be 

spatially defined and guidelines for the weight to attach to it 

Option 2+3: 
 Supports the use of the Major Development Test together with affect upon ‘special qualities’ 
 National Park and AONB policy should relate to developments both within the boundary and 

within the setting 
 Ensures that specific special qualities of protected landscapes are not harmed 
 Supports the approach that development outside of designated areas should take into account 

impact upon views from these areas 

General comments on the options: 
 This policy should retain the approach set out in Core Policy E of the NYM Core Strategy and 

Development Policies (2008) 
 Need to define ‘Major Development Test’ 
 As a large part of the Joint Plan area is designated the options would appear to preclude 

minerals development 
 Concerned that views into and out of designated areas will be used against the minerals 

industry by its opponents 
 Include reference to the Forest of Bowland AONB 

Key Messages Q150: 
A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested 
new options Chapter 8 – Development Management table’ along with justification as to why they have 
or have not been taken forward. No alternative options have been taken forward 

SA of options including alternatives 
N/A 
Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
The wide range of views received on this issue is noted. It is agreed that the Plan needs to give 
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guidance on how the major development test will be applied at a local level.  Whilst it is acknowledged 
that minerals extraction may not always be incompatible with AONB or National Park designation, in 
many cases such extraction will comprise major development which will need to satisfy the major 
development test. Minerals supply policies in the Plan indicate where minerals development in the NP 
or AONBs may be acceptable in principle, subject where necessary to the major development test 
being satisfied.  Whilst concerns about the approach to development outside NPs and AONBs but 
which may impact on the designated area are noted, it is considered necessary to address this issue in 
policy as it is referenced in national planning guidance. 

Evidence base update 
Updated evidence as of January 2015 

Since consultation on the Issues and Options took place the Government has issue a Ministerial 
Statement, which says that applications for major development for unconventional hydrocarbons 
should be refused in National Parks, the Broads and AONBs except in exceptional circumstances and 
where it can be demonstrated that they are in the public interest. Therefore the principle of the major 
development test has not changed. 

Duty to Cooperate  
Is this a duty to cooperate matter? No 
At a general level there may be issues associated with impacts across the boundaries between NYCC 
and the North York Moors and Yorkshire Dales National Parks, although these are unlikely to be 
strategic scale issues. 

Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
A combination of options 2 and 3 was the favoured approach of respondents, although significant 
support was also expressed for Option 1. It is considered necessary to include the exact wording of 
paragraph 116 of the NPPF in order to ensure that there is a robust policy in place. It is clear from 
recent experience that there is a lack of clarity in the wording of the NPPF in terms of how the major 
development test is applied in practice. For this reason it is considered necessary to include some 
information in the supporting text of how the decision maker should apply the test and what is likely to 
be considered as major development. 
A number of respondents also wanted further clarification of what is meant by “setting” with the 
Howardian Hills AONB commenting that the impacts of development within the setting can be as or 
even more significant than the impacts of development within the designated boundary itself. Concerns 
were raised by one respondent about effectively extending the designated area boundaries through 
this approach, however the protection of setting is clearly established in the Natural Environment 
section of the NPPG. For this reason further details have been set in the supporting text with regards 
to what is meant by “setting” what factors should be considered. 
Preferred policy approach – title changed to D04: North York Moors National Park and AONBs 
Planning permission for major development in the National Park, Howardian Hills, Nidderdale, 
North Pennines and Forest of Bowland Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty will be refused 
except in exceptional circumstances and where it can be demonstrated they are in the public 
interest. Consideration of such applications will include an assessment of: 

 The need for the development, including in terms of any national considerations of 
mineral supply, and the impact of permitting it, or refusing it, upon the local economy; 

 The cost of, and scope for, developing elsewhere outside the designated area, or 
meeting the need for it in some other way; and 

 Any detrimental effect on the environment, the landscape and recreational 
opportunities, and the extent to which that could be moderated. 

Where the requirements of this test are met or proposals are not considered to be major 
development, planning permission will be granted where proposals contribute to the 
achievement of, or are consistent with, the aims, policies and aspirations of the relevant 
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Management Plan and are consistent with other relevant development management policies in 
the Plan.  

Proposals for development outside of the National Parks and AONBs will be permitted where it 
would not have a harmful effect on the setting of the designated area. 

Supporting text 

The NPPF states that great weight should be given to conserving landscape and scenic beauty in 
National Parks and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, which have the highest status of protection in 
relation to landscape and scenic beauty. The preferred policy approach utilises the wording set out in 
Paragraph 116 of the NPPF.  Applicants will be expected to supply sufficient information to robustly 
demonstrate that proposals fulfil the requirements of the major development test. 

Major development in or adjacent to the boundary of a National Park or AONB can have a significant 
impact on the qualities for which the area was designated.  National Planning Guidance states that 
what constitutes major development in National Parks is a matter for the decision maker. Whether an 
application is considered as major development will depend on its nature, scale and location and 
whether it has more than a local impact. It should be noted that major development in terms of 
paragraph 116 is not the same as that defined under the Town and Country Planning Act 
(Development Management Procedure Order) (England) Order 2010. 

For major development in the National Park and AONBs, the three strands of the major development 
test need to be addressed in order to determine whether the proposals represents an exceptional 
circumstance and is in the ‘public interest’. The outcome of these considerations will then, where 
relevant, need to be assessed in accordance with the Habitats Regulations and other relevant policies 
contained in this Plan and the NPPF. 

Section 11A(2) of the National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act 1949, Section 17A of the 
Norfolk and Suffolk Broads Act 1988 and Section 85 of the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000 
requires that ‘in exercising or performing any functions in relation to, or so as to affect, land’ in National 
Parks and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, relevant authorities ‘shall have regard’ to their 
purposes. The duty applies to all local planning authorities, not just national park authorities. The 
Planning Policy Guidance explains that this duty is relevant in considering development proposals that 
are situated outside National Parks or Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty boundaries, but which might 
have an impact on the setting of, and implementation of, the statutory purposes of these protected 
areas.  

When considering the setting of National Parks and AONBs the issue is not whether the proposal will 
be seen but whether its scale and location will detract from the special qualities of the area. One of the 
purposes of National Park designation is to promote opportunities for the understanding and enjoyment 
of the special qualities of the Park by the public.  This purpose can be significantly eroded by 
development located outside the National Park boundary, especially where the development would be 
prominent in context of the views into and out of the Park, particularly from important public rights of 
way, or where it would harm tranquillity and impact on the dark night skies. Applicants will be expected 
to demonstrate that proposals will not harm the special qualities of the AONBs and the North York 
Moors National Park. Although the Yorkshire Dales National Park is producing its own development 
plan for minerals and waste, consideration also needs to be given to any impact of the setting of this 
National Park from proposals in the Joint Plan Area.  

Links to Objectives and Policies 
Link to Objectives: 
Objective 6 
Objective 9 
Objective 10 
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Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: 
Id59: Local amenity and cumulative Impacts 
Id63: Landscape 
Id64: Biodiversity and geodiversity 
Id65: Historic environment 
Id68: Sustainable design, construction and operation of development 

SA/SEA 
Summary of assessment 
Whilst the assessment identifies that there may be negative effects for the economy of these areas 
through restricting minerals and waste developments it also identifies potential positive effects on the 
tourism economy of maintaining these high quality environments. Particularly positive impacts have 
been identified in relation to recreation and leisure and landscape whilst some minor negative impacts 
have been identified in relation to land use, as development may be displaced to areas of higher 
agricultural land value and cultural heritage as this policy may restrict the supply of local building stone 
in the National Parks and AONBs. 

Recommendations:  
Overall the policy is considered to be largely positive and no further mitigation is proposed. 

Id62 - Minerals and waste development in the Green Belt 
Options 
presented at 
Issues and 
options stage 

Option 1: 
Include a specific policy supporting waste development and minerals extraction and 
minerals ancillary development within the Green Belt unless it conflicts with the 
purposes of the Green Belt designation. This option would rely on national planning 
policy on minerals and waste development in the Green Belt. The NPPF defines 
minerals extraction as ‘not inappropriate’ in the Green Belt provided the openness of 
the Green Belt is maintained (para 90). Draft updated national waste planning policy 
proposes removing the current approach in PPS10 which requires planning 
authorities to give significant weight to the locational needs and wider environmental 
and economic benefits when considering waste proposals in the Green Belt,  
thereby not giving waste proposals any more weight than other proposals. 
OR 
Option 2: 
Allow a more flexible local approach to waste development proposals in the Green 
Belt subject to demonstration that the development would make a significant 
contribution to the provision of an appropriate overall network of facilities, enabling 
waste to be moved up the hierarchy and managed in proximity to arisings, and where 
particularly high standards of siting, design and mitigation of any impacts can be 
achieved. Under this option the approach for minerals would be the same as for 
Option 1. 
OR 
Option 3: 
This option would represent an alternative to Option 2 by only providing a more 
flexible approach to waste development in the Green Belt where the development 
would be located at existing Green Belt waste management facilities within the Plan 
area, as well as being subject to the other criteria outlined in Option 2. 

What the SA told us 
Option 1 is likely to have positive effects on the landscape and historic environment as they are part of 
the reason for local Green Belt designation. However, this may result in effects on the economy and 
minerals supply through potentially restricting extraction in the Green Belt. Under option 2 there would 
be no local policy basis for the consideration of minerals proposals in the Green Belt so effects would, 
by default, be the same as option 1, although with greater uncertainty as to what the policy framework 
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would be. 
Option 1 may have implications for provision of sufficient waste management facilities around York and 
the southern part of the Plan area. However, Option 2 would enable a more flexible approach which 
would deal with these issues, although could result in effects similar to Option 1 on the landscape and 
historic character and setting of the historic towns and cities. Similarly, Option 3 would have a flexible 
approach to location using existing sites in the greenbelt. This option may have positive implications for 
land use efficiency and potentially minimise additional adverse effects on the landscape and historic 
environment although it is acknowledged that it may also reduce opportunities where alternative 
locations in the greenbelt may be preferable. 

Recommendations: 
It is recommended that option 1 is pursued for minerals and option 3 pursued for waste. However, to 
minimise the effects on the green belt, more specific criteria could be developed, particularly in relation 
to waste sites in option 3, to address outstanding concerns regarding the historic character and 
landscape setting. 
Number of consultation responses 
Total Number of comments against id: 29 
Question 151) Do you have a preference for 
any of the options presented above? 

Number of respondents: 18 

Option 1: 11 
SC: 1 
MWI: 4  

Combination: 2 
Opt. 1+3: 2 
Local Authorities: 1 

Option 2: 1 
MWI: 1  

Did Not Specify: 0 

Option 3: 1 None: 3 
SC: 1 

Question 152) Are there any alternative options 
the Authorities should consider in relation to 
minerals and waste development in the Green 
Belt? 

Number of respondents: 3 
SC: 0 
MWI: 0  
Local Authorities: 0 

Question 153) Should there be a policy, or Number of respondents: 7 
policies, in respect of minerals in the Green Belt SC: 0 
or should reliance be placed on national policy? MWI: 2  

Local Authorities: 1 
Question 154) Should there be a policy, or 
policies, in respect of waste developments in 
the Green Belt or should reliance be placed on 
national policy? 

Number of respondents: 1 
SC: 0 
MWI: 0  
Local Authorities: 0 

Brief overview of consultation responses 
Key Messages Q151: 
Option 1: 

 Supports mineral development in the greenbelt 
 Welcomes the acknowledgement that the NPPF states minerals development is ‘not 

inappropriate’ in the greenbelt 
 This approach relies upon draft national waste policy, which is considered not appropriate until 

fully published 
 This approach follows national greenbelt policy within the NPPF and there is no reason why 

this should be relaxed 

Option 2: 
 Provides flexibility for waste facilities in the greenbelt, such as composting and Anaerobic 

Digestion, which are more suited to rural locations 
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Option 3: 
 The approach set out in this option would be covered under the last bullet point of Para 89 in 

the NPPF 

General comments on the options: 
 The NPPF provides sufficient guidance on minerals development in the greenbelt so no need 

for additional local policy 

Key Messages Q152: 
A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested 
new options Chapter 8 – Development Management table’ along with justification as to why they have 
or have not been taken forward. The alternative option which has been taken forward is: 

Proposed Option 4 
 National policy would be followed, but development would be permitted in the green belt if it 

could be proved it had to be located there. 
Suggested approach 
This Option would support development within the Green Belt where it can be demonstrated that the 
location is required for operational reasons. 

Key Messages Q153: 
Rely on National Policy: 2 

 Further development of local policy is not justified 

Need for Local Policy: 5 
 Protect the integrity of greenbelt areas 
 Based upon emerging national policy but reflect local circumstances 
 The NPPF is the bare minimum and local criteria is required 
 Local Policy should reflect the NPPF presumption that inappropriate development in the 

greenbelt will be refused as opposed to the three options provided 
 Reflect the NPPF insofar as all waste development is inappropriate in the greenbelt 

Key Messages Q154: 
Rely on National Policy: 0 
Need for Local Policy: 2 

 Based upon emerging national policy but reflect local circumstances 

General: 
i. Former mineral extraction sites restored to biodiversity have greater value for wildlife in the 

greenbelt than arable farmland, support is provided as long as this use would be in perpetuity 

SA of options including alternatives 
Summary of assessment 
Option 1 is likely to have positive effects on the landscape and historic environment as they are part of 
the reason for local Green Belt designation. However, this may result in effects on the economy and 
minerals supply through potentially restricting extraction in the Green Belt. Under Option 2 there would 
be no local policy basis for the consideration of minerals proposals in the Green Belt so effects would, 
by default, be the same as option 1, although with greater uncertainty as to what the policy framework 
would be. 
Option 1 may have implications for provision of sufficient waste management facilities around York and 
the southern part of the Plan area. However, Option 2 would enable a more flexible approach which 
would deal with these issues, although could result in effects similar to Option 1 on the landscape and 
historic character and setting of the historic towns and cities. Similarly, Option 3 would have a flexible 
approach to location using existing sites in the greenbelt. This option may have positive implications for 
land use efficiency and potentially minimise additional adverse effects on the landscape and historic 
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environment although it is acknowledged that it may also reduce opportunities where alternative 
locations in the Green Belt may be preferable. 
Option 4 has the potential to result in negative impacts upon cultural heritage and landscape as it 
would support development that would conflict with the purpose and beneficial use of the Green Belt 
designation where it can be shown that development is required in that location for operational 
purposes. This may however lead to some positive effects in relation to the economy, transport and 
addressing the needs of a changing population as it would enable necessary development.  

Revised recommendations 
It is recommended that option 1 is pursued for minerals and option 3 pursued for waste. However, to 
minimise the effects on the green belt, more specific criteria could be developed, particularly in relation 
to waste sites in option 3, to address outstanding concerns regarding the historic character and 
landscape setting. 
Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
The support of the majority of respondents for a local policy in line with national policy is noted.  A 
small number of respondents sought an approach with more flexibility, particularly in relation to waste 
development in the Green Belt, including those which are more appropriate in rural areas, such as 
composting and anaerobic digestion.  It is acknowledged that some flexibility could be beneficial 
although it would also be important to ensure that any local policy is generally consistent with the 
national policy position.  

Evidence base update 
Evidence updates as of January 2015. 

New national waste policy, published in October 2014, replaced PPS10 which was extant at the time of 
Issues and Options consultation.  The new policy includes a revised position on waste development in 
the Green Belt. In particular it indicates that planning authorities should first look for suitable sites and 
areas outside the Green Belt for waste management facilities that, if located in the Green Belt, would 
be inappropriate development and local planning authorities should recognise the particular locational 
needs of some types of waste management facilities when preparing their Local Plan. 
Duty to Cooperate  
Is this a duty to cooperate matter? No 

Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
The national policy position remains that mineral extraction is not inappropriate development in the 
Green Belt provided openness of the Green Belt is preserved and it would not conflict with the 
purposes of including land in the Green Belt. The main purposes of the Green Belt, as set out in 
national policy, that would most likely be impacted by minerals extraction in the Plan area are ‘to assist 
in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment’ and ‘to preserve the setting and special character 
of historic towns’.  A particular consideration relevant to Green Belt is the emerging expectation that 
proposals for exploration and development of coal bed methane and shale gas resources may come 
forward in the Plan area.  There is potential for these resources to overlap with areas designated as 
Green Belt, including Green Belt protecting the setting and special character of the historic City of 
York.  The nature of development associated with unconventional gas exploitation is significantly 
different from that associated with conventional minerals extraction, potentially involving significant 
surface development of an industrial character.  This may take place over an extended area (for 
example through development of a series of well pads needed to exploit a given resource) and may 
take place over a substantial period of time. It will therefore be particularly important to ensure that a 
robust approach to protection of Green Belt is adopted in relation to these forms of development. 

For waste, recent national policy implies that the locational needs of some forms of waste 
management facilities may justify a location in the Green Belt.  There are a substantial number of 
existing waste management sites in Green Belt locations in the Plan area.  These mostly comprise 
landfills used to restore mineral workings, although a number of these host other, related, waste 
management activities, such as recycling of construction and demolition waste.  The Harewood Whin 
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site in the York Green Belt provides a range of waste management activities including disposal, 
composting and recycling and is a key part of the infrastructure for managing Local Authority Collected 
Waste in the Joint Plan area. 

It is considered that the types of waste management development that may not be inappropriate in the 
Green Belt, depending on the specific location and circumstances, could include open windrow 
composting, temporary activities such as recycling of construction and demolition waste where it takes 
place in an active quarry and is linked to the life of the quarry, or is short term activity in association 
with other permitted development activity; landfill of quarry voids including for the purposes of quarry 
reclamation;  development at established industrial and employment sites in the Green Belt where the 
waste development would be consistent with the scale and nature of other activities already taking 
place at the site; spreading of waste on land; small scale on farm composting and anaerobic digestion; 
and continued activities at established waste sites in the Green Belt. 

Taking into account national policy, responses to consultation and the outcome of the initial SA, it is 
considered that the policy should reflect national policy for minerals and waste but provide additional 
clarity on the circumstances in which waste development in the Green Belt may be acceptable.  

Preferred policy approach – title changed to D05: Minerals and waste development in the Green 
Belt 
Part one - minerals 

Proposals for minerals development within the York and West Yorkshire Green Belts will be 
supported where they would preserve the openness of the Green Belt and are consistent with 
the purposes of Green Belt designation set out in national policy.  Where minerals extraction in 
the Green Belt is permitted, reclamation and afteruse will be required to be compatible with 
Green Belt objectives.   

Part two - waste 

Proposals for most waste development in the Green Belt will be considered inappropriate and 
will only be permitted in very special circumstances. The following types of development may 
be appropriate in the Green Belt where it can be demonstrated that the openness of the Green 
Belt will be preserved and where significant conflict with the purposes of Green Belt 
designation would not arise; 

i. open windrow composting; 
ii. small scale on farm composting and anaerobic digestion; 
iii. recycling of construction and demolition waste in order to produce recycled aggregate 

where it would take place in an active quarry or minerals transport site and is linked to 
the life of the quarry or site; 

iv. short term waste sorting and recycling activity in association with, and on the same site 
as, other permitted demolition and construction activity; 

v. recycling, transfer and treatment activities at established industrial and employment 
sites in the Green Belt where the waste development would be consistent with the scale 
and nature of other activities already taking place at the site; 

vi. landfill of quarry voids including for the purposes of quarry reclamation and where the 
site would be restored to an after use compatible with the purposes of Green Belt 
designation; 

vii. small scale deposit of inert waste for agricultural improvement purposes or the 
improvement of derelict or degraded land; and 

viii. continued activities within the footprint of established waste sites in the Green Belt. 

Supporting text 

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 248 



                   

 
 

             
 

    
  

    
    

  

 
   

    
 

   
     

   
    
  
   
   
    

 
     

  
  

    

   
  

   
  

   
 

  
   

      
 

   
  

  
 

 
    

  
 

  
   

  
   

     
     

 
  

     

    
   

Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

National planning policy provides strong protection to the Green Belt and in these areas inappropriate 
development should only be permitted in very special circumstances.  There are significant areas of 
Green Belt in the Joint Plan area, including parts of the West Yorkshire Green Belt (affecting parts of 
Selby District and Harrogate Borough) and the York Green Belt (affecting parts of Ryedale, Hambleton 
and Selby Districts as well as the City of York area).  A detailed inner Green Belt boundary for York is 
yet to be defined, along with parts of the outer boundary. 

Minerals extraction can only take place where suitable resources occur and there is significant overlap 
between the distribution of some resources (such as Magnesian Limestone) and the Green Belt. 
There are a number of long established quarries in the Green Belt in Selby District.  National policy 
states that minerals extraction in the Green Belt is not inappropriate, provided the openness of the 
Green Belt is preserved and where it would not conflict with the purposes of including land in the 
Green Belt.  The purposes of the Green Belt as defined in national policy are: 

 to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas; 
 to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another; 
 to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment; 
 to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns; and 
 to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling if derelict and other urban land 

It is likely that in many cases suitably designed, landscaped and restored minerals workings can be 
accommodated in the Green Belt.  Where proposals for extraction in the Green Belt are made, 
applicants should ensure that careful consideration has been given to the potential impact of the 
development on the openness of the Green Belt and in relation to the purposes of Green Belt 
designation, including the impact from any associated plant and infrastructure.  Particular consideration 
should be given to the impact of proposals for the exploration, appraisal and development of 
unconventional gas resources in the Green Belt, owing to the particular characteristics of, and potential 
impacts associated with, this form of development. In all cases appropriate design and mitigation 
measures should be incorporated where necessary and it will also be necessary to ensure that any 
proposed afteruse is compatible with Green Belt objectives. 

Waste management activities are generally not constrained by geology in the same way as minerals 
extraction and there is therefore more locational flexibility.  However, other national policy has a 
bearing on the choice of locations for waste management, not least the proximity principle and the 
benefits of ensuring that waste facilities are well located in relation to main sources of arisings, which 
tend to be in the more urbanised parts of the Plan area.  As Green Belt is designated in association 
with larger urban areas there can therefore be some conflict between identifying suitable locations for 
waste facilities, and protection of the Green Belt. 

National waste planning policy indicates that planning authorities should first look for suitable sites and 
areas outside the Green Belt for waste management facilities that, if located in the Green Belt, would 
be inappropriate development and local planning authorities should recognise the particular locational 
needs of some types of waste management facilities when preparing their Local Plan. 

It is considered that there could be some circumstances within the Plan area where waste 
development in the Green Belt could be acceptable.  This includes a number of types of waste 
management activities and types of specific locations where development would be less likely to cause 
harm to openness and the purposes of Green Belt policy objectives.  In particular, they include 
activities which are typically associated with rural areas such as open composting, or are small scale 
and temporary activities co-located with other development already taking place in the Green Belt. 
The Harewood Whin site in the City of York is a well-established waste facility in the Green Belt, where 
a range of waste management activities are taking place.  The site plays an important strategic role in 
the management of waste arising in North Yorkshire and is located in close proximity to York as the 
largest urban centre in the Plan area.  It is considered that further development within the footprint of 
existing sites such as this could be appropriate in principle provided that any existing impact on 
openness, or extent of conflict with the purposes of Green Belt designation associated with the site, 

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 249 



                   

 
 

             
 

 
 

  
  

    
    

 
 

 

 
  

 
 

 
  

 
  

 
 

  
      

    
  

     
     

 
 

    
   

 
   

 
 

        
 

 
   

     
 

 
  

 

 

 
  

   
 

  
    

  
 

     
   

 

Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

would not be significantly increased.

 As with minerals development, where proposals for waste development in the Green Belt are made, 
applicants should ensure that careful consideration has been given to the potential impact of the 
development on the openness of the Green Belt and in relation to the purposes of Green Belt 
designation and that appropriate design and mitigation measures are incorporated where necessary. 

Links to Objectives and Policies 
Link to Objectives 
Objective 9 
Objective 12 

Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: 
Id54: Transport infrastructure 
Id57: Locations for minerals ancillary infrastructure 
Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts 
Id63: Landscape 
Id65: Historic environment 
Id67: Strategic approach to reclamation and afteruse 
Id69: Protection of Best and Most Versatile agricultural land and soils 

SA/SEA 
Summary of assessment 
For some SA objectives the predicted effects for the waste and minerals parts of this preferred policy 
diverge, with a continuation of minor positive effects resulting from minerals development noted for the 
transport and climate change objectives, while at the same time negative effects are noted that arise 
from the lack of consideration of locational factors in relation to waste sites in the Green Belt. 
Similarly, for the economy SA objective, while minerals sites may continue to bring jobs to Green Belt 
communities, waste related jobs may become scarcer. 

Elsewhere effects are broadly neutral or positive, with strong positive effects noted for landscape. The 
soils objective notes positive effects from the policy’s approach to waste in relation to conserving soils 
(as in the Green Belt allowable waste development will mostly be located in places such as quarry 
voids or established industrial sites), while negative effects are noted for minerals development (as the 
Green Belts coincide with a large amount of higher quality grade 2 and 3 land). Similarly effects on the 
waste hierarchy may be negative, as the policy may drive some facilities to less optimal locations 
(which may affect the costs of operating waste sites or even viability for more some future facilities). 

Recommendations 
This option largely complements national policy and affords a level of protection that, while having 
some minor effects, is balanced by a broad sweep of positive effects. Therefore no mitigation is 
recommended. 

Id63 - Landscape 
Options 
presented at 
Issues and 
options stage 

Option 1: 
This option would support proposals which demonstrate that unacceptable impact on 
the landscape would not arise, having regard to the nature and purpose of any 
statutory or non-statutory designations that apply, including the setting of these 
designations, and taking into account any mitigation measures. In ensuring there will 
be no unacceptable landscape impact consideration should be given to the wider 
landscape character and context of the site (including visual impact) in the design of 
the scheme and any mitigation measures proposed, including the need where 
relevant for planting and landscape proposals to take into account any impacts on the 
setting of local settlements and to be developed and implemented alongside 
measures to protect and where practicable enhance biodiversity, geodiversity, the 
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historic environment and local amenity.  
OR 
Option 2: 
This option would not set out a specific local policy for protection and enhancement of 
the landscape and would rely on national policy in the NPPF, together with any other 
relevant policies in the development plan, including the ‘Other key criteria’ policy set 
out later in this chapter. Landscape policy in the NPPF states that the planning 
system should protect and enhance valued landscapes (para 109) and should give 
great weight to conserving landscape and scenic beauty in National Parks and 
AONBs (para 115). 

What the SA told us 
Generally these options have a neutral to positive effect on sustainable development, with Option 1 
performing moderately better against a number of objectives. A greater level of uncertainty would 
result under Option 2 as the implications of future revisions to national policy are unknown. 
The most positive associations under option 1 relate to biodiversity / geodiversity, climate change 
mitigation and adaptation, heritage, landscapes and recreation. Similar benefits would result from 
Option 2, though with greater uncertainties in relation to climate change adaptation and the historic 
environment. Under both options there are minor negative effects on soils and flooding, largely due to 
development being favoured in the more fertile lowlands (and thus often in floodplain), which are less 
recognised for their landscapes, and on water. 

Number of consultation responses 
Total Number of comments against id: 23 
Question 155) Do you have a preference for either 
of the options presented above? 

Number of respondents: 21 

Option 1: 13 
SC: 2 
MWI: 1 
Local Authorities: 1 

Combination: 0 

Option 2: 6 
SC: 1 
MWI: 3 
Local Authorities: 1 

Did Not Specify: 2 
MWI: 1  

None: 0 

Question 156) Are there any alternative options 
the Authorities should consider in relation to 
landscape? 

Number of respondents: 2 
SC: 0 
MWI: 0 
Local Authorities: 0 

Brief overview of consultation responses 
Key Messages Q155: 
Option 1: 

 Supports locally specific and detailed policies in conjunction with national policy 
 Provides a tailored policy addressing the individual characteristics of landscapes 
 The NPPF expects compliant Local Plans to provide policies which enable applicants to have 

no need to refer to the NPPF for guidance 
 Also include reference to short term landscape impact 

Option 2: 
 Supports the flexibility and reliance upon national policy provided by this option 
 Appropriate, as this would not lead to a duplication of national policy which is sufficient 

General comments on the options: 
 There is not much difference between the two options. The need for a landscape policy is 
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questioned as these will reflect the NPPF 
 Some settlements are split by the National Park boundary and those areas adjacent to the 

National Park have landscape sensitivities 
 Waste management facilities should not be developed when landscape impacts cannot be 

mitigated 
 The Managing Landscape Change report predates the NPPF and needs to be reviewed 
 Clear regard must be had for the Major Development Test 
 Landscape policies should be used in conjunction with the National Policy and special 

attention should be paid to designations. 
 Local Landscape Policy should not be used to resist necessary mineral extraction. 

Key Messages Q156: 
Two alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new 
options Chapter 8 – Development Management table’ along with justification as to why they have or 
have not been taken forward. Neither of the suggested alternatives has been taken forward. 

SA of options including alternatives 
N/A 
Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
The support of the majority of respondents for Option 1 is noted and it is agreed that it would be 
preferable to have a specific policy in the Plan to deal with landscape impacts and opportunities. It is 
agreed that the relationship between national and local policy will need to be taken into account, as 
well as impact on important designations (including from proposals outside those designations where 
relevant).  The major development test is addressed in separate policy. 

Evidence base update 
No specific new evidence as of January 2015. 

Duty to Cooperate  
Is this a duty to cooperate matter? Yes   At a general level any approach to landscape needs to be 
developed in conjunction with the relevant statutory body, Natural England. 
A meeting was held with Natural England to discuss their Response to the Issues and Options Stage. 
Comments and outcomes from the meeting are recorded on the Duty to Co-operate record log. 

Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
The majority of respondents supported option 1. Some respondents supported the reliance on national 
policy rather than specific local policies, however it is considered that where an up to date plan is in 
place it is appropriate for it to contain policies consistent with the NPPF rather than relying on separate 
policies.  Option 1 also performed more positively in the initial SA of options.  Reference to tranquility 
and dark skies, previously addressed in id69 ‘Other key criteria’, have also been added into this policy 
topic to avoid potential overlap in the scope of policies. 
Preferred policy approach – title changed to D06: Landscape 
Proposals will be permitted where it can be demonstrated that there will be no unacceptable 
impact on the landscape, having taken into account any proposed mitigation measures. 

For proposals which may impact on nationally designated areas including the National Park, 
AONBs, Heritage Coast and the adjacent Yorkshire Dales National Park, including their setting, 
a very high level of protection to landscape will be required.  Development which would have 
an unacceptable adverse landscape impact on these designated areas will not be permitted. 

Protection will also be afforded to the landscape setting of the historic City of York. 
Permission will only be granted for development which would harm the landscape setting of 
the City where the need for, or benefits of, the development outweigh the harm caused. 

Where proposals may have an adverse impact on landscape, tranquility or dark night skies, 
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schemes should provide for a high standard of design and mitigation, having regard to 
landscape character, the wider landscape context and setting of the site and any visual impact, 
as well as for the delivery of landscape enhancement where practicable. 

Supporting text 

Landscape is defined by the European Landscape Convention as ‘An area as perceived by people, 
whose character is the result of the action and interaction of natural and/or human factors’. The Joint 
plan area has a very varied landscape ranging from moorland to rolling farmland to low-lying vales and 
seascapes characterised by high cliffs. The variety of landscapes in the area adds much to its overall 
distinctiveness. A large part of the area is designated nationally (as either National Park or AONB or 
Heritage Coast) for the quality of its landscape, and some District and Borough Councils have 
identified local areas of landscape value in their own local plans.  A range of other designations are of 
relevance to landscape considerations, including heritage land which is conditionally exempt from 
inheritance tax because of its national significance4. Maintaining the setting of the historic City of York 
is also an important landscape consideration as it is not subject of specific statutory protection yet is a 
distinctive and important part of the Plan area.  The Vale of York has a flat and low lying landscape 
with historic views of York Minster tower and Terry’s clock tower and this setting within the landscape 
forms an intrinsic part of the city’s historical significance. In considering impact on landscape setting, 
regard will be had to factors including the scale and character of the development proposed, any inter-
visibility between the development site and the protected asset and the duration of the proposed 
development.  

Although areas afforded specific protection through designations are of particular significance, all 
landscapes are important in their own right.  Due to their nature and sometimes scale, minerals and 
waste developments can have significant impacts on the landscape. It is therefore important that, in 
bringing forward proposals, applicants give careful consideration to potential landscape impacts. 

There are a number of Landscape Character Assessments (LCAs) covering the Joint Plan area, 
including those produced by district and borough councils, which provide a useful source of information 
relating to the various landscapes present in the area. In addition to the LCAs, a Historic Seascape 
Characterisation for the Scarborough to Hartlepool coastline is currently being undertaken by English 
Heritage and a North Yorkshire and Lower Tees Valley Historic Landscape Characterisation 
programme has been produced.  Applicants should utilise any available local landscape studies as a 
source of information to assist in the identification of any potential landscape impacts and mitigation. 

In particular, such studies can assist in gaining a wider understanding of the significance of a location 
in landscape terms, and how a development proposal may impact not just on the immediate site but on 
any wider area it may influence.   Particularly for larger scale proposals, including significant new 
minerals extraction and major new waste management facilities, especially in more rural locations, 
careful consideration should be given to  the wider landscape setting and context of the site when 
designing schemes (including any mitigation). In some cases there may be opportunities to enhance 
local landscape character and quality, for example through landscape planting both on and offsite and 
as part of minerals site reclamation and applicants should look for opportunities to provide these as 
part of any proposals. 

A study commissioned by NYCC with funding from English Heritage in 2010 suggested that landscape 
provides an important context within which other important assets are found, particularly those relating 

4 These areas are not identified under planning legislation but may be material considerations relevant to planning. 
A number of such areas have been designated in the Plan area. They largely coincide with areas already 
designated as National Park and AONB, where a high level of policy protection already exists. However some are 
found elsewhere in the Joint Plan area. Areas currently so designated can be viewed at https://www.gov.uk/tax-
relief-for-national-heritage-assets . 
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to biodiversity and the historic environment.  It is therefore important to ensure that proposals are 
informed by a good understanding of any such interactions, to help provide a more integrated 
approach to consideration of overall impacts and opportunities.  More information on the study can be 
found in the summary report http://www.northyorks.gov.uk/article/26667/Local‐core‐documents‐‐‐
managing‐landscape‐change‐project‐April‐2012 . 

An important aspect of the environment of the Plan area, of relevance to consideration of landscape, is 
the concept of tranquility. Tranquility mapping undertaken for CPRE in 2007 indicated that North 
Yorkshire was the 7th most tranquil of 117 County and Unitary authority areas, with a high degree of 
tranquility particularly in the National Parks and AONBs and other less developed parts of the Plan 
area.  A more recent survey by CPRE indicated that 72% of respondents identified tranquility as the 
characteristic they valued most about the countryside, and protection of tranquil areas is an objective 
of the Management Plan for the NYMNP.  Although tranquility cannot be measured in any objective 
way, the potential for a development proposal to adversely impact on tranquility will be a matter to be 
taken into account when considering applications, particularly those located within or in close proximity 
to the National Park and AONBs.    

A further consideration related to landscape, and which could potentially be impacted by minerals or 
waste development, particularly in the more rural areas, is the maintenance of dark night skies.  The 
relatively undeveloped nature of large parts of the Plan area, particularly within the National Park and 
AONBs, mean that there are substantial areas with low levels of light pollution, leading to high quality 
starscapes at night which are increasingly rare in England.    Proposals for minerals or waste 
development, particularly those with a requirement for significant amounts of external lighting and 
which are situated in rural locations should ensure that the impact of development on dark night skies 
is considered and that mitigation in the form of carefully designed and controlled site lighting is 
provided where necessary. 

In those parts of the Plan area designated as National Park or AONBs, any proposals for major 
development will also need to satisfy the major development test.  Effects on the landscape are a 
specific consideration under the Test.  

Links to Objectives and Policies 
Link to Objectives: 
Objective 9 
Objective 12 

Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: 
Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impact 
Id61: National Parks and AONBs 
Id64: Biodiversity and geodiversity 
Id65: Historic environment 
Id67: Strategic approach to reclamation and afteruse 
Id69: Protection of Best and Most Versatile agricultural land and soils 

SA/SEA 
Summary of assessment 
This policy is likely to result in a number of positive impacts particularly in relation to protection of the 
landscape. This is likely to also result in positive impacts in relation to cultural heritage, tourism and 
amenity in those areas of high landscape value. This policy may result in a clustering of development 
outside of the designated and high value landscapes in the plan area therefore resulting in cumulative 
negative impacts. 

Recommendations 
Overall the policy is considered to be largely positive however it is considered that it could be 
strengthened by supporting the provision of landscape enhancements in association with minerals and 
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waste development where this would be compatible with landscape character. 

Id64 - Biodiversity and geodiversity 
Options 
presented at 
Issues and 
options stage 

Option 1: 
This option would not set out specific local policy for protection and enhancement of 
biodiversity and geodiversity and would rely on national policy in the NPPF, together 
with any other relevant policies in the development plan. In summary, biodiversity 
policies in the NPPF state that the planning system should minimise impacts on 
biodiversity and provide net gains where possible, contributing to ecological networks 
(para 109), preserve, restore or re-create priority habitats, ecological networks and 
protect or recover priority species, prevent harm to geological conservation assets 
(para 117) and only approve development where significant harm can be avoided, 
mitigated or as a last resort compensated for, avoid the loss of irreplaceable habitats, 
protect statutorily protected sites and encourage opportunities to incorporate 
biodiversity in and around developments (para118). 
OR 
Option 2: 
This option would support proposals which demonstrate that unacceptable impacts 
on biodiversity and geodiversity would not arise, having regard to any statutory or 
non-statutory designations and/or legal protections that apply as well as any agreed 
local priority habitats, habitat networks and species, looking to avoid and mitigate 
effects and, where this is not possible, compensate for residual effects. Proposals 
should look to contribute towards the delivery of agreed biodiversity and geodiversity 
objectives, including those set out in agreed Biodiversity or Geodiversity Action 
Plans, or in line with agreed priorities of any relevant Local Nature Partnership, with 
the aim of achieving net gains for biodiversity or geodiversity where feasible.  
AND 
Option 3: 
Where residual impacts occur which cannot be avoided or mitigated and the provision 
of compensatory habitat within the site would not be feasible and the need for the 
development overrides the need to protect the site, habitat or species, this option 
would support the principle of biodiversity offsetting in relation to fully compensating 
for any losses and would require any gains to be related to the planning authority 
area in which the loss occurred. 
OR 
Option 4: 
Where residual impacts occur which cannot be avoided or mitigation and the 
provision of compensatory habitat within the site would not be feasible and the need 
for the development overrides need to protect the site, habitat or species, this option 
would support the principle of biodiversity offsetting in relation to fully compensating 
for any losses and would not specify where the gains should take place. 

What the SA told us 
Whilst Option 1 would enable a level of protection and enhancement to be afforded to biodiversity and 
geodiversity, it would not provide direct links with meeting the objectives or local priorities established 
for example through the Local Nature Partnership and the local Biodiversity and Geodiversity Action 
Plans. Option 2 would have greater benefits for biodiversity in the Joint Plan by linking with local 
objectives. In the longer term effects under Option 1 would be uncertain as the implications of any 
future changes to national policy are unknown. Both Option 3 and Option 4, where considered together 
with earlier options, would enable gains to be made for biodiversity which are not currently realised, yet 
option 3 would have greater benefits in terms of contributing to biodiversity objectives in the Joint Plan 
area on the basis that offsetting is not considered to be a means of making the development itself 
acceptable. 
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Number of consultation responses 
Total Number of comments against id: 37 
Question 157) Do you have a preference for 
any of the options presented above? 

Number of respondents: 25 
Option 1: 6 Combination: 12 
SC: 1 Opt. 2+3: 8 
MWI: 4 SC: 1 
Local Authorities: 1 Local Authorities: 1 

Opt. 1+2+3: 3 

Opt. 3+4: 1 

Option 2: 6 Did Not Specify: 1 
SC: 1 
MWI: 1 
Local Authorities: 1 
Option 3: 0 None: 0 

Option 4: 0 

Question 158) Are there any alternative Number of respondents: 6 
options the Authorities should consider in SC: 0 
relation to biodiversity and geodiversity? MWI: 1 

Local Authorities: 0 
Question 159) Are there any other specific 
elements of protecting and enhancing 
biodiversity which should be covered by the 
policy? 

Number of respondents: 6 
SC: 0 
MWI: 0 
Local Authorities: 0 

Brief overview of consultation responses 
Key Messages Q157: 
Option 1: 

 National policy in the NPPF is sufficient, local policy should not be used to resist appropriate 
and necessary mineral extraction 

 This option ensures national policy is not duplicated 
 Provides the greatest flexibility 
 The Planning Authorities key concern is whether the residual impacts of the proposal is 

acceptable following implementation of mitigation measures 

Option 2: 
 Operators accept the need to conserve and enhance biodiversity and geodiversity, primarily 

through Wildlife Trusts and other local conservation bodies 
 The most positive option, in that consideration is given to non-statutory designated sites and 

species 
 Need to consider how applicants contribute towards BAP objectives through contributions 
 Applies the biodiversity related requirements of the NPPF through delivery of local targets and 

objectives 

Option 3: 
 Biodiversity offsetting must not usurp the mitigation hierarchy in para 118 of the NPPF, 

however it may deliver ecological mitigation during the operational phase 

Option 2+3: 
 These options provide the best protection 
 Biodiversity losses should be offset locally 
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 NPPF does not provide sufficient protection for biodiversity 
 Local policies for restoration is important rather than relying upon national policy 
 Minerals site restoration needs to linked to biodiversity opportunity mapping 

Option 1+2+3: 
 The NPPF provides the minimum, additional local criteria is required 
 Option two seems to support proposals which demonstrate that unacceptable impacts on 

biodiversity and geodiversity would not arise having regard to certain local aspects and three 
ensures there are no overall losses to biodiversity in the local area 

Option 3+4: 
 Concerned about biodiversity offsetting, SPAs, SACs, RAMSAR and SSSIs should be 

excluded from this 
 Any offsetting scheme requires long term management and monitoring to ensure biodiversity 

benefits 
 Premature to include biodiversity offsetting as it is unclear how this would work 

General comments on the options: 
 Reflect the mineral related objectives in the North Yorkshire and York Local Nature 

Partnership Draft Strategy 
 Biodiversity gains are used as an excuse to destroy open agricultural land 
 Local policy should not try to resist appropriate and necessary development. 

Key Messages Q158: 
A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested 
new options Chapter 8 – Development Management table’ along with justification as to why they have 
or have not been taken forward. The realistic alternative have been summarised below: 

Proposed Option 5 
 Biodiversity offsetting should not apply in statutory protected sites 

Suggested approach 
Biodiversity offsetting would not be applied where harm relates to international and national statutory 
protected sites. 

Proposed Option 6 
 There should be no overall loss to biodiversity 

Suggested approach 
Development would not be permitted where there would be overall losses to biodiversity. 

Key Messages Q159: 
 Authorities should protect local biodiversity and where a development results in an overall loss 

of biodiversity in should not be permitted 
 Minerals extracted on agricultural land should be restored to its pre-existing use for food 

production and biodiversity gains 
 Mandatory biodiversity offsetting is very seldom either necessary or practicable and 

biodiversity gains can almost always be designed into proposals 
 Biodiversity should be the primary consideration in restoration plans and sites should be 

allocated which have the greatest potential to maximise biodiversity and at a strategic scale 
 Set targets to create priority habitats at a landscape scale and avoid grouping too many 

different habitats into one site 
 Deliver BAP and LNP targets and objectives 
 Integrate restored mineral sites into the existing local ecological network 

General: 
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i. Biodiversity offsetting is not a valid justification for the destruction of wildlife habitats due to 
loss of ecological, historical and social value 

SA of options including alternatives 
Summary of assessment 
Whilst Option 1 would enable a level of protection and enhancement to be afforded to biodiversity and 
geodiversity, it would not provide direct links with meeting the objectives or local priorities established 
for example through the Local Nature Partnership and the local Biodiversity and Geodiversity Action 
Plans. Option 2 would have greater benefits for biodiversity in the Joint Plan by linking with local 
objectives. In the longer term effects under Option 1 would be uncertain as the implications of any 
future changes to national policy are unknown 

Both Option 3 and Option 4, where considered together with earlier options, would enable gains to be 
made for biodiversity which are not currently realised, yet option 3 would have greater benefits in terms 
of contributing to biodiversity objectives in the Joint Plan area on the basis that offsetting is not 
considered to be a means of making the development itself acceptable. Option 5 would reduce the 
benefits provided by either Option 3 or 4. 

Whilst Option 6 would provide the greatest benefits for biodiversity within the Plan area, it could reduce 
the availability of minerals and the possibilities for providing waste facilities, and possibly displace 
effects to elsewhere. 

Revised recommendations 
It is recommended that options 2 and 3 be followed but that reference is included to ensuring that any 
offsetting includes consideration of replacing the community and climate regulation value attached to 
the biodiversity of the site to be developed. 
Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
The range of responses received is noted, with no very clear preference emerging.  It is considered 
that, on balance, a local policy approach should be included in the plan rather than relying on national 
policy, as this should help provide more local guidance to applicants.  Whilst concerns about the 
potential impact of habitat creation on availability of open agricultural land are noted, there has been 
significant support from other respondents to an approach which delivers maximum biodiversity 
benefits where practicable, and such an approach is generally in line with national policy.  A range of 
views about use of biodiversity offsetting were received, with significant concerns expressed about the 
impact of offsetting.  It is agreed that the emphasis in any approach should be on delivery of mitigation 
and enhancement into the development scheme with offsetting only being used in limited alternative 
circumstances. It is agreed that opportunities should be sought to help deliver targets set out in 
BAPs/GAPs or agreed by LNPs. 

Evidence base update 
No new evidence as of January 2015. 

Duty to Cooperate  
Is this a duty to cooperate matter? Yes 

At a general level any approach to biodiversity and geodiversity needs to be developed in conjunction 
with the relevant statutory body, Natural England. A meeting was held with Natural England to discuss 
points raised in their Issues and Options Consultation response. A brief note and agreed outcome of 
the meeting is recorded on the Duty to Cooperate record log. 

Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
A small majority of respondents preferred a combination of options 2 and 3, whilst a number of 
respondents also preferred options 1 and 2 as stand-alone options. Options 2 and 3 were preferred in 
the initial SA. A number of key messages were noted in response to this proposed option. It is 
considered overall that a positive approach towards protection of biodiversity and delivery of 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

biodiversity benefits should be included in the Plan as this would be more in line with national policy.  
Two further options were put forward for consideration and elements of these have been incorporated 
into the draft policy. Although there were a number of objections to proposals for biodiversity offsetting, 
there is support from government for this principle and therefore it is considered appropriate to refer to 
offsetting in exceptional circumstances.  The preferred approach is based on Options 2 and 3.  In 
relation to the findings of the SA that, in relation to offsetting, consideration be given to replacing the 
community and climate regulation value attached to the biodiversity of the site to be developed, this is 
a matter which could be referenced in the supporting text to the policy. 

Preferred policy approach – title changed to D07: Biodiversity and geodiversity 
Proposals will be permitted where it can be demonstrated that there will be no unacceptable 
impacts on biodiversity or geodiversity, including on statutory and non-statutory designated 
sites, local priority habitats, habitat networks and species, having taken into account any 
proposed mitigation measures.  A very high level of protection will be afforded to sites 
designated at an international or national level, including SPAs, SACs, RAMSAR sites and 
SSSIs. Development which would have an unacceptable impact on these sites will not be 
permitted. 

Through the design of schemes, including any proposed mitigation measures, proposals 
should seek to contribute positively towards the delivery of agreed biodiversity and/or 
geodiversity objectives, including those set out in agreed local Biodiversity or Geodiversity 
Action Plans, or in line with agreed priorities of any relevant Local Nature Partnership, with the 
aim of achieving net gains for biodiversity or geodiversity. 

In exceptional circumstances, and where the development site giving rise to the requirement 
for offsetting is not located within a SPA, SAC, RAMSAR or SSSI, the principle of biodiversity 
offsetting to fully compensate for any losses will be supported.  These circumstances include 
where: 

i. It has been demonstrated that it is not possible to avoid or mitigate against adverse 
impacts; and 

ii. The provision of compensatory habitat within the site would not be feasible; and 
iii. The need for or benefits of the development override the need to protect the site; and 
iv. Any compensatory gains would be delivered within the minerals or waste planning 

authority area in which the loss occurred. 

Supporting text 

The biological and geological diversity of the Joint Plan area is a fundamental aspect of its natural 
environment.  National planning policy and a range of other policies and legislation support the 
maintenance and enhancement of biodiversity and geodiversity. A large proportion of the Joint Plan 
area’s natural environment is designated at either European, national or local level for the importance 
of its habitats and/or species.  There are also many non-designated areas that nevertheless provide 
valuable habitats or form important parts of wider ecological networks.  Protected species may live 
outside designated areas and many of these are also protected by law.  Whilst there are many 
biodiversity sites and assets in the area, there are also a smaller number of geological SSSIs and 
regionally important geological sites which are subject of protection.  

The protection and enhancement of ecological networks is becoming increasingly important due to 
changes in the climate.  There are important links between biodiversity and the water environment, 
such as water quality issues for example, and with matters such as food production. The natural 
environment in effect provides a range of ‘services’ (known as ecosystems services) which it is 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

important to help maintain and enhance.  Biodiversity and geodiversity assets also form an important 
element of the green infrastructure5 of the area and contribute to overall quality of life. 

National policy requires the protection and enhancement of biodiversity by minimising impacts and 
providing net gains where possible, including for the creation, protection, enhancement and 
management of networks of biodiversity and green infrastructure at a landscape scale. 

Minerals and waste developments have the potential to impact adversely on biodiversity and 
geodiversity.  In addition minerals development, particularly through the process of quarry reclamation, 
is well placed to provide longer term enhancement of both biodiversity and geodiversity. 

Applicants will need to demonstrate, when bringing forward proposals, that any potential impacts on 
biodiversity and geodiversity have been identified and addressed through mitigation where necessary. 
Opportunities should also be sought to deliver longer term enhancement.   Proposals should be 
directed towards the delivery of any priorities already agreed for the area in which the site is situated, 
as set out in local Biodiversity Action Plans, Geodiversity Action Plans or through any strategy 
produced by the relevant Local Nature Partnership. 

In some cases, it may be possible to deliver greater overall benefits through delivery of a coordinated 
approach in combination with other proposed development.  This may particularly be the case for 
minerals extraction, where there are a number of workings taking place in the same area, for example 
in the corridors of the Rivers Swale and Ure.  Where as a result of the scale, nature or location of the 
development proposed, there are opportunities to deliver enhancement of biodiversity or geodiversity, 
including the provision of green infrastructure, applicants are encouraged to discuss their proposal with 
the relevant planning authority at an early stage in order to help ensure that a coordinated approach, 
and maximum overall benefits, taking into account existing permitted schemes and other relevant 
proposals, can be achieved where practicable. 

In some limited circumstances if may be appropriate for compensatory provision to be made elsewhere 
for habitat losses resulting from development.  Such ‘Offsetting’ should be viewed as a last resort 
measure where the need for, or benefits of, the development outweigh the need to protect the site and 
no other suitable location is available.  It will generally be preferable, if necessary, for mitigation or 
compensation measures to be delivered at the development site rather than through offsetting at an 
alternative location. Where development requiring offsetting is proposed, the arrangements for 
provision of the offsetting biodiversity gain should be set out as part of the proposals, and the location 
where the offsetting provision is to be made should be located within the same minerals or waste 
planning authority area as the development giving rise to the need for offsetting.  This is to help ensure 
that biodiversity assets are not displaced out of the local area.  A further consideration is that, in 
developing proposals for offsetting, consideration should be given to replacing the community and 
climate regulation value attached to the biodiversity of the site to be developed, in order to help ensure 
an appropriate overall level of gain in the interests of sustainability. In practice it is considered that 
circumstances necessitating offsetting in the Joint Plan area are likely to be very rare. 

Links to Objectives and Policies 
Link to Objectives: 
Objective 9 
Objective 11 
Objective 12 

Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: 

5 Green infrastructure is a network of multi‐functional green space, both new and existing, both rural and urban, 
which supports the natural and ecological processes and is integral to the health and quality of life of sustainable 
communities. It includes parks, open space, plating fields, woodlands, allotments and private gardens. 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts 
Id63: Landscape 
Id66: Water environment 
Id67: Strategic approach to reclamation and afteruse 

SA/SEA 
This preferred policy will have a range of largely positive effects as through the protection and 
enhancement of biodiversity valuable ecosystem services, such as water or air quality improvements, 
carbon storage benefits, or increased access to outdoor space. It may also benefit the local economy, 
helping to ensure that the plan area remains attractive to tourists and investors. Some uncertainty was 
however noted in relation to biodiversity offsetting which while seeking to provide a net gain, might fail 
to fully replicate lost habitats (albeit that these are likely to be of local rather than national value), or 
might locate them some distance away from the original beneficiaries of habitats. Nonetheless, 
offsetting would provide minerals and waste developers with greater flexibility to locate in the best 
locations. Some negative effects were noted due the burden that this policy may put on new 
development.  

Recommendations  
Broadly the policy is seen as positive in terms of most SA objectives. However, the uncertainties raised 
over biodiversity may benefit from additional clarification on the circumstances when it would be 
suitable (i.e. when exceptional circumstances; might apply, the offset metrics expected of developers 
and the geographical scope of its application)6 . 

Id65 - Historic environment 
Options 
presented at 
Issues and 
options stage 

Option 1: 
This option would not set out a specific local policy for conservation and 
enhancement of the historic environment and would rely on national policy in the 
NPPF, together with any other relevant policies in the development plan. In summary, 
NPPF policy on the historic environment relates to protecting and enhancing the 
significance of heritage assets – permission should not be granted for proposals 
which would lead to substantial harm or loss of the significance of a designated asset 
unless public benefits outweigh this loss, and where harm is less than significant or 
relates to a non-designated asset this should be weighed against the benefits (paras 
126 – 141).  
OR 
Option 2: 
This option would indicate that heritage assets will be conserved in line with the 
requirements of the NPPF (see Option 1) but would encourage proposals, where 
practicable, to deliver enhancements to the setting and/or secure improved access to 
and understanding of the asset for the longer term, linking into existing projects or 
initiatives where possible. 
AND 
Option 3: 
Under either option above, this option would seek to protect the setting of the City of 
York by supporting proposals which do not compromise the setting. 

What the SA told us 
All of the options would provide positive effects for both the historic environment and landscape of the 
Plan area. Option 1 would present an element of uncertainty as the implications of any future revisions 
to national policy are unknown. Option 2 would have greater positive effects through the requirement 

6 National guidance on biodiversity offsetting has not yet been finalised. Information on the pilot work and 
consultation work run by Defra is available at https://www.gov.uk/biodiversity‐offsetting. 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

for enhancements. Option 3, where used together with earlier options, would have significant positive 
effects for the setting of the City of York. 

Number of consultation responses 
Total Number of comments against id: 28 
Question 160) Do you have a preference for 
any of the options presented above? 

Number of respondents: 19 
Option 1: 8 Combination: 6 
SC: 1 Opt. 1+3: 1 
MWI: 4  MWI: 1 
Local Authorities: 1 

Opt. 2+3: 4 
SC: 1 
Local Authorities: 2 

Option 2: 4 Did Not Specify: 1 

Option 3: 0 None: 0 

Question 161) Are there any alternative options 
the Authorities should consider in relation to 
historic environment? 

Number of respondents: 2 
SC: 0 
MWI: 0  
Local Authorities: 0 

Question 162) Are there any other specific Number of respondents: 4 
elements of protecting the historic environment SC: 1 
which should be covered by the policy? MWI: 1 

Local Authorities: 0 
Question 163) In addition to York, and bearing 
in mind the landscape options provide 
protection to the landscape setting of 
settlements, are there any other strategically 
important historic assets in the Plan area which 
would benefit from specific protection through 
Option 3? 

Number of respondents: 3 
SC: 0 
MWI: 1 
Local Authorities: 1 

Brief overview of consultation responses 
Key Messages Q160: 
Option 1: 

 Most flexible option 
 Existing national and local plan policies afford a high degree of protection for heritage assets 

and no more criteria is required 
 No need to duplicate national policy 
 The NPPF expects compliant Local Plans to provide policies which enable applicants to have 

no need to refer to the NPPF for guidance 
 It is not considered appropriate to rely upon various policies in Local Plans across the Joint 

Plan area 

Option 2: 
 This option is already covered under ‘public benefits’ in the NPPF 
 Too dependent upon different interpretations of enhancement of the setting of historical assets 

and their understanding 
 To be successful this option would need to define how to ‘enhance’ a setting on an individual 

proposal basis 
 Local policy should not be used to resist appropriate and necessary mineral extraction 

Option 3: 
 This option needs to explain how developments in a rural area can affect the setting of the 

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 262 



                   

 
 

             
 

   
  

 

   
 

 

 
 

  

    
 

 
   

     
   

  
  

    
       

    
 

 

  
  

    
   

 
 

     
 

 
      

  
 

 
       

 
   

    
 

 
      

  
 

   
   

    
   

Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

York’s historic core 
 This option should be expanded to include the historic setting of all historic settlements within 

the Plan area 

Option 1+3: 
 The setting of York can be clearly defined and justified whereas other heritage assets is an 

esoteric subjective opinion that cannot be defined 

Option 2+3: 
 Para 126 of the NPPF requires a positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of the 

historic environment 
 Due to the international importance of York it is essential to include a polices which protect 

these elements 
 Heritage assets should be conserved in line with the NPPF with the additional enhancements 

for improved access and understanding of the asset 

General comments on the options: 
 In order to comply with the NPPF the Joint Plan should; provide certainty on how proposals 

affecting heritage assets will be determined; set out how the presumption in favour of 
sustainable development will be locally applied to the historic environment; and provide clear 
development management policies for proposal affecting a heritage asset 

 A policy which conserves heritage assets in line with the NPPF with additional encouragement 
of proposals delivering enhancements to the setting and/or improved assets and 
understanding of the asset would be supported. The consideration of ‘setting’ should not be 
specific to the City of York alone. 

Key Messages Q161: 
A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested 
new options Chapter 8 – Development Management table’ along with justification as to why they have 
or have not been taken forward. 
One realistic alternative option is summarised and worked up below: 

Proposed Option 4 
 The setting of all historic settlements in the Plan area should be protected, not just the ones in 

York. 
Suggested approach 
In conjunction with either Option 1 or Option 2, this option would seek to protect the setting of the City 
of York and other historic settlements in the Plan area by supporting proposals which do not 
compromise their settings. 

Other points were put forward in response to the alternative options question which require 
consideration while progressing the policy to the Preferred Options stage. English Heritage suggested 
the Plan should include a framework which is specifically designed to protect elements which 
contribute to the special historic character and setting of the City of York, and provided suggested 
wording. It was also suggested that policy guidance for designated heritage assets where the views 
are important, such as Fountains Abbey and Studley Royal, are protected.  In subsequent informal 
consultation English Heritage also suggested other specific policy wording on a range of matters 
relating to protection of heritage assets.  

Key Messages Q162: 
 The archaeology of the entire Plan area should be preserved 
 The Plan needs to set out an approach to proposals affecting non-designated archaeological 

remains as the NPPF provides only minor guidance.  
 Two areas of numerous undesignated archaeological assets are the Archaeological 

landscapes of the Vale of Pickering and the Yorkshire Wolds, which are of international and 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

national importance respectively, and need protecting 
 Views from and into designated heritage assets may need specific policy, including Fountains 

Abbey/Studley Royal WHS and Registered Battlefields 
 A holistic approach is supported 

Key Messages Q163: 
 The pre-historic landscape of the A1 corridor 
 York should not be absolved from its responsibilities because it is a historic city, however, all 

statutory and non-statutory sites should be given due regard through a sequential approach 

SA of options including alternatives 
Summary of assessment 
All of the options would provide positive effects for both the historic environment and landscape of the 
Plan area. Option 1 would present an element of uncertainty as the implications of any future revisions 
to national policy are unknown. Option 2 would have greater positive effects through the requirement 
for enhancements. Options 3 and 4, where used together with earlier options, would have significant 
positive effects for the setting of the City of York (Option 3 and 4) and other historic settlements 
(Option 4). 

Revised Recommendations 
In order to maximise the protection of the historic environment but also balance the economic needs of 
providing flexible choices, the SA recommends that Option 1 and Option 4 are taken forward. 
However, there would need to be further work undertaken on this latter option to define ‘historic 
settlement’. 
Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
The wide range of responses at Issues and Options consultation is noted, along with the preference of 
a small majority of consultees for Option 1.  Overall it is considered preferable to develop local policy, 
generally consistent with national policy, in order to provide a local context for consideration of the 
historic environment, which is an important issue in the Joint Plan area.  It is agreed that consideration 
should be given to protection of ‘setting’ of heritage assets. It is also agreed that any reference in 
policy to enhancement of the historic environment needs to be carefully worded, and that non-
designated assets in the area also require appropriate protection.  

Evidence base update 
Evidence update as of January 2015. 

New National Planning Practice Guidance, published since issues and options consultation, sets out 
additional guidance relating to planning for the historic environment. 

Duty to Cooperate  
Is this a duty to cooperate matter? Yes 

At a general level any policy approach to heritage assets needs to be developed in conjunction with 
the relevant statutory body, English Heritage. A meeting with English Heritage was held to discuss the 
comments raised at the Issues and Option stage. A summary of the meeting and outcomes is recorded 
on the Duty to Cooperate Record Log.  Further comments from English Heritage have been received 
during drafting of the preferred policy and are reflected in the proposed policy approach. 

Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
The majority of respondents preferred Option 1, which relies on the requirements set out in the NPPF. 
The SA also preferred Option 1, as potentially reflecting the most flexible option, albeit with greater 
uncertainty as to its effects, combined with option 4 which would provide protection to the setting of all 
historic settlements.  English Heritage consider it essential that the MWJP sets out its own framework 
to ensure that the historic environment is appropriately conserved in line with the requirements of the 
NPPF. Given the international importance of York, English Heritage also consider it necessary to 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

include an option to preserve the setting of the city.  It is agreed that this would be appropriate due to 
its high level of significance within the Plan area and taking into account that the NPPF indicates that 
account should be taken of the wider social, cultural, economic and environmental benefits that 
conservation of the historic environment can bring.  However, it is less clear how other ‘historic’ 
settlements would be identified for the purposes of protecting their setting.  Taking into account the 
range of views received it is considered that the preferred approach should be based on a combination 
of Options 2 and 3, which was also the preferred approach of English Heritage as the relevant 
statutory body.  The policy should also make reference to protection of undesignated assets, and also 
give explicit protection to the Studley Royal and Fountains Abbey World Heritage site, as a key 
heritage asset in the Plan area.  The preferred policy approach has also been influenced by further 
comments received from English Heritage during drafting of the Policy to bring it further in line with the 
more locally specific approach represented by Options 2 and 3. 

Preferred policy approach – title changed to D08: Historic environment 
Minerals or waste development proposals will be permitted where it can be demonstrated that 
they will conserve and, where appropriate, enhance those elements which contribute to the 
significance of the area’s heritage assets including their setting. 

Particular regard will be had to the benefits of conserving those elements which contribute 
most to the distinctive character and sense of place of the Plan area including; 

 The World Heritage Site at Fountains Abbey/Studley Royal 
 The special historic character and setting of York 
 The archaeological resource of the Vale of Pickering, the Yorkshire Wolds, the North 

York Moors and Tabular Hills, and the Southern Magnesian Limestone Ridge 

Proposals that would result in harm to a designated heritage asset (or an archaeological site of 
national importance) will be permitted only where this is outweighed by the public benefits of 
the proposal.  Substantial harm or total loss to the significance of a designated heritage asset 
(or an archaeological site of national importance) will be permitted only in exceptional 
circumstances and where it can be demonstrated that substantial public benefits would 
outweigh that harm. 

Proposals affecting an archaeological site of less than national importance will be permitted 
where they would conserve those elements which contribute to its significance in line with the 
importance of the remains.  In those cases where development affecting such sites is 
acceptable in principle, mitigation of damage will be ensured through preservation of the 
remains in situ as a preferred solution.  When in situ preservation is not justified, adequate 
provision should be made for excavation and recording before or during development. 

Supporting text 

The Studley Royal including the ruins of Fountains Abbey World Heritage Site is a particularly 
important heritage asset as the only World Heritage Site in the Joint Plan area, and in 2012 an 
additional buffer zone was identified by the World Heritage Site Committee in order to help protect 
certain aspects of the visual setting and designed landscapes of the Site.  The buffer zone is being 
identified in the Harrogate Borough Council Local Development Framework and is also shown on the 
Policies map for the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan.  Regard will be had to the purposes of the buffer 
zone when considering proposals which may impact on the WHS. 

Evidence produced by City of York Council in 20137 identifies six principle defining characteristics of 
York’s historic environment to help describe the special qualities that set York apart from other similar 
cities in England.  The is particularly significant as a result of the nature and concentration of heritage 

7 City of York Council Heritage Topic Paper update 2013 
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assets it contains and because of the significance of long distance views of landmark buildings such as 
the York Minster tower and Terry’s clock tower from the wider Vale of York. Maintaining the wider 
setting of York is also of importance because of the significance of the City to the tourism and wider 
economy of the Joint Plan area, with the City receiving around 7 million visitors annually.  The City as a 
whole is not subject of specific protection through any designations and it is therefore considered 
appropriate to provide a degree of protection from any adverse impacts on its setting from minerals or 
waste development.   

The Vale of Pickering is also of particular significance.  Evidence indicates a concentration of heritage 
assets, many of which are currently undesignated and in this part of the Plan area there is a close 
association between minerals resources and significant heritage assets. A Statement of Significance 
for the Vale has been produced for Historic England in recognition of a number of factors which include 
the realisation that the exceptional archaeological landscape identified between Rillington and 
Sherburn cannot adequately be managed through current approaches to designation along with the 
need for an agreed, clear statement on the special character, qualities and attributes of the Vale which 
can be incorporated into policy documents. 

Discussion with Historic England has identified a number of other areas, based partly on National 
Character Area Profiles developed by Natural England 
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-character-area-profiles-data-for-local-decision-
making/national-character-area-profiles , within which archaeological resources are likely to be 
particularly significant, including the Yorkshire Wolds, the North York Moors and Tabular Hills and the 
Southern Magnesian Limestone Ridge.  These are areas of known and well-documented 
archaeological potential which contain some of the highest concentrations of archaeological features in 
the country.  Much of this is likely to be of national importance.  There is a relatively close correlation 
between these areas and some mineral resources.  However, for the most part, the archaeology within 
these landscapes is largely undesignated.  In these areas in particular and other locations where 
evidence suggests that significant heritage assets occur, it will be particularly important that the extent, 
siting, design and implementation of any mineral working and reclamation proposals are informed by a 
detailed understanding of the wider historic and landscape context of the area. 

Where necessary proposals should include comprehensive mitigation and management measures 
aimed at minimising adverse impacts and delivering enhancements, including to the longer term 
setting and the enjoyment and understanding of heritage assets where appropriate.  

The Managing Landscape Change project, commissioned by North Yorkshire County Council with 
funding from Historic England, highlighted that the absence of formal designations within an area 
should not be used to imply an absence of archaeological significance.  It could simply mean that 
heritage assets have not yet been discovered or have not previously been recognised.  It suggests that 
by looking at the potential development site in its wider context it is possible to establish a more 
complete picture of the potential significance of a site and any heritage assets which could be affected, 
thus informing the most appropriate strategy for field evaluation of the site or area, in line with 
paragraph 128 of the NPPF.  Interested parties bringing forward development proposals, particularly 
for minerals extraction in the NYCC area, are advised to review relevant advice in the report of the 
Managing Landscape Change Study, which is available on the NYCC website. 

In all cases applicants for minerals or waste development are advised to seek information from the 
relevant Historic Environment Record when bringing forward proposals, and to discuss schemes with 
the relevant minerals and waste planning authority at an early stage where an initial review of available 
information suggests that there is potential for heritage assets to be impacted by a particular proposal. 
In cases where the partial or total loss of the significance of heritage assets is supported through the 
grant of permission, developers will be required to record and advance the understanding of the 
significance of the asset/s to be lost and to make this information publicly available. 

Links to Objectives and Policies 
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Link to Objectives 
Objective 9 

Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: 
Id63: Landscape 
Id67: Strategic approach to reclamation and afteruse 

SA/SEA 
Summary of assessment 
This policy would have particularly strong positive impacts in relation to the historic environment and 
landscape objectives. The policy would conserve and where appropriate enhance the historic 
environment and affords particular protection for the most significant historic assets within the plan 
area. Positive impacts are also likely to result in relation to tourism, recreation, community viability and 
vitality and the economy as this policy may boost tourism and conserve and enhance the special 
qualities of the National Park. Some negative impacts may result particularly in relation to the economy 
and meeting the needs of a changing population should this policy result in prevention of minerals and 
waste development due to historic environment considerations. 

Recommendations 
There is an element of uncertainty in relation to the magnitude of positive impact that would result from 
this policy as it states that enhancements will be made ‘where appropriate’. This policy could be 
strengthened by requiring enhancements to be made ‘wherever possible’. 

Id66 - Water environment 
Options 
presented at 
Issues and 
options stage 

Option 1: 
This option would not set out a specific local policy for the protection of the water 
environment and would rely on national policy in the NPPF, together with any other 
relevant policies in the development plan. In summary, water policies in the NPPF 
require that strategies should take account of water supply and demand (para. 94), 
permitted operations should not have unacceptable adverse impacts on water (para. 
109) and new and existing development should not contribute to or be put at 
unacceptable risk from, or being adversely affected by unacceptable levels of water 
pollution.  
OR 
Option 2: 
Proposals will be supported where it can be demonstrated, when considered  
against the following criteria, that unacceptable adverse (including cumulative) effects 
can be avoided or have been appropriately mitigated and, where possible, that the 
development would provide enhancements to the locality. Consideration would be 
given to: 
 Impacts on water quality (surface or underground) and water supply and flows, 

including effects on Nitrate Vulnerable Zones and Groundwater Source Protection 
Zones  

 Impact on and from ground and surface water flooding, following the principles of 
the sequential test in relation to flood risk 

 Potential for the development to contribute to the provision of flood alleviation or 
other climate change mitigation benefits related to the water environment.  

What the SA told us 
Both options report positive effects in relation to biodiversity, the water environment, climate change 
adaptation, the economy, community vitality, recreation, health and wellbeing and meeting the needs 
of a changing population. However, these are generally stronger for Option 2 than for Option 1. Option 
1 could have negative effects on flooding by resulting in the Plan having no reference to the need to 
consider impacts on and from flooding, while Option 2 strongly supports the sustainability objective to 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

minimise flood risk. In the long term, there is uncertainty with Option 1 in relation to the continued 
operation of the NPPF in its present format. 

Number of consultation responses 
Total Number of comments against id: 45 
Question 164) Do you have a preference for 
either of the options presented above? 

Number of respondents: 31 

Option 1: 6 
MWI: 4 
Local Authorities: 1 

Combination: 1 
Option 1+2: 1 
MWI: 1  

Option 2: 18 Did Not Specify: 2 
SC: 2 MWI: 1  
MWI: 2 
Local Authorities: 2 

None: 4 

Question 165) Are there any alternative Number of respondents: 7 
options the Authorities should consider in SC: 0 
relation to the water environment? MWI: 2 

Local Authorities: 0 
Question 166) Do you have any comments 
on the options presented above, including 
the suitability of the criteria referred to in 
Option 2. 

Number of respondents: 7 
SC: 0 
MWI: 0 
Local Authorities: 0 

Brief overview of consultation responses 
Key Messages Q164: 
Option 1: 

 Most flexible option 
 Define the term ‘unacceptable’ 
 This option doesn’t provide any spatial context of the Plan area 

Option 2: 
 A specific policy gives greater weight to water protection, flood risk mitigation and water 

resources and provides a degree of control on the issue 
 Contributes towards meeting the Water Framework Directive water quality targets 
 Suggest including ‘groundwater’ in the first bullet point text 
 The NPPF is the minimum and additional local criteria should be added 
 The criteria listed should be guaranteed not just ‘considered’ 
 The policy should ensure maximum beneficial effect from mineral extraction upon the water 

environment e.g. increased flood alleviation and reconnecting river channels with the 
floodplain 

 Specify which SPZs should be avoided 
 The sequential and exemption flooding tests are retained in NPPG and so provide little benefit 

by restating them 
 The third bullet point is desirable but it should not be a necessary criterion to gain support of 

the policy  
 Include a criteria to prevent unconventional gas extraction in North Yorkshire, in particular 

where gas will pass through aquifers. 

Option 1+2: 
 Provides the greatest flexibility and provides for flood alleviation and other climate change 

mitigation benefits 
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General comments on the options: 
 Neither option is robust enough to ensure safeguards are in place to protect water quality 
 Responsibility for water protection must be clear when issues of water quality arise 
 Tipping of colliery spoil on principle aquifers should not be permitted 
 Water pollution impacts are the responsibility of the Environment Agency and various internal 

drainage boards and duplication of roles should be avoided 
 Need to protect the water environment from shale gas contamination and hazardous waste 

Key Messages Q165: 
A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested 
new options Chapter 8 – Development Management table’ along with justification as to why they have 
or have not been taken forward. None of the suggested alternative options have been taken forward 
although several points were raised which should be taken into consideration when developing the 
policy. 

The policy should include reference to the Water Framework Directive objectives and targets. Under 
Option 4 the word ‘unacceptable’ requires clarification. Criteria in Option 2 should also take into 
account local issues such as potential flood risks, which water tables are at risk and which Special 
Protection Zones should be avoided. The policy should also deal with water run-off from sites and 
climate change adaptation. It was suggested that the 3rd bullet point in Option 2 should be deleted and 
this would remove the provision for flood alleviation and climate change mitigation. 

Key Messages Q166: 
 The criteria should take account of local issues e.g. projected flood and water table risks 
 Need to protect groundwater drinking water supplies 
 The precautionary approach should be followed to ensure risks to ground and surface water 

from shale gas extraction are minimised 
 The last bullet point should also include climate change adaptation 
 Reference the Water Framework Directive within the Policy supporting text 

SA of options including alternatives 
N/A 
Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
The preference of the majority of consultees for Option 2 is noted and it is agreed that specific local 
policy should be included. It is not considered practicable to require that the criteria are ‘guaranteed’ 
and in some cases other regulatory regimes are also relevant.  The role of other regulatory authorities 
is noted but it is considered relevant to make reference in local planning policy to key matters relating 
to the water environment because of the general relevance to the use and development of land and 
wider public interest considerations.  It is also not considered practicable or necessary to specify 
particular SPZs which should be avoided as they are all subject of the same level of protection in 
national policy.  The need to consider impacts on the water environment from shale gas development 
is acknowledged and is addressed specifically in policy dealing with unconventional gas.  It is agreed 
that reference to climate change adaptation could be made in the third bullet point of Option 2. 

Evidence base update 
Evidence update as of January 2015. 

The National Planning Practice Guidance was published subsequently to the drafting of the Options 
above and provides more in depth guidance on water supply, wastewater and water quality issues. 

With regard to water environment issues which need to be taken into consideration when plan making 
the NPPG highlights the need for a ‘Local Plan to consider the contribution that can be made to a 
‘catchment-based approach’ to water’ (a policy framework devised by Defra to improve the quality of 
the water environment by promoting the development of more appropriate river basin management 
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plans and provide a platform for engagement, discussion and decisions of much wider benefits).’ The 
NPPG also states ‘In plan-making, the broad considerations relevant to water supply and water quality 
include: infrastructure (water supply and wastewater); water quality; wastewater; cross-boundary 
concerns; strategic environmental assessment and sustainability appraisal.’ With regard to water 
quality the NPPG states ‘Plan-making may need to consider: How to help protect and enhance local 
surface water and groundwater in ways that allow new development to proceed and avoids costly 
assessment at the planning application stage. The type or location of new development where an 
assessment of the potential impacts on water bodies may be required. Expectations relating to 
sustainable drainage systems.’ 

Duty to Cooperate  
Is this a duty to cooperate matter? 
At a general level any policy approach to heritage assets needs to be developed in conjunction with 
the relevant statutory body, the Environment Agency. 

Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
The majority of respondents preferred Option 2, including two statutory consultees, Natural England 
and the Environment Agency, who suggested that A specific policy gives greater weight to water 
protection, flood risk mitigation, water resources and provides a degree of control on the issue’. 

On the advice of the EA Option 2 will be amended to include the term ‘groundwater’ in the first bullet 
point in order to emphasise its importance. 

The SA of the options suggests that Option 2 would produce ‘generally stronger [positive effects] than 
Option 1’ and ‘strongly supports the sustainability objective to minimise flood risk’. The SA also found 
that Option 1 could have ‘negative effects on flooding’ and may lead to ‘uncertainty’. The SA 
recommends that ‘option 2 is pursued.’ 

Taking into account recent national planning guidance it is also considered that reference should be 
made in the Policy or supporting text to the need to consider issues at a catchment scale. National 
guidance also suggest that reference is made to Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems and this is 
issue is also covered in policy dealing with Sustainable Design, Construction and Operation of 
Development.  It is also considered that the policy should include a cross reference to both the 
Sequential Test and Exception Test for flood risk set out in national policy, to ensure consistency of the 
approach in national policy.  

The preferred policy approach is therefore based on Option 2. 

Preferred policy approach – title changed to D09: Water environment 
Proposals for minerals and waste development will be permitted where it can be demonstrated 
that no unacceptable adverse impacts will arise, taking into account any proposed mitigation, 
on: 
Surface or groundwater quality 
Surface or groundwater supplies and flows 

In relation to surface and groundwater quality and flows a very high level of protection will be 
applied to principle aquifers and groundwater Source Protection Zones.  Development which 
would have an adverse impact on principle aquifers and Source Protection Zones will only be 
permitted where the need for, or benefits, of the development clearly outweigh any harm 
caused. 

Permission for minerals and waste development on sites not allocated in the Plan will, where 
relevant, be determined in accordance with the Sequential Test and Exception Test for flood 
risk set out in national policy.  Development which would lead to an unacceptable risk of, or be 
at an unacceptable risk from, surface, ground or coastal water flooding will not be permitted. 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

Proposals for minerals and waste development should, where necessary or practicable taking 
into account the scale, nature and location of the development proposed, include measures to 
contribute to flood alleviation and other climate change mitigation and adaptation measures 
including use of sustainable urban drainage systems. 

Supporting text 

Large parts of the Joint Plan area, particularly within the City of York area and lower lying parts of the 
NYCC area are at risk of flooding, as demonstrated in the Strategic Flood Risk assessment that has 
been prepared alongside the Plan.  Flood risk maps are available on the Environment Agency’s 
website.  There are also substantial areas which are underlain by principle aquifers, including the 
Magnesian Limestone resource and some rocks of Jurassic age in the eastern part of the Plan area.  
Some of these areas also contain groundwater Source Protection Zones, which are identified by the 
Environment Agency in order to protect public drinking water supplies and certain supplies used for 
commercial purposes. 

The Environment Agency has prepared a number of Position Statements setting out their likely 
approach to environmental permitting of various forms of development which may present a pollution 
hazard to groundwater. A number of these Statements are of relevance to minerals and waste 
development, including conventional and unconventional oil and gas, landfill, non-landfill waste 
activities and mining, quarrying and gravel extraction.  In order to help ensure a general consistency of 
approach the planning authorities will, when implementing this policy, have regard to any relevant EA 
Position Statements in determining the acceptability of any proposal which has the potential to cause 
groundwater pollution.  It will also be important to support the achievement of water status objectives 
outlined in River Basin Management Plans (which is important in meeting obligations under the Water 
Framework Directive).  This can generally be demonstrated by achieving a relevant environmental 
permit flood defence consent or land drainage / ordinary watercourse consent. 

National planning policy places considerable emphasis on the need to address flood risk, water 
pollution and water availability in planning decisions and includes specific national policy tests in 
relation to flood risk that are required to be met, in the form of a Sequential Test for flood risk and an 
Exception Test.  The Sequential Test involves a risk-based approach to locating development.  The 
aim of the Sequential Test is to steer new development to areas with the lowest probability of flooding. 
It operates together with a strategic level flood risk assessment which has been prepared alongside 
the Plan, in order to help ensure that policies and site allocations give appropriate consideration to 
flood risk.  If, following application of the Sequential Test it is not possible, consistent with wider 
sustainability objectives, for the development to be located in zones with a lower probability of flooding, 
the Exception Test can be applied if appropriate. 

Full details of the Tests can be found in the Technical Guidance on flood risk published alongside the 
NPPF. Applicants are advised to consider the Technical Guidance and national policy on flood risk at 
an early stage in developing proposals. 

In some cases it may be necessary for a site-specific flood risk assessment to be carried out in support 
of an application.  A site specific flood risk assessment is required for proposals of 1 hectare or greater 
in flood zone 1 and for all proposals for new development (including minor development and change of 
use) in flood zones 2 and 3.  Further guidance is available in the Technical guidance accompanying 
the NPPF.  Applicants should also consider the ‘standing advice’ on flood risk produced by the 
Environment Agency when preparing a site-specific flood risk assessment for lower risk development. 

Different types of development have different vulnerabilities to flooding and some are considered to be 
‘water compatible’.  Water compatible development includes some forms of development which fall 
within the scope of the MWJP, specifically sand and gravel extraction and sewage transmission 
infrastructure and pumping stations.  These forms of development are appropriate within all flood 

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 271 



                   

 
 

             
 

   

    
      

   
   

 

 
 

 
     

 
 

     
     

   

   
  

 
     
   

  
 

 
 

 
  

 

 
  

 
 

  
  

  
     

 
 

 
     

  
  

   
  

                                                            
                   

 

Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

zones.  Most other forms of development within the scope of the Plan, such as other types of mineral 
working and processing as well as waste development (except landfill and hazardous waste facilities) 
are classed as ‘less vulnerable’.  These may be acceptable in all flood risk zones except Zone 3b 
(functional floodplain).  Landfill and sites used for management of hazardous waste are ‘more 
vulnerable’ and should not take place in Zone 3b and would only be acceptable in Zone 3a if they meet 
the Exception Test.  This Test requires it to be demonstrated that the development provides wider 
sustainability benefits to the community that outweigh flood risk, informed by a Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessment where one has been prepared, and; a site specific flood risk assessment must 
demonstrate that the development will be safe for its lifetime taking account of the vulnerability of its 
users, without increasing flood risk elsewhere, and, where possible, will reduce flood risk overall. 

Increased risk of flooding is one of the predicted impacts of climate change and should be taken into 
account in the preparation of flood risk assessments, in line with the Technical Guidance 
accompanying the NPPF.  Minerals extraction, particularly water compatible sand and gravel working, 
can also provide opportunities to contribute to flood alleviation, for example through the provision of 
increased flood storage capacity where working is taking place in flood plains. Within the Plan area 
there is an overlap between sand and gravel resources and flood plains and some mineral extraction is 
already taking place in these locations.  Where proposals are brought forward for sand and gravel 
working, consideration should be given at an early stage in preparing the scheme to the potential to 
incorporate flood alleviation measures into the design, particularly as part of site reclamation. 

Consideration should also be given to the use of sustainable drainage systems for the management of 
surface water drainage.  These are designed to control surface water run-off close to where it falls and 
to mimic natural drainage as closely as possible.  This matter is addressed in Policy D11 dealing with 
sustainable design.  

Links to Objectives and Policies 
Link to Objectives: 
Objective 9 
Objective 10 
Objective 11 

Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: 
Id63: Landscape 
Id64: Biodiversity and geodiversity 
Id67: Strategic approach to reclamation and afteruse 
Id68: Sustainable design, construction and operation of development 

SA/SEA 
Summary of assessment 
This is a generally positive development management policy, with benefits to biodiversity, water, 
climate change mitigation and adaptation, the economy, community vitality, recreation, health and 
wellbeing and a changing population. It will work well alongside the environmental permitting and water 
licensing regimes. 

Recommendations 
A reference to the importance of not impeding the achievement of water status objectives outlined in 
River Basin Management Plans (which is important in meeting obligations under the Water Framework 
Directive)  in the supporting text could add some additional clarity for future development proposals. 
This can generally be demonstrated by achieving a relevant environmental permit flood defence 
consent or land drainage / ordinary watercourse consent.8 

8 See Environment Agency, 2014. Living on the Edge URL: 
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/403435/LIT_7114.pdf 
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Id67 - Strategic approach to reclamation and afteruse 
Options Option 1: 
presented at This option would support reclamation and afteruse proposals across the whole of the 
Issues and Plan area which meet a number of general criteria and are carried out to a high 
options stage standard and which, where relevant and particularly for larger scale workings, have 

demonstrably:  
i. Been brought forward in discussion with local communities and other relevant 

stakeholders and where practicable reflect the outcome of those discussions 
ii. Taken into account the wider context of the development proposed, including the 

implications for the development of other significant permitted or proposed 
development in the area and the range of environmental and other assets and 
infrastructure that may be affected, including any important interactions between 
those assets and infrastructure 

ii. Reflected the potential for the proposed reclamation and/or afteruse to give rise to 
positive and adverse impacts, including cumulative impacts, and have sought 
where practicable to maximise potential overall benefits and minimise overall 
adverse impacts 

v. Taken into account potential impacts on and from climate change factors  
v. Made best use of onsite materials for reclamation purposes and only rely on the 

need for importation of waste where essential to deliver an appropriate standard of 
reclamation  

vi. Provided for progressive, phased restoration where appropriate 
ii. Provided for the longer term implementation and management of the agreed form 

of reclamation and any relevant afteruse (this would not apply to reclamation for 
agriculture or forestry where a statutory 5 year maximum aftercare period applies).  

AND 
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Option 2: 
In addition to the general criteria identified in Option 1, this option would seek to 
deliver a more targeted approach to minerals site reclamation and afteruse by 
supporting proposals which, where relevant, focus reclamation and/or afteruse 
proposals towards particular objectives including: 

i. In areas of best and most versatile agricultural land, maximising the protection and 
enhancement of soils and maximising the extent of best and most versatile land to 
be provided following reclamation and aftercare of the site 

ii. Where opportunities allow, particularly in proximity to the rivers Swale and Ure, 
providing additional flood storage capacity to help minimise flooding in downstream 
locations  

ii. Within the National Park and AONBs, focus on enhancing the special qualities 
and/or providing opportunities for the enjoyment and understanding of those special 
qualities 

v. Within airfield safeguarding zones, particularly where reclamation for biodiversity is 
involved, ensuring that reclamation and afteruse proposals respect safeguarding 
constraints whilst maximising the potential reclamation and afteruse benefits 
delivered by the site  

v. In proximity to significant heritage assets, ensuring that the significance of assets 
and their settings is sustained and where practicable enhanced and, also where 
practicable, that opportunities to facilitate enjoyment of the asset are provided 

vi. Where the development is located within or adjacent to identified green 
infrastructure corridors, reflecting any locally agreed priorities for delivery of 
additional or enhanced green infrastructure and ecosystems services 

ii. In proximity to major settlements within and adjacent to the Plan area, and subject 
to local amenity considerations, providing enhanced opportunities for informal and 
formal access and recreation 

ii. Delivering enhancements for biodiversity and improvements to habitat networks, 
based on contributing towards established objectives 

x. In delivering any of the above, proposals should be compatible with the surrounding 
landscape, providing enhancements where possible. 

What the SA told us 
Option 1 is likely to lead to a range of positive environmental and social effects, including in relation to 
biodiversity, air and water quality, soils and agricultural land, landscape and reusing materials, with 
particularly strong positive effects recorded in relation to mitigating and adapting to climate change and 
engaging with communities. Uncertain effects are recorded in relation to sustainable waste 
management as the option provides less scope for wastes other than those generated on site to be 
used in reclamation with uncertain implications for the management of other wastes.  

Acting in combination with Option 1, Option 2 is likely to result in stronger positive effects for 
biodiversity, agricultural land and soils, climate change adaptation (specifically reducing potential for 
flooding), the historic environment, landscape and opportunities for recreation. Minor negative effects 
may be observed in relation to impacts from transport should new areas for recreation in National 
Parks and AONBs be created, as these are generally distant from populations. However, these effects 
are unlikely to be significant due to the low level of extraction activity in these areas. 

Number of consultation responses 
Total Number of comments against id: 23 
Question 168) Do you have a preference for 
either of the options presented above? 

Number of respondents: 16 

Option 1: 1 
MWI: 1  

Combination: 6 
Opt. 1+2: 6 
MWI: 2  
Local Authorities: 1 
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Option 2: 6 
SC: 2 
Local Authorities: 1 

Did Not Specify: 3 
MWI: 2  

None: 0 

Question 169) Are there any alternative options 
or criteria the Authorities should consider in 
relation to reclamation and afteruse? 

Number of respondents: 5 
SC: 1 
MWI: 1  
Local Authorities: 1 

Question 170) If Option 2 were to be followed do 
you have any views on the priorities which should 
be addressed? 

Number of respondents: 2 
SC: 0 
MWI: 0  
Local Authorities: 0 

Brief overview of consultation responses 
Key Messages Q168: 
Option 2: 

 Provides the best mechanism to secure long term ecological enhancements through 
reclamation schemes 

 Contributes to meeting the Plans objectives 
 Provides the greatest range of benefits 
 Reference to flooding should be directed towards the minimisation of both upstream and 

downstream flooding 
 Reclamation items such as enhancements of the enjoyment of heritage assets and increasing 

access opportunities etc. should be subject to CIL 
 The criteria in this option should be expressed as a desire rather than a requirement 
 The creation and improvement of connectivity between BAP habitats should be included in this 

policy 

Option 1+2: 
 Supports a targeted approach 
 Provides a stronger positive effect for biodiversity, agricultural land and soils, climate change 

adaption, the historic environment, landscape and opportunities for recreation 
 Supports the aim of high standards above the pre-development situation particularly in 

respects of the ecosystem 
 Phased restoration is a preferred option 

General comments on the options: 
 The NPPF makes reference to restoration, not reclamation, implying there should be a 

presumption in favour of restoring sites to their previous use before other options are 
considered 

 Concerned that the positive effects that may accrue from reclaiming a site (e.g. biodiversity, re-
use of materials) are not attached undue weight 

 Supports the use of, and appears to reflect, the Managing Landscape Change Study 
 Retain geological features uncovered by mineral working in restoration schemes 
 The options do not reflect the Managing Landscape Change Report 
 Items  considered through the EIA process should be removed from the emerging policy 
 Presenting an excessive level of standards is contrary to para 173 of the NPPF 
 The options are not applicable to oil and gas reclamation schemes which are currently 

returned to the landowner by the operator in a state equal to its former use 

Key Messages Q169: 
A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested 
new options Chapter 8 – Development Management table’ along with justification as to why they have 
or have not been taken forward. The realistic alternative options are summarised and worked up 
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below: 

Proposed Option 3 
 There should be a presumption in favour of restoration before other options are considered to 

be acceptable. 
Suggested approach 
Restore a site to its previous use and condition. Only where this is not possible would consideration be 
given to alternative reclamation and afteruse proposals as set out under Options 1 and 2.  

Proposed Option 4 
 Options 1 and 2 should not apply to oil and gas developments 

Suggested approach 
Restore oil and gas sites to their previous use and condition. 

Other points were raised in response to the alternative options question which should be considered in 
progressing the policy to Preferred Options stage. The reworking of sites restored by using mineral 
waste in the National Park needs to be considered against the potential impact the reworking may 
have on the special qualities of the National Park. Option 2 should include the protection of the water 
environment and flooding can be both upstream and downstream. Sites with permits should not be 
reused/reclaimed until the requirements of the permit have been met. 

Key Messages Q170: 
 An overarching priority should be reversing the decline of biodiversity through delivering the 

enhancements for biodiversity and improvements to habitat networks 
 Acknowledge the need to ‘maximise the protection and enhancement of soils’ in areas of 

BMVL but there should not be a presumption in favour of restoration to agriculture 
 Support ‘providing additional flood storage capacity’ and suggest enabling rivers to be 

reconnected with their floodplains and integrating the creation of well-designed wetland 
habitats into flood storage proposals, including within airfield safeguarding zones 

 Support provision of increased opportunities for access and recreation including new route 
networks for non-motorised users 

 Reclamation objectives are area specific but all should respect local community wishes 

SA of options including alternatives 
Summary of assessment 
Option 1 is likely to lead to a range of positive environmental and social effects, including in relation to 
biodiversity, air and water quality, soils and agricultural land, landscape and reusing materials, with 
particularly strong positive effects recorded in relation to mitigating and adapting to climate change and 
engaging with communities. Uncertain effects are recorded in relation to sustainable waste 
management as the option provides less scope for wastes other than those generated on site to be 
used in reclamation with uncertain implications for the management of other wastes.  

Acting in combination with Option 1, Option 2 is likely to result in stronger positive effects for 
biodiversity, agricultural land and soils, climate change adaptation (specifically reducing potential for 
flooding), the historic environment, landscape and opportunities for recreation. Minor negative effects 
may be observed in relation to impacts from transport should new areas for recreation in National 
Parks and AONBs be created, as these are generally distant from populations. However, these effects 
are unlikely to be significant due to the low level of extraction activity in these areas. 

Option 3 would have a range of largely minor positive and negative effects on the environment and 
society. For instance, restoration to, what would usually be farmed land, would be likely to miss some 
of the associated features of farmed land such as historic field patterns. It may also have benefits, 
such as a benefit to food security highlighted under the climate change adaptation objective. 

Option 4 would have similar effects to option 3, only at a smaller scale for oil and gas sites. It would 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

also have uncertain effect related to which option it would work alongside. 

Revised Recommendations 
It is recommended that both options 1 and 2 be followed. 
Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
The general support for Option 2 or a combination of Options 1 and 2 is noted. It is agreed that 
reference could be made to both upstream and downstream flooding.  CIL is not relevant for the 
purposes of minerals and waste development.  It is agreed that reference could be made to 
connectivity between habitats and that the policy needs to be flexible taking into account the wide 
range of circumstances that may exist across the Plan area.  

Technical Guidance on minerals policy, published alongside the NPPF, states that ‘restoration means 
operations associated with the winning and working of minerals and which are designed to return the 
area to an acceptable environmental condition, whether for the resumption of former land use or a new 
use’.  It is not therefore agreed that there should be any presumption in favour of restoring sites to their 
original use. 

It is agreed that a balanced and proportionate approach needs to be taken and that any policy should 
not be unduly onerous, although the NPPF also requires that site restoration and aftercare should be 
carried out to high environmental standards and that, in drawing up reclamation schemes, account 
should be taken of the potential impacts on adjacent land. 

It is agreed that the policy should make reference to geodiversity benefits where appropriate, as well 
as opportunities for access and recreation. 

Evidence base update 
The National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) was published subsequent to the drafting of the 
Options above and provides more guidance on the reclamation and afteruse of mineral sites.  

With regard to mineral site reclamation and afteruse issues the NPPG suggests that ‘the most 
appropriate form of site restoration to facilitate different potential after uses should be addressed in 
both local minerals plans, which should include policies to ensure worked land is reclaimed at the 
earliest opportunity and that high quality restoration and aftercare of mineral sites takes place, and on 
a site-by-site basis following discussions between the minerals operator and the mineral planning 
authority.’ 

The NPPG also identifies a number of ‘possible uses of land once minerals extraction … restoration 
and aftercare of land is complete. These include: creation of new habitats and biodiversity; use for 
agriculture; forestry; recreational activities; waste management, including waste storage; and the built 
environment, such as residential, industrial and retail where appropriate. Some former mineral sites 
may also be restored as a landfill facility using suitable imported waste materials as an intermediate 
stage in restoration prior to an appropriate after use.’ 

Duty to Cooperate  
Is this a duty to cooperate matter? No 

Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
The largest proportion of respondents selected a combination of Option 1 & 2 (or Option 2 which in 
itself would only operate in conjunction with Option 1). 

The Environment Agency support Option 2 (supported by Option 1) suggesting that this ‘provides the 
best mechanism to secure long term ecological enhancements … and will provide policy backing for 
meeting the plan’s objectives’. 

The second bullet point in Option 2 has been amended to include a reference to minimisation of 
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flooding in ‘upstream’ locations as well as downstream locations. The eighth bullet point in Option 2 
has been amended to include a reference to ‘the creation of BAP Habitats’ and improvements to the 
‘connections between’ habitats. 

Two realistic alternative options have been put forward by respondents. Although these suggested 
options have been determined to be realistic, the SA has determined that they would result in ‘largely 
minor positive and negative effects on the environment and society’. In addition to this, national policy 
does not support a presumption in favour of restoration of sites to previous use; para 45 of the NPPG 
clearly states that ‘There are many possible uses of land once minerals extraction is complete and 
restoration and aftercare of land is complete.’ 

The SA suggests that Option 1 would lead to ‘a range of positive environmental and social effects’. 
However, Options 1 and 2 acting in combination would ‘likely result in stronger positive effects [for a 
number of factors]’ with only potential ‘minor [and uncertain] negative effects in relation to impacts from 
transport should new areas for recreation in National Parks and AONBs be created’. The SA 
recommends that both options be followed. 

Therefore, the preferred approach would include two sets of criteria, the first of which supports 
reclamation and afteruse proposals across the whole of the Plan area which meet a number of general 
criteria, whereas the second set of criteria seek to deliver a more targeted approach by supporting 
proposals which contribute towards achieving particular objectives (Option 1 & 2). 

This should help ensure that relevant main issues are considered, whilst providing a degree of 
flexibility to reflect the wide range of site specific circumstances that may apply within the Plan area 
and the need to avoid placing unduly onerous requirements on applicants.  Such an approach is in line 
with the NPPF Technical Guidance on minerals which indicates that planning conditions for 
reclamation should be framed with the intended afteruse in mind and will vary according to the 
characteristics of the individual site; the intended after-use; the type of mineral to be worked; the 
method of working; the timescale of working and the general character of, and planning policies for the 
area.  

The preferred approach is therefore based on Options 1 and 2. 

Preferred policy approach – title changed to D10: Reclamation and afteruse 
Part One 

Proposals which require restoration and afteruse elements will be permitted where it can be 
demonstrated that they would be carried out to a high standard and which, where relevant, 
have demonstrably: 

i. Been brought forward in discussion with local communities and other relevant 
stakeholders and where practicable reflect the outcome of those discussions; 

ii. Taken into account the location and context of the site, including the implications of 
other significant permitted or proposed development in the area and the range of 
environmental and other assets and infrastructure that may be affected, including any 
important interactions between those assets and infrastructure; 

iii. Reflected the potential for the proposed restoration and/or afteruse to give rise to 
positive and adverse impacts, including cumulative impacts, and have sought where 
practicable to maximise potential overall benefits and minimise overall adverse impacts; 

iv. Taken into account potential impacts on and from climate change factors 
v. Made best use of onsite materials for reclamation purposes and only rely on the need for 

importation of waste where essential to deliver an appropriate standard of reclamation; 
vi. Provided for progressive, phased restoration where appropriate and which provide for 

the restoration of the site at the earliest opportunity in accordance with an agreed 
timescale; 

vii. Provided for the longer term implementation and management of the agreed form of 
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restoration and afteruse (except in cases of agriculture or forestry afteruses where a 
statutory 5 year maximum aftercare will apply). 

Part Two 

In addition to the criteria in Part A above, proposals will be permitted which deliver a more 
targeted approach to minerals site restoration and afteruse by contributing towards objectives, 
appropriate to the location of the site, including where relevant: 

i. In areas of best and most versatile agricultural land, prioritising the protection and 
enhancement of soils and the long term potential to create areas of best and most 
versatile land during reclamation of the site; 

ii. Where opportunities allow, particularly for sand and gravel extraction in the flood plains 
of the rivers Swale and Ure, providing additional flood storage capacity to help minimise 
flooding in upstream and downstream locations; 

iii. Within the National Park and AONBs, enhancing the special qualities of the designated 
area and/or providing opportunities for the enjoyment and understanding of those special 
qualities; 

iv. Within airfield safeguarding zones, particularly where reclamation for biodiversity is 
involved, ensuring that reclamation and afteruse proposals respect safeguarding 
constraints whilst maximising the potential restoration and afteruse benefits delivered by 
the site; 

v. In proximity to important heritage assets, ensuring that the significance of assets and 
their settings is sustained and where practicable enhanced and, also where practicable, 
that opportunities to facilitate enjoyment of the asset are provided;  

vi. Where the development is located within or adjacent to identified green infrastructure 
corridors, reflecting any locally agreed priorities for delivery of additional or enhanced 
green infrastructure and ecosystems services; 

vii. In proximity to major settlements within and adjacent to the Plan area, and subject to 
local amenity considerations, providing enhanced opportunities for informal and formal 
public access and recreation; 

viii. Delivering enhancements for biodiversity, improvements to habitat networks and the 
connectivity between these, including the creation of Biodiversity Action Plan habitats, 
based on contributing towards established objectives, seeking to deliver benefits at a 
landscape scale where practicable; 

ix.  Creating geodiversity benefits where appropriate including contributing towards the 
delivery of priorities identified in any relevant Geodiversity Action Plan. 

Supporting text 

The nature of minerals development, which often involves permanent or long term physical change to 
land, sometimes on a substantial scale, makes it important that consideration is given at an early stage 
as to how sites are restored and used once workings have finished.  Whilst many modern waste 
developments are permanent or long term built developments, which do not give rise to restoration and 
afteruse considerations in the same way, proposals for landfill and temporary plant and buildings may 
require consideration to be given to this issue. 

National planning guidance defines restoration as ‘restoration means operations associated with the 
winning and working of minerals and which are designed to return the area to an acceptable 
environmental condition, whether for the resumption of former land use or a new use’.  The process of 
restoring a site may also involve a period of aftercare, required to ensure the proposed use is 
implemented.  The term ‘reclamation’ refers to the combined process of restoration and, where 
relevant, aftercare. 

A high standard of reclamation is essential to ensure that development is sustainable and applicants 
for minerals or waste development where reclamation will be required will need to demonstrate, as part 
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of their initial proposals, how this can be achieved and the intended timescale for delivery.  In bringing 
forward proposals, applicants should have regard to the advice in paragraphs 33 to 48 of the Technical 
Guidance to the National Planning Policy Framework (March 2012). 

Applicants should liaise with host communities when developing restoration and afteruse proposals.  
This can help ensure that local views are taken into account at an early stage in the design of the 
scheme and that the proposals receive a higher level of local support.  

It is also important, particularly for larger scale development, to ensure that the wider context of a 
development site, beyond its immediate boundaries, is taken into account, such as other permitted or 
proposed development in the local area and any potential for local cumulative impacts (both positive 
and adverse) on other relevant environmental, social or economic matters.  By following such an 
approach it is likely that the overall potential of the reclamation proposals can be maximised, at the 
same time as any adverse impacts are minimised.  Information to demonstrate how the wider context 
has been taken into account should be included in reclamation schemes and in most cases should be 
subject of pre-application discussion with the relevant planning authority. 

The very varied nature of the Joint Plan area means that there are a wide range of contextual factors, 
constraints and opportunities that could be relevant to the reclamation of sites.  In order to help ensure 
that, across the Plan area, maximum overall benefits are delivered, it is considered appropriate to use 
a more targeted approach to reclamation of sites.  This can help avoid any tendency to seek to deliver 
a range of types of restoration and afteruse within a single site, which may undermine the overall 
potential of the reclaimed site to deliver positive sustainability benefits.  This approach does not mean 
that all sites should necessarily only be restored to a single type of afteruse.  It means that proposals 
should be directed towards specific objectives, relevant to the circumstances of the site and its location 
and taking into account the wider context of the area. In all cases, early discussion with the relevant 
planning authority is recommended when consideration is being given to restoration and afteruse 
proposals. 

Some forms of reclamation, particularly where the afteruse involves the creation of wildlife habitats, or 
where required in order to ensure a degree of continuing control over certain types of afteruse, such as 
informal recreation, may need to be subject of a longer term management agreement between the 
developer and/or landowner and the planning authority.  Where such a requirement has been identified 
in any pre-application discussions with the planning authority, applicants should include details of 
proposed longer term management measures within their proposals.  

In bringing forward proposals for minerals development giving rise to a requirement for reclamation, 
applicants should also refer to the good practice recommendations contained in the ‘Managing 
Landscape Change’ study commissioned by NYCC with funding from English Heritage (available via 
the NYCC website).   Applicants are encouraged to incorporate relevant matters contained in the 
recommendations into their proposed approach. 

Links to Objectives and Policies 
Link to Objectives 
Objective 9 
Objective 10 
Objective 11 
Objective 12 

Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: 
Id61: North York Moors National Park and AONBs 
Id63: Landscape 
Id64: Biodiversity and geodiversity 
Id65: Historic environment 
Id66: Water environment 
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Id68: Sustainable design, construction and operation of development  
Id69: Protection of Best and Most Versatile agricultural land and soils 

SA/SEA 
Summary of assessment 
This policy is likely to result in largely positive impacts with particularly strong positive effects recorded 
in relation to biodiversity, land use, climate change adaptation, historic environment, flood risk and 
meeting the needs of a changing population due to the wide range of considerations promoted by the 
policy. A minor negative impact has been recorded in relation to resource use and encouraging re-use 
of materials as through encouraging the use of on-site materials above the importation of previously 
used ones/waste, this policy would not help with reducing the use of materials and encouraging their 
re-use. Uncertain effects are recorded in relation to sustainable waste management as the policy 
provides less scope for wastes other than those generated on site to be used in reclamation with 
uncertain implications for the management of other wastes. 

Recommendations 
This policy is considered to be largely positive and no mitigation is proposed. 

Id68 - Sustainable design, construction and operation of development 
Options Option 1: 
presented at This option would support proposals for minerals and waste development which 
Issues and demonstrate that, where relevant, appropriate measures have been incorporated in 
options stage the design, construction and operation of the development and where relevant 

reclamation of the site, in relation to: 
i. Reduction or minimisation of greenhouse gas emissions, including mitigation 

measures where necessary, through incorporation of energy efficient siting, design 
and operational practices including those relating to bulk transport of materials 

ii. Minimisation of waste generated by new minerals and waste development  
ii. Generation and utilisation of renewable or low carbon energy in a manner 

appropriate to the character and location of the development  
v. Minimisation of water consumption through incorporation of water efficiency 

measures, including the re-use of waste water originating from the development  
v. Incorporation of measures to minimise flood risk associated with the development 

including use of Sustainable Drainage Systems and permeable surfacing 
vi. A requirement for the relevant built elements of significant new minerals and waste 

developments to meet a minimum ‘Very Good’ BREEAM standard 
ii. For energy from waste development the efficient use of energy generated by the 

development including, for development with the potential for generation of 
combined heat and power, the beneficial use of heat either on site or to serve other 
existing or proposed development in the vicinity of the site 

ii. Implementation of planting comprising native species able to successfully adapt to 
climate change and where practicable incorporation of areas of new wildlife habitat 
that would help to improve habitat connectivity. 

Proposals for new minerals extraction and for the treatment, recovery or disposal of 
waste should be accompanied by a climate change assessment showing how the 
proposals have taken into account impacts on and from climate change and include 
appropriate mitigation measures where necessary. 
AND 
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Option 2: 
For minerals and waste development this option sets out criteria which would, where 
relevant, apply in addition to the criteria set out in Option 1, and which would also 
apply to proposals for new residential, commercial and industrial development, 
including development for which the District and Borough Councils in the NYCC part 
of the area are the planning authority. The additional criteria would seek to help 
deliver sustainable waste management and the sustainable use of minerals through: 

i. Implementation of measures to minimise waste generated during construction of 
the development, and implementation of measures to encourage or facilitate the re-
use and recovery of any waste generated during construction of the development 

ii. Incorporation of appropriate space to enable waste arising during use of the 
development to be sorted and stored prior to being collected for recycling or re-use 

ii. Use of sustainable construction materials where practicable, including use of 
alternatives to primary land-won aggregate  

v. Re-use of existing buildings in preference to new build.  

What the SA told us 
The options for sustainable design and construction should have an overall positive effect on 
environmental sustainability objectives. The remit to support development which requires 
demonstration of how it minimises greenhouse gas emissions, reuses resources and promotes 
renewable technologies, as well as energy efficiency and high quality (through BREEAM), will have 
positive effects for climate change, air quality and resource use. Furthermore, Option 1’s criteria 
support development with sustainable drainage systems and minimising flood risk which would have 
positive effects in the long-term for adapting to climate and minimising risk to people or businesses 
from flooding. 

Option 2, which would be implemented in combination with Option 1, is beneficial by extending the 
criteria to include the effective management of waste through the lifecycle of the development further 
reducing resource use and waste arisings. 
Both options have uncertain effects on the historic environment and landscape. Where practicable, the 
reuse of buildings would also minimise the land requirements elsewhere and may reduce impacts 
where they are co-located with similar uses. However, both options may have implications for the costs 
associated with developing a site given that the options would require high standards of sustainable 
design and construction to be met and additional mitigation where required. Also, option 2 may 
increase these costs through requiring more land for the sorting and storage of waste arising through 
the construction. These would need to be balanced with the gains that are likely to accrue through low 
running costs due to the energy efficiency of any development and cost reduction through reusing 
resources. 

Number of consultation responses 
Total Number of comments against id: 23 
Question 171) Do you have a preference for 
either of the options presented above? 

Number of respondents: 14 
Option 1: 2 Combination: 6 
MWI: 1 Opt. 1+2: 6 

Local Authorities: 1 
MWI: 1  

Option 2: 2 
Local Authorities: 1 

Did Not Specify: 4 
MWI: 2 
Local Authorities: 1 
None: 0 

Question 172) Are there any alternative 
options the Authorities should consider in 

Number of respondents: 3 
SC: 0 
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relation to sustainable design, operation and 
construction of development? 

MWI: 1 
Local Authorities: 0 

Question 173) Are there any other criteria Number of respondents: 5 
which should be included in Option 1 or 2? SC: 0 

MWI: 1 
Local Authorities: 0 

Question 174) Do you have any views on a Number of respondents: 1 
size threshold that could be used within SC: 0 
option 1 (5th bullet point) relating to meeting MWI: 1 
of BREEAM standards, and on the standard Local Authorities: 0 
that should be sought? 
Brief overview of consultation responses 
Key Messages Q171: 
Option 1: 

 The NPPF appears to ensure that development is resilient to climate change rather than 
requiring an assessment of its impact upon climate change 

 The parameters of what a Climate Change Assessment will include will determine the 
acceptability of the policy 

Option 2: 
 Supports the promotion of resource efficiency 

Option 1+2: 
 Explain what a ‘Climate Change Assessment’ should include 
 Low Carbon mineral extraction, such as CBM, should be exempt from the requirement to 

produce a Climate Change Assessment 
 Support reduction or minimisation of GHGs and the requirement for a Climate Change 

Assessment 

General comments on the options: 
 Not relevant to oil and gas exploration and appraisal given their temporary nature 
 What additional benefit does the requirement for a Climate Change Assessment bring above 

the constituent parts of the policy criteria 

Key Messages Q172: 
A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested 
new options Chapter 8 – Development Management table’ along with justification as to why they have 
or have not been taken forward. No alternative options have been taken forward but a point was raised 
which should be considered during the progression of the policy to the Preferred Options stage, this 
was that high standards of siting, design and mitigation should be applied across the whole of the Joint 
Plan area. 

Key Messages Q173: 
 Minimise carbon emissions, rainwater run-off and noise impacts of mineral extraction sites 
 Ensure tree planting is used as a mitigation measure to reduce impacts 
 BREEAM ‘Very good’ should be the minimum requirement for commercial scale buildings, 

whereas significant sized buildings should be ‘excellent’ 
 The Plan should include a target for a progressive reduction in carbon emissions from mineral 

and waste activities 
 Each development should prepare a carbon emissions reduction plan 

Key Messages Q174: 
 A threshold of 1,000 m2 will be appropriate 
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SA of options including alternatives 
N/A 

Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
The general preference for a combination of Options 1 and 2 is noted.  It is agreed that clarity needs to 
be provided in relation to any requirement for a climate change impact assessment and that such an 
assessment may not be appropriate for certain forms of minerals and waste development.  It is agreed 
that tree planting can have a range of benefits in mitigating impacts.  There is insufficient evidence to 
indicate whether a requirement to meet ‘excellent’ BREEAM standards would be viable for the forms of 
development likely to come forward under the Plan.  It is not considered realistic to provide a specific 
target for a reduction in carbon emissions from minerals and waste development as there is insufficient 
local baseline data with which to generate or monitor a target. 

Evidence base update 
No new evidence as of January 2015. 

Duty to Cooperate  
Is this a duty to cooperate matter? Yes 

At a general level delivery of an approach to sustainable design, construction and operation of 
minerals and waste development will require cooperation between NYCC and the District/Borough 
Councils in the two tier part of the area. 

Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
The Sustainability Report recommends Option 1 in combination with Option 2 be taken forward and 
such an approach was generally favoured by respondents.  National policy (NPPF) states that 
‘Planning plays a key role in helping shape places to secure radical reductions in greenhouse gas 
emissions, minimising vulnerability and providing resilience to the impacts of climate change, and 
supporting the delivery of renewable and low carbon energy and associated infrastructure.’  It is 
considered that the criteria presented under Options 1 and 2 are generally consistent with these broad 
objectives, as well as addressing other important national policy objectives, such as minimisation of 
waste and high quality design.  It is also considered that further clarification should be included in the 
policy criteria in relation to the role of climate change assessments and compliance with BREEAM, as 
well as in relation to a number of other minor matters. 

Although not raised by respondents it is also considered appropriate to incorporate an additional policy 
criteria relating to the impacts from subsidence and land instability, previously contained in options 
dealing with ‘Other key criteria’ at Issues and Options stage and to also include a criterion relating to 
tip and quarry slope stability in line with national policy in the NPPF. 

The preferred approach is therefore based on Options 1 and 2. 

Preferred policy approach – title changed to D11: Sustainable design, construction and 
operation of development 
Part one 
Proposals for minerals and waste development will be permitted where it has been 
demonstrated that measures appropriate and proportionate to the scale and nature of 
development proposed have been incorporated in the design, construction and operation of the 
development in relation to: 

i. Reduction or minimisation of greenhouse gas emissions through incorporation of energy 
efficient siting, design and operational practices including those relating to bulk 
transport of materials; 

ii. Minimisation of waste generated by new minerals and waste development  
iii. Generation and utilisation of renewable or low carbon energy where practical and in a 

manner appropriate to the character and location of the development;  
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iv. Minimisation of water consumption through incorporation of water efficiency measures, 
including where practicable the re-use of waste water originating from the development; 

v. Measures to minimise flood risk associated with the development including use of 
Sustainable Drainage Systems and permeable surfacing; 

vi. A requirement for the relevant built elements of significant new minerals and waste 
developments to meet a minimum ‘Very Good’ BREEAM or CEEQUAL standard as 
appropriate;  

vii. For energy from waste development the efficient use of energy generated by the 
development including, for development with the potential for generation of combined 
heat and power, the beneficial use of heat either on site or to serve other existing or 
proposed development in the vicinity of the site; 

viii. Implementation of landscape planting comprising native species able to successfully 
adapt to climate change and where practicable incorporation of areas of new wildlife 
habitat that would help to improve habitat connectivity; 

ix. Mitigation of the impacts on the development arising from any predicted mining 
subsidence or land instability 

x. For minerals workings and mineral working deposits, consideration of tip and quarry 
slope stability and incorporation of appropriate mitigation in the design of tips and 
slopes in order to minimise any hazard to people and property 

Proposals for substantial new minerals extraction and for the large scale treatment, recovery or 
disposal of waste should be accompanied by a climate change assessment showing how the 
proposals have taken into account impacts from climate change and include appropriate 
mitigation measures where necessary. 

Part two 
Proposals for new built development should demonstrate how the development would be 
designed, constructed and operated in order to: 

i. minimise waste generated during construction of the development, and incorporate 
measures to encourage or facilitate the re-use and recovery of any waste generated 
during construction of the development 

ii. Incorporate appropriate space to enable waste arising during use of the development to 
be sorted and stored prior to being collected for recycling or re-use 

iii. Use sustainable construction materials where practicable, including use of alternatives to 
primary land-won aggregate 

Supporting text 

Minerals and waste developments can be large in scale and sometimes give rise to significant impacts. 
The fact that minerals can only be worked where they occur also means that development sometimes 
needs to take place in sensitive locations.  They can also be energy intensive, as a result of transport 
requirements and the operational processes involved.  Careful design and a comprehensive approach 
to minimisation and mitigation of impacts can help support developments that would otherwise be 
unacceptable, as well as helping to reduce overall adverse impacts.  Incorporation of sustainable 
design measures such as sustainable urban drainage systems, water consumption efficiency 
measures, use of sustainable transport modes such as conveyors and pipelines to move minerals 
within and between sites can all help conserve natural resources and reduce pollution. 

Particular design considerations sometimes apply to quarries and mining waste tips.  In particular, 
there is a need to ensure that quarry faces and any waste tips are designed so as to ensure the 
stability of slopes, in order to help ensure public safety as well as that of employees. It is therefore 
important that proposals for new mineral working and/or the construction of mining waste tips are 
supported by information in relation to any potential hazard to people and property, assess the 
significance and potential hazard and identify any features which could adversely affect the stability of 
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the working to enable basic quarry design to be undertaken. 

National planning policy gives high priority to the achievement of high design standards as an 
important element of sustainable development.  With regard to waste, it seeks the incorporation of 
provision for waste management in the design of other forms of development, as well as the use of 
design measures to secure that waste arising from construction and operation of development is 
handled to maximise reuse and recovery opportunities and that the need for off-site disposal is 
minimised.  Sustainable use of materials in new development and repair and refurbishment provides 
opportunities to help conserve natural resources and move waste up the hierarchy and is therefore 
important in delivering both minerals and waste planning objectives.  Sustainable design of buildings 
can also help address energy consumption through the provision of passive heating and cooling. 
Whilst many built structures associated with minerals and waste development are specialised 
structures, where they fall within the scope of the BREEAM sustainability criteria or the equivalent 
CEEQUAL9 rating criteria for civil engineering and infrastructure works then proposals should seek to 
meet a minimum ‘Very Good’ standard.  Increased energy efficiency can also be secured through 
ensuring that, where practicable, proposals involving the generation of energy from waste are located 
where heat output from the facility can be utilised, as this is often more efficient than power generation. 

Planning has an important role in delivering sustainable development through the need to mitigate and 
adapt to climate change and helping the country move towards a low carbon economy.  This includes 
working towards a radical reduction in greenhouse gas emissions, minimising vulnerability and creating 
resilience to climate change impacts (such as increased flood risk), supporting the delivery of 
renewable and low carbon energy and associated infrastructure.  Where practicable, developers 
should incorporate measures to ensure that development (other than short term development) is 
resilient to the predicted impacts of climate change.  Proposals for new mineral extraction at a rate on 
excess of 75,000 tonnes per annum and for the treatment, recovery or disposal of more than 75,000 
tonnes per annum of waste should be accompanied by an assessment showing how the design for the 
proposal has taken into account the need for resilience to climate change factors. 

Within the City of York and the North York Moors National Park the relevant planning authority has 
responsibility for all forms of development proposals, not just minerals and waste.  Within the NYCC 
area many forms of development are the responsibility of the District and Borough Councils. The 
incorporation of measures to help ensure the minimisation of waste and the appropriate use of 
materials in built development is necessary to help make development more sustainable.  Proposals 
for all forms of development, other than householder development, should therefore include 
information on how waste will be minimised, recycled or reused where relevant as part of the 
proposals, how alternatives to primary minerals may be able to substitute for primary minerals in the 
works, and incorporate space in designs to help facilitate the sorting and storing of waste arising during 
the operational life of the development, in order to contribute to the sustainable management of waste. 

Links to Objectives and Policies 
Link to Objectives 
Objective 6 
Objective 9 
Objective 10 
Objective 11 
Objective 12 

Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: 
Id14: Supply of alternatives to land won primary aggregates 
Id42: Overall approach to the waste hierarchy 

9 CEEQUAL is a sustainability rating and assessment scheme for civil engineering and infrastructure projects, similar 
to the BREEAM rating system for buildings. 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

Id59: local amenity and cumulative impacts 
Id67: Strategic approach to reclamation and afteruse 
Id72: Coal mining legacy 

SA/SEA 
Summary of assessment 
It is considered that this policy would have an overall positive effect on achieving sustainable design, 
construction and operation of developments. The policy performs positively against most SA 
objectives, particularly those relating to air quality, climate change and flooding. Some areas of 
uncertainty have been highlighted including in relation to objective 12 (economic growth) as the costs 
associated with developing a site are likely to increase given the requirement for high standards of 
sustainable design and construction and additional mitigation where required. Also, part 2 of the policy 
requires additional land for the sorting and storage of waste arising through construction. These 
additional costs would be balanced with the gains that are likely to accrue through low running costs 
due to the energy efficiency of any development and cost reduction through re-using resources. 
However, this will vary depending on the site. Uncertainty/minor negative impacts have also been 
recorded in relation to the historic environment and landscape objectives. These impacts relate to only 
one element of the policy: the provision of space for the sorting and storage of waste prior to collection. 
It is also considered that minor negative amenity impacts may result depending on the location and 
design of the sorting and storage site.  

Recommendations 
This policy is largely very positive and no mitigation is proposed. This policy could however be further 
strengthened by adding a requirement to achieve certification via an engineering quality mark such as 
the CEEQUAL10 environmental assessment scheme for engineered structures that fall outside of 
BREEAM (such as pipelines). 

Id69 - Other key criteria for minerals and waste development 
Options 
presented at 
Issues and 
options stage 

Option 1: 
Proposals will be supported where it can be demonstrated, when considered against 
the following criteria, that unacceptable adverse (including cumulative) effects can be 
avoided or have been appropriately mitigated and, where possible, that the 
development would provide enhancements to the locality. Consideration would be 
given to: 
 Impacts upon tranquillity and dark night skies 
 Impacts relating to subsidence or land stability, and the ability for these to be 

addressed satisfactorily 
 Impacts on air quality  
 The visual impact arising from the design, scale and location of the development  
 Impact on best and most versatile agricultural land and the protection of soil 

resources through the life of the development  
 Effects on opportunities for leisure and recreation and on Public Rights of Way and 

open access land, including in the National Park 
 Public safety considerations 
 Positive and negative impacts on the local economy. 
OR 
Option 2: 
Under this option the Plan would not contain any reference to the criteria set out 
under Option 1 and the NPPF would be relied on for guidance on these issues. 

10See http://www.ceequal.com/about.html 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

What the SA told us 
Option 1 is likely to have positive effects as it covers a range of additional criteria that would provide a 
more in-depth consideration of the wider implications of minerals and waste development on social, 
environmental and economic objectives. The option would have particularly strong positive effects in 
relation to the local economy, tranquility, recreation, safety of communities, landscape and protecting 
high quality agricultural land with less significant positive effects for biodiversity. Option 2 provides the 
same positives in relation to heritage and tranquility but would potentially result in negative effects for 
local economies, landscape (specifically the contribution that tranquility and dark skies makes to 
landscape) and protecting the safety of communities. In terms of recreation whilst Option 2 would have 
positive effects in relation to protecting specific assets, it would have negative effects in terms of 
providing opportunities to understand and enjoy the National Park (which is part of the statutory 
National Park purposes). Option 2 also presents an element of uncertainty in the long term should the 
NPPF be replaced or amended. 

Number of consultation responses 
Total Number of comments against id: 21 
Question 175) Do you have a preference for 
either of the options presented above? 

Number of respondents: 18 

Option 1: 13 
SC: 2 
Local Authorities: 1 

Combination: 0 

Option 2: 5 
MWI: 4 
Local Authorities: 1 

Did Not Specify: 0 

None: 0 

Question 176) Are there any alternative 
options the Authorities should consider in 
relation to other key criteria for minerals and 
waste development? 

Number of respondents: 1 
SC: 0 
MWI: 1 
Local Authorities: 0 

Question 177) Do you have any views on 
the range of criteria which should be 
referenced in Option 1? 

Number of respondents: 2 
SC: 0 
MWI: 2 
Local Authorities: 0 

Brief overview of consultation responses 
Key Messages Q175) 
Option 1: 

 Supports the consideration of land stability 
 The criteria presented are very important, particularly ‘dark night skies’ which is a specific 

quality of North Yorkshire, and the avoidance or mitigation of unacceptable adverse effects 
upon land stability, air quality, soil resources and public safety 

 The criteria will operate satisfactorily with other national and local policies, and will protect and 
enhance local communities and the environment 

Option 2: 
 Provides flexibility and reliance upon NPPF 
 It is considered that the NPPF, NPPG and emerging local policies will provide sufficient 

controls without the need for additional local requirements 

Key Messages Q176) 
No alternative options put forward as part of the consultation. 

Key Messages Q177) 
 The criteria overlaps with a number of areas already discussed, leading to potential 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

inconsistencies between policies 

SA of options including alternatives 
N/A 

Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
It is agreed that there is significant overlap between some of the criteria in this policy option and other 
policy areas for the Plan.  It is considered that it would be preferable where practicable to incorporate 
elements addressed under the ‘other key criteria’ option within other relevant policy areas in the Plan.  

Evidence base update 
Updated National Planning Practice Guidance has been published subsequent to Issues and Options 
consultation. 

Duty to Cooperate  
Is this a duty to cooperate matter? No 

Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
The majority of respondents expressed a preference for Option 1. 

The Sustainability Report recommends that Option 1 be taken forward. It was considered that Option 2 
presents an element of uncertainty in the long term should the NPPF be replaced or amended. 

In response to concerns raised by consultees about the potential overlap between different policies 
within the plan it is considered that the majority of the criteria addressed in this option could be 
included within other relevant policy topics in the Plan.  Draft policy relating to id59 (Local amenity and 
cumulative impacts) has therefore been amended to incorporate reference to air quality, visual impact, 
impact on the local economy,  impacts on opportunities for enjoyment and understanding of the special 
qualities of the National Park and public safety . Reference to protection of tranquillity and dark night 
skies has been added into id63, Landscape.  Reference to subsidence and land stability has been 
included within id68 Sustainable design, construction and operation of development. 

It is not considered practicable to incorporate policy relating to protection of soils and best and most 
versatile agricultural land into existing policy areas. It is therefore appropriate to revise the scope of 
id69 to form a new separate policy to deal specifically with this topic. 

Preferred policy approach – title changed to D12: Protection of agricultural land and soils 
Best and Most Versatile agricultural land will be protected from unnecessary and irreversible 
loss.  Where development of best and most versatile agricultural land is justified, taking into 
account the requirements of other strategic policies in the Plan, proposals should specify the 
measures to be taken to ensure that any soils requiring removal as part of the development are 
retained and conserved on site in order to maintain their longer term potential for agricultural 
production. 

Reclamation proposals for minerals and waste development on best and most versatile land 
should, where practicable, include provision for the restoration of land to best and most 
versatile quality and will be subject to aftercare requirements to ensure that a high standard 
can be achieved. 

Supporting text 

The Joint Plan area contains very large areas of land in use for agriculture, particularly within the 
NYCC area.  A substantial amount of this land, particularly in the lower lying areas, is of best and most 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

versatile quality (i.e. it meets the requirements for classification as Grades, 1, 2 or 3a quality in the 
Defra agricultural land classification system).  National planning policy requires that local planning 
authorities should take into account the economic and other benefits of best and most versatile 
agricultural land and that, where significant development of agricultural land is demonstrated to be 
necessary, areas of poorer quality land should be used in preference to that of higher quality. 

Whilst it is unlikely that there will be a need for development of substantial areas of agricultural land for 
waste management purposes during the plan period, the nature of mineral working means that, in the 
large majority of cases, disturbance of agricultural land is involved.  There is a relatively close 
association between areas of high quality agricultural land and minerals resources, for example in the 
Vales of Mowbray, York and Pickering and in Selby District.  In order to meet future needs for minerals 
it is expected that development of agricultural land will be necessary and, as a result of the wide range 
of other constraints that apply in identifying suitable locations for mineral working, working in areas of 
best and most versatile land may also be required. 

Where disturbance of agricultural land is justified, particularly best and most versatile land, it will be 
particularly important to ensure that soils are stripped, handled, stored and conserved at the site in a 
manner which helps maintain their longer term potential.  This will allow their eventual reuse to 
recreate land of best and most versatile quality or, in some cases to enhance the quality of land of 
previously lower quality. Where practicable, soils removed to allow minerals extraction should be 
directly replaced as part of progressive restoration of the site.  Where this is not practicable, soils can 
be stored in screening mounds as part of landscaping proposals. In all cases it is important to avoid 
repeated handling of soils as this can result in a progressive degradation in quality. It is also important 
to ensure that soils are only stripped, handled and replaced when in a relatively dry condition, to help 
prevent damage to the soil structure.   Where permission is granted for development which involves 
stripping, handling or replacement of soil, conditions will be attached to ensure best practice in the 
interests of protecting the soil resource. Short term relaxations of usual noise limits may be 
incorporated in any permission to allow short term particularly noisy activities such as soil stripping and 
bund formation. 

Where reclamation of mineral workings to agriculture is proposed, an aftercare period will be required 
(usually for 5 years) in order to ensure that the site is capable of beneficial afteruse for agriculture and 
this will also be a requirement of conditions imposed on any permission. 

Links to Objectives and Policies 
Link to Objectives 
Objective 9 
Objective 10 
Objective 11 
Objective 12 

Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: 
Id63: Landscape 
Id67: Strategic approach to reclamation and Afteruse 

SA/SEA 
Summary of assessment 
This policy will help towards the sustainable conservation of our most important soil resources. It 
performs positively against most SA objectives, particularly those relating to protecting soils and land, 
adapting to climate change, protecting landscapes and supporting a changing population’s needs. 
While some mixed outcomes may be expected in the long term when the benefits of low level quarry 
restoration are considered (i.e. for the biodiversity, recreation and health objectives) these are minor 
exceptions to a broadly very positive assessment. 

Recommendations 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

No further mitigation is proposed. 

Id70 - Developments proposed within Mineral Safeguarding Areas 
Options 
presented at 
Issues and 
options stage 

Option 1: 
This option would indicate that within Minerals Safeguarding Areas non-minerals 
development will only be permitted in certain circumstances. This could include 
where: 
 It would not sterilise or prejudice future extraction, or 
 The mineral will be extracted prior to development (without unacceptable adverse 

impact on the environment or the amenity of local communities), or 
 The need for the non-mineral development can be demonstrated to outweigh the 

need for the mineral, or 
 It can be demonstrated that the mineral in the location concerned is no longer of 

any potential value as it does not represent an economically viable and therefore 
exploitable resource, or 

 The non-mineral development is of a temporary nature that does not inhibit 
extraction within the timescale that the mineral is likely to be needed, or 

 It constitutes ‘exempt development’ (as defined below). 
It could also include a requirement that such planning applications should be 
accompanied by an assessment of the effect of the proposed development on the 
safeguarded mineral resource(s) beneath or adjacent to it. 
AND 
Option 2: 
This option would adopt a list of application types that would be exempt from 
consideration under the Minerals Safeguarding Area policy. Possible exemptions 
could include:  
 Infilling in towns and villages 
 Householder applications within the curtilage of a property 
 Advertisement applications 
 Reserved matters applications 
 Applications for new or improved accesses 
 ‘Minor’ extensions/alterations to existing uses/buildings which do not fundamentally 

change the scale and character of the use/building 
 ‘Temporary’ development (for up to five years) 
 Agricultural buildings adjacent to existing farmsteads 
 ‘Minor’ works such as fences, bus shelters, gates, walls, accesses.  
 Amendments to current permissions (with no additional land take involved) 
 Changes of use 
 Applications for development on land which is already allocated in adopted local 

plans where the plan took account of the prevention of unnecessary mineral 
sterilisation and determined that prior extraction should not be considered when 
development applications in a Mineral Safeguarding Area came forward 

 Listed Building Consent and Applications for planning permission for relevant 
demolition in a Conservation Area 

 Applications for work to trees or removal of hedgerows (unless specifically 
requested) 

 Prior notifications for telecommunications, forestry, agriculture & demolition  
 Certificates of Lawfulness of Existing Use of Development and 
 Certificates of Lawfulness of Proposed Use or Development.  
AND 
Option 3: 
In areas identified as underground coal or potash Minerals Safeguarding Areas, 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

applicants proposing the following types of development would be required to 
consider the potential impacts on the proposed development arising from extraction 
of the safeguarded resources, as well as the potential for the surface development to 
sterilise the underlying resource:  
 Large institutional and public buildings 
 Major industrial buildings including those with sensitive processes and precision 

equipment vulnerable to ground movement  
 Major retail complexes  
 Non-residential high rise buildings (3 storeys plus) 
 Strategic gas, oil, naphtha and petrol pipelines  
 Vulnerable parts of main highways and motorway networks (e.g. viaducts, large 

bridges, service stations and interchanges) 
 Security sensitive structures 
 Strategic water pumping stations, waterworks, reservoirs, sewage works and 

pumping stations 
 Ecclesiastical property 
 Power stations and  
 Wind turbines. 
OR 
Option 4: 
As an alternative to Option 3 in respect of underground coal safeguarding areas this 
option would not set out a specific approach to consultation for non-mineral 
development which is sensitive to mining subsidence, relying instead on the advice of 
the Coal Authority as a statutory consultee. 

What the SA told us 
It is difficult to predict the effects with any certainty as this would depend on the particular 
circumstances of each case as to whether the development would or would not cause unacceptable 
sterilisation of the mineral. Potential negative effects from each of the options include effects on the 
economy of potentially precluding certain developments from taking place. However the exemptions 
provided under Option 2 would help to ensure that certain developments could still take place.  
Considered together with either Option 1 or Option 2, Option 3 is considered to be more beneficial in 
terms of safeguarding objectives than Option 4, as it provides more certainty over the types of 
development where safeguarding deep mineral resources would be relevant and it also refers to 
safeguarding potash. 

Recommendations 
It is recommended that a combination of Options 1, 2 and 3 are pursued. 
Number of consultation responses 
Total Number of comments against id: 13 
Question 178) Do you have a preference for any 
of the options presented above? 

Number of respondents: 10 
Option 1: 1 Combination: 5 

Opt. 1+2+3: 2 
SC: 1 
Local Authorities: 1 

Opt. 1+2: 3 
SC: 1 
MWI: 2 

Option 2: 0 Did Not Specify: 2 
MWI: 1  

Option 3: 0 None: 0 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

Option 4: 0 

Question 179) Are there any alternative options 
the Authorities should consider in relation to 
minerals safeguarding areas? 

Number of respondents: 1 
SC: 0 
MWI: 1 
Local Authorities: 0 

Question 180) Should any of the criteria in 
Option 1 be excluded, or any additional criteria 
included? 

Number of respondents: 1 
SC: 0 
MWI: 1 
Local Authorities: 0 

Question 181) Do you have any views on the list Number of respondents: 1 
of possible exemptions provided in Option 2? SC: 0 

MWI: 1  
Local Authorities: 0 

Question 182) Do you have any views on the list Number of respondents: 0 
of possible developments provided in Option 3? SC: 0 

MWI: 0  
Local Authorities: 0 

Brief overview of consultation responses 
Key Messages Q178: 
Option 4: 

 This option would not allow prospective developers sufficient clarity as to whether the issue of 
mineral sterilisation would need to be considered in any scheme 

Option 1+2: 
 These options follow good practice advice from BGS 

Option 1+2+3: 
 Sets out a proportionate approach towards achieving the avoidance of unnecessary mineral 

sterilisation without being overly burdensome on LPAs to implement 

General Comments on Options 
 All options are supported as they follow the BGS Good Practice Guidance. 

Key Messages Q179: 
No suggested alternatives were proposed under id70, but some responses to other sections applied to 
this id box and so are considered here. 
A possible alternative was suggested as an additional bullet point to Option 1 which states that 
‘consideration should be given to whether the mineral is likely to be needed.  This issue is considered 
to be addressed under the existing 4th bullet point of Option 1. 

Key Messages Q180: No specific comments were received. 

Key Messages Q181: No specific comments were received. 

Key Messages Q182: No comments were received. 

SA of options including alternatives 
N/A 
Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
The general support for Options 1 and 2 or Options 1 and 2 in combination with Option 3 is noted. It is 
agreed that an approach generally in line with the BGS Good Practice guidance on safeguarding would 
be appropriate.  

Evidence base update 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

Evidence update as at January 2015 

The National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) states that MPAs should adopt clear development 
management policies which set out how proposals for non-mineral development within Mineral 
Safeguarding Areas will be handled, and what action applicants for development should take to 
address the risk of losing ability to extract the resource. This may include policies that encourage pre-
extraction of minerals, where practicable, if it is necessary for non-minerals development to take place 
in MSAs and to prevent unnecessary sterilisation of minerals. 

An updated paper on cross-boundary minerals safeguarding issues was produced for consultation with 
adjacent MPAs in December 2014.   

Duty to Cooperate  
Is this a duty to cooperate matter? Yes 

Minerals safeguarding requires cooperation between NYCC and the North Yorkshire District and 
Borough Councils in the two-tier part of the Joint Plan area.  Consultation has also taken place with 
adjacent MPAs in respect of any proposed safeguarding areas near to the Joint Plan area boundary in 
order to help ensure a consistent approach. 

Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
The NPPG supports the principle of identifying Mineral Safeguarding Areas and the development of 
policy to prevent the sterilisation of mineral resources. 

The majority of respondents preferred either a combination of Option 1 and 2 or a combination of 
Options 1, 2 and 3, which could all be combined to form a preferred policy.  Options 1, 2 and 3 were 
also supported by the findings of the initial SA. 

The approach set out in Options 1, 2 and 3 are also generally in line with the BGS Good Practice 
Guide and therefore represent the preferred approach. 

The exemption criteria set out in Option 2 would also constitute relevant exemption criteria to be 
applied to development within areas safeguarded for minerals ancillary, minerals transport and waste 
infrastructure under other policies in the Joint Plan. In order to reflect this it is considered that the 
exemption list should be separate from the specific policy dealing with minerals resource safeguarding 
and this will be reflected in the approach contained in the preferred options consultation. 

Preferred policy approach – title changed to S02: Developments proposed within Mineral 
Safeguarding Areas 
Part one - Surface mineral resources: 

Within Surface Minerals Safeguarding Areas shown on the Policies Map permission for 
development other than minerals extraction will be granted where: 

i) It would not sterilise the mineral or prejudice future extraction; or 
ii) The mineral will be extracted prior to the development (without unacceptable adverse 

impact on the environment or the amenity of local communities), or 
iii) The need for the non-mineral development can be demonstrated to outweigh the need 

to safeguard the mineral; or 
iv) It can be demonstrated that the mineral in the location concerned is no longer of any 

potential value as it does not represent an economically viable and therefore exploitable 
resource; or 

v) The non-mineral development is of a temporary nature that does not inhibit extraction 
within the timescale that the mineral is likely to be needed; or 

vi) It constitutes ‘exempt’ development (as defined in the safeguarding areas exemption 
list). 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

Part two - Deep minerals resources: 

In areas identified as Underground Mineral Safeguarding Areas on the Policies Map, proposals 
for the following types of development should be accompanied by information on the effect of 
the proposed development on the potential future extraction of the safeguarded underground 
resource, as well as on the potential for the proposed surface development to be impacted by 
subsidence arising from working of the underlying minerals resource: 

 Large institutional and public buildings; 
 Major industrial buildings including those with sensitive processes and precision 

equipment vulnerable to ground movement; 
 Major retail complexes; 
 Non-residential high rise buildings (3 storeys plus); 
 Strategic gas, oil, naphtha and petrol pipelines; 
 Vulnerable parts of main highways and motorway networks (e.g. viaducts, large 

bridges, service stations and interchanges); 
 Security sensitive structures; 
 Strategic water pumping stations, waterworks, reservoirs, sewage works and pumping 

stations; 
 Ecclesiastical property; 
 Power stations; and 
 Wind turbines 

Permission will be granted where the assessment demonstrates that a significant risk of 
adverse impact on the development from mining subsidence will not arise or that the criteria in 
Part one of the policy (other than the final criterion) are met. 

Part three – protecting deep mineral resources from other underground minerals development: 

Where proposals for appraisal or development of underground gas resources or the 
underground storage of gas or carbon are located within the area safeguarded for potash, salt 
and polyhalite shown on the Policies Map, permission for development will only be granted 
where it can be demonstrated that the development will not adversely affect the potential future 
extraction of the protected mineral. 

Supporting text 

The purpose of safeguarding is not to protect the minerals resource in all circumstances, but to ensure 
that the presence and potential significance of the resource is taken into account when other proposals 
in a safeguarded area are under consideration, and that sterilisation of the resource only takes place 
where there is appropriate justification. In some cases it may be practicable for prior extraction of the 
resource to take place, where this can be done without unacceptable impacts on local communities or 
the environment, in line with the development management policies in the Plan.  In other cases the 
need for the sterilising development may outweigh the need to protect the resource, or it may be 
possible to demonstrate that the safeguarded resource is no longer justified for safeguarding. Where 
non-exempt development (see Safeguarding Exemptions list) is proposed in a safeguarded area for 
surface mineral resources, or where development of the forms identified in Policy S02 (part two) is 
proposed in an area safeguarded for underground resources, applicants should consider at an early 
stage any implications for their proposals arising from the presence of the safeguarded resource and 
include information in any application about measures that would be implemented to avoid 
unnecessary sterilisation, or to demonstrate that the need for the sterilising development outweighs the 
need to protect the resource.  

Certain forms of surface development proposals are unlikely to lead to significant sterilisation of 
minerals resources, even when proposed in a safeguarded area.  These are identified in the 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

Safeguarding Exemptions list.  Where development falls within the scope of the exemptions list then 
applicants do not need to address safeguarding issues in their proposals, and there is no requirement 
for planning authorities to consider minerals safeguarding issues when taking decisions on 
development proposals. 

In order to implement an approach to safeguarding in the two-tier part of the Joint Plan area it will be 
necessary for consultation to take place between District/Borough Councils and the mineral planning 
authority.  Further information on the approach to this is set out in the section on Minerals Consultation 
Areas. 

Links to Objectives and Policies 
Link to Objectives: 
Objective 3 

Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: 
Id06: Safeguarding sand and gravel 
Id09: Safeguarding crushed rock 
Id16: Safeguarding silica sand 
Id19: Safeguarding clay 
Id22: Safeguarding building stone 
Id31: Safeguarding shallow coal 
Id32: Safeguarding deep coal 
Id35: Safeguarding potash 
Id37: Safeguarding gypsum 
Id38: Safeguarding deep mineral resources 
Id40: Safeguarding vein minerals 
Id53: Waste management facility safeguarding 
Id55: Transport infrastructure safeguarding 
Id57: Minerals ancillary infrastructure safeguarding 
Id71: Consideration of applications in Mineral Consultation Areas 

SA/SEA 
Summary of assessment 
In terms of the environmental sustainability objectives there are minor benefits from this policy, as 
arguably it would potentially reduce the amount of development in safeguarding areas, though to some 
extent some of this development would simply go somewhere else (with uncertain impacts).  The 
assessment also picked strong benefits for the minimising resource use objective as safeguarding a 
broad range of minerals resources would help protect resources for possible future use. Similarly, an 
additional benefit was noted for climate adaptation as safeguarding potash and polyhalite will help 
save a key resource for manufacturing fertiliser, which ultimately will help tackle the issue of food 
security (which is a recognised climate change vulnerability). 

There were however some minor negative effects noted in relation to the economy, community vitality 
and changing population objectives. This is because some economically valuable development may be 
deterred from taking place (though the policy does contain a criteria which considers the need for the 
development and whether this outweighs the need to safeguard the mineral), while some housing 
projects may also be less viable (though there are exemptions which help moderate this). The 
economy objective also records a long term benefit arising from having greater access to minerals for 
extraction. 

Recommendations  
No further mitigation is suggested. 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

Id71 - Consideration of applications in Mineral Consultation Areas 
Options 
presented at 
Issues and 
options stage 

Option 1: 
Where safeguarding of a particular minerals resource is identified in the Plan, this 
option would define the whole of that area (to the extent that it falls within NYCC) as a 
Minerals Consultation Area, where District/Borough Councils would be required to 
consult the County Council in respect of any non-exempt proposals.  

What the SA told us 
This option scores positively by adding additional certainty over the process of operating the Minerals 
Safeguarding Areas policy, thus ensuring minerals are not sterilised by development being given 
permission by district or borough councils. 

Recommendations 
It is recommended that this option be pursued to ensure that the Minerals Safeguarding Area policy is 
applied consistently across the Joint Plan area. 
Number of consultation responses 
Total Number of comments against id: 12 
Question 183) Do you agree with option 1 
above? 

Number of respondents: 11 
Option 1: 11 
SC: 1 
MWI: 5  
Local Authorities: 2 

Did Not Specify: 0 

None: 0 

Question 184) Are there any alternative options 
the Authorities should consider in relation to the 
extent of Mineral Consultation Areas, for example 
should any areas be excluded? 

Number of respondents: 1 
SC: 0 
MWI: 1  
Local Authorities: 0 

Brief overview of consultation responses 
Key Messages Q183: 
Option 1: 

 It is considered essential that lower tier authorities take full account of safeguarded mineral 
resources to ensure they are not sterilised 

Key Messages Q184: 
One realistic additional option was suggested and is summarised below: 

Proposed Option 2 
 Safeguarded mineral infrastructure and ancillary development should be included in MCAs 

Suggested approach 
Areas safeguarded for minerals infrastructure and ancillary development would be included within 
Mineral Consultation Areas. 

SA of options including alternatives 
Summary of assessment 
Both options score positively by adding additional certainty over the process of operating the Minerals 
Safeguarding Areas policy, thus ensuring minerals are not sterilised by development being given 
permission by district or borough councils.  

Recommendations 
It is recommended that the combination of both options be pursued to ensure that the Minerals 
Safeguarding Area policy and safeguarding of infrastructure and ancillary development is applied 
consistently across the Joint Plan area. 
Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

It is agreed that a policy mechanism would need to be in place to ensure consultation between 
District/Borough Councils and the mineral planning authority where development is proposed in areas 
safeguarded for infrastructure/ancillary development. Although not raised specifically in consultation 
responses, it is considered that it would be appropriate to extend this approach to where development 
is proposed in areas safeguarded for waste infrastructure. 

Evidence base update 
The National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) states that in those areas where a mineral planning 
authority has defined a Minerals Consultation Area (MCA), district councils should consult the mineral 
planning authority and take account of the local minerals plan before determining a planning 
application on any proposal for non-minerals development within the MCA. 

This evidence is accurate as of January 2015. 

Duty to Cooperate  
Is this a duty to cooperate matter? Yes 

At a general level, operation of minerals and waste safeguarding arrangements requires cooperation 
between district/borough councils and the minerals and waste planning authority in the two tier part of 
the Joint Plan area. 

Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
The general support for the option presented is noted.  One additional suggestion was the need to 
identify areas safeguarded for minerals and ancillary infrastructure as Minerals Consultation Areas, as 
well as areas of safeguarded resources.  It is agreed that this would be appropriate in the two-tier part 
of the Plan area and it would also be appropriate to follow this approach for safeguarded waste 
infrastructure. 

The SA states that both options score positively by adding additional certainty over the process of 
operating the MSA policy, thus ensuring minerals are not sterilised by development being given by 
district or borough councils.  The SA recommends that both options are pursued to ensure Mineral 
Safeguarding Policy is applied consistently across the Joint Plan area. 

The preferred approach is therefore based on Option 1 and additional Option 2. 
Preferred policy approach – title changed to S06: Consideration of applications in Consultation 
Areas 
Where non-exempt development is proposed in an area safeguarded on the Policies Map for 
minerals resources, minerals transport infrastructure, minerals ancillary infrastructure and 
waste infrastructure, and the proposed development site is located outside the City of York and 
North York Moors National Park areas, consultation with North Yorkshire County Council will 
be required before permission is granted. 

Supporting text 

This policy only applies in those parts of the Joint Plan area outside the City of York and North York 
Moors National Park unitary planning authority areas. National policy states that Minerals Consultation 
Areas (MCAs) should be identified based upon areas defined as Mineral Safeguarding Areas (MSA). 
Within those areas district and borough councils should consult the MPA and take account of any local 
minerals plan before determining a planning application for relevant non-minerals development within 
it. Consultation will not be required where the non-minerals development proposed is included in the 
list of exempt forms of development.  The purpose of consultation is to help ensure the implementation 
of the safeguarding policy requirements, contained in the MWJP, in those parts of the Joint Plan area 
where there is a ‘two-tier’ planning structure. 

As well as safeguarding minerals resources, the Plan seeks the safeguarding of minerals transport 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

infrastructure and ancillary development, as well as important waste management infrastructure.  It is 
therefore appropriate to identify, within the NYCC area, corresponding consultation areas for these 
safeguarded areas too.  Consultation will not be required where the non-minerals or waste 
development proposed is included in the list of exempt forms of development.  As with minerals 
resource safeguarding, the purpose of consultation is to help ensure the implementation of the 
safeguarding policy requirements, contained in the MWJP, in those parts of the Joint Plan area where 
there is a ‘two-tier’ planning structure.  

Links to Objectives and Policies 
Link to Objectives: 
Objective 3 

Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: 
Id06: Safeguarding sand and gravel 
Id09: Safeguarding crushed rock 
Id16: Safeguarding silica sand 
Id19:Safeguarding clay 
Id22: Safeguarding building stone 
Id31: Safeguarding shallow coal 
Id32: Safeguarding deep coal 
Id35: Safeguarding potash 
Id37: Safeguarding gypsum 
Id38: Safeguarding deep mineral resources 
Id40: Safeguarding vein minerals 
Id53: Waste management facility safeguarding 
Id55: Transport Infrastructure safeguarding 
Id57: Minerals ancillary infrastructure safeguarding 
Id70: Developments proposed within Minerals Safeguarding Areas 

SA/SEA 
Summary of assessment 
In most cases this preferred option has no link with the SA objectives. However, there are positive 
effects in relation to three objectives. In terms of minimising resource use, this would prevent needless 
sterilisation of minerals resources. In terms of the historic environment building stone may be protected 
from sterilisation, and these benefits would also support the changing population objective. Similarly 
requiring consultation with the County Council over development affecting safeguarded infrastructure 
performs positively as it reduces the need for resource use and supports future supply and distribution 
of minerals for the population. 

Recommendations. 
No further mitigation is proposed. 

Id72 - Coal mining legacy 
Options 
presented at 
Issues and 
options stage 

Option 1: 
This option would seek to ensure that coal mining legacy issues are taken into 
account during assessment of development proposals which are proposed in 
development high risk areas identified by the Coal Authority, including those 
proposals falling within the responsibility of the District and Borough Councils within 
the Plan area. Applicants in such areas and for the relevant forms of development 
identified by the Coal Authority50 would be required to provide information on land 
stability issues and where necessary incorporate suitable mitigation measures to 
address them. 
OR 
Option 2: 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

This option would not set out a specific policy relating to coal mining legacy issues 
but would refer to, and rely on, national policy in the NPPF and the advice published 
by the Coal Authority. The NPPF does not set out any specific policy relating to 
development in areas of former coal mining but does require that development is not 
put at unacceptable risk from land instability (para 109). 
OR 
Option 3: 
The consideration of the legacy of coal mining would be left to be included within the 
local plans of the relevant District Councils given that the relevant developments 
being proposed are most likely to be determined by those councils.  

What the SA told us 
There are unlikely to be widespread effects as a result of either of these options. However, there are 
some small scale effects on soil / land, climate change adaptation, health and wellbeing, flood risk and 
meeting the needs of the population. These effects are generally positive, however, greater uncertainty 
is observed under Option 2 (which is subject to changes in national policy in the long term). 
Option 3 is generally considered to have neutral effects on trends observed in the baseline to this 
assessment as the relevant Local Plans’ policy approach and sites have been, and will continue to be, 
subject to their own sustainability appraisals. 

Recommendations 
All options are broadly beneficial, but the most certain positive effects are associated with Option 1. 
Should Option 3 be followed, policy would need to be included in the Joint Plan in relation to the North 
York Moors National Park and the City of York area. 

Number of consultation responses 
Total Number of comments against id: 5 
Question 185) Do you have an initial 
preference for any of the options presented 
above? 

Number of respondents: 4 
Option 1: 3 
SC: 1 

Combination: 1 
Opt. 2+3:1 

Option 2: 0 Did Not Specify: 0 

Option 3: 0 None: 0 

Question 186) Are there any alternative 
options the Authorities should consider in 
relation to coal mining legacy? 

Number of respondents: 1 
SC: 0 
MWI: 0 
Local Authorities: 0 

Brief overview of consultation responses 
Key Messages Q185: 
Option 1: 

 The Plan should contain policy criteria on land instability issues arising from mining legacy 
 This option is valid because there is a strong correlation between waste sites and previously 

developed mining sites 

General comments on the options: 
 The NPPG includes additional policy advice on coal mining risks 
 Non-coal minerals working should also take account of ground stability issues 

Key Messages Q186: 
One suggested alternative option was put forward but it has not been taken forward. 

SA of options including alternatives 
N/A 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
It is agreed that the Plan should contain policy criteria relating to mining legacy land instability, given 
the potential for development proposals to come forward in areas affected by former mining. Any 
approach should be generally in line with advice from the Coal Authority. 

Evidence base update 
The NPPG (published since completion of Issues and Options consultation) contains a section on land 
stability. A Planning Authority should be concerned about land stability as failure to deal with the issue 
could cause harm to human health, local property and associated infrastructure and the wider 
environment. The planning system has an important role in considering land stability by: 

 Minimising the risk and effects of land stability on property, infrastructure and the public, 
 Helping ensure that various types of development should not be placed in unstable locations 

without various precautions, and 
 To bring unstable land, wherever possible, back into productive use. 

Consideration of land stability in local plans will vary between areas and types of issues that the plan 
covers, but planning authorities may need to consider 

 Identifying specific areas where particular consideration of landslides, mining hazards or 
subsidence will be needed, 

 Including policies that ensure unstable land is appropriately remediated, prohibit development 
in specific areas, or only allow specific types of development in these areas. 

 Identifying circumstances where additional procedures or information, such as a land stability 
or slope stability risk assessment report, would be required to ensure that adequate and 
environmentally acceptable mitigation measures are in place, and 

 Removing permitted development rights in specific circumstances. 

Where applicable applicants should submit a Coal Mining Risk Assessment as part of their application 
in specific Development High Risk Areas. 

The Coal Authority has produced maps based on Planning Authority Areas which show the 
Development High Risk Areas and Development Low Risk Areas for each one. There are limited 
Development High Risk Areas in the Joint Plan area, but more extensive Low Risk Development 
Areas. 

There are exemptions to the requirement for an applicant to submit a Coal Mining Risk Assessment in 
support of a development proposal within the Development High Risk Area. The exemption list is 
divided into two parts, firstly type of application and secondly nature of application. Only one of these 
needs to be met so that the need for a Coal Mining Risk Assessment is not required. 

Development on the exemptions list will not require submission of a Coal Mining Risk Assessment with 
a planning application; instead Local Planning Authorities will include an Information Note with the 
decision notice. 

Applications in Development Low Risk Areas will not require an accompanying Coal Mining Risk 
Assessment and the Local Planning Authority will include the Coal Authority Standing Advice with the 
decision notice. 

This evidence is accurate as of January 2015. 
Duty to Cooperate  
Is this a duty to cooperate matter? Yes 

At a general level addressing land instability issues arising from former mining requires a consistent 
approach across both NYCC and the various district/borough councils in the two tier part of the Joint 
Plan area. 

Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

There were only a small number of responses to this option.  The majority supported Option 1, with 
one supporting a combination of Option 2 and Option 3. 

The Coal Authority, who are responsible for mapping and providing advice on old and abandoned coal 
mines, considered that the Plan should contain some policy criteria based on land instability arising 
from mining legacy in relation to minerals and waste development, and that it is also necessary to take 
due account of this issue for non-coal mineral extraction that takes place over historic coal workings. 

Development other than minerals and waste will fall under the remit of District or Borough Councils and 
policies related to this development should be included in their Local Plans. 

Option 1 was preferred by the SA. 

The Coal Authority requires Coal Mining Risk Assessments for any applications, (unless the 
application type is identified on the exemptions list,) in Development High Risk Areas, which are 
identified on maps supplied by them. This point needs to be addressed in the policy. 

The preferred policy is based on Option 1 with the inclusion of a reference to Coal Mining Risk 
Assessments for applications in Development High Risk Areas. 

Preferred policy approach – title changed to D13: Consideration of applications in Development 
High Risk Areas 
Proposals for non-exempt development in Development High Risk Areas identified by the Coal 
Authority should be accompanied by a Coal Mining Risk Assessment and where necessary 
incorporate suitable mitigation measures in relation to land stability.  Permission will be 
granted where it can be demonstrated, through the Coal Mining Risk Assessment, that the 
development will not be at unacceptable risk. 

Supporting text 

National panning policy and guidance indicates that Planning Authorities should be concerned about 
land stability as failure to deal with the issues could cause harm to human health, local property and 
associated infrastructure and the wider environment. The planning system has an important role in 
considering land stability by: 

 Minimising the risk and effects of land stability on property, infrastructure and the public. 
 Helping ensure that various types of development should not be placed in unstable locations 

without various precautions, and 
 To bring unstable land, wherever possible, back into productive use. 

The Coal Authority map and monitor old and disused mines and also highlight the public safety 
hazards and risk associated with them. Planning Authorities must consider the potential for the 
presence of any old and disused mines when dealing with planning applications for many forms of 
development, including minerals and waste development.  Across the Joint Plan area and the adjacent 
Yorkshire dales National Park Authority area there are approximately 13,500 recorded mine entries.   

The Coal Authority has identified Development High Risk Areas (formally known as Coal Mining 
Development Referral areas). These are most likely to be subject to land stability and other public 
safety hazards associated with old mine entries. Within the Joint Plan area they occur mainly within 
Selby District and more limited areas in the western part of the Plan area. 
Low Risk Development Areas are more extensive. 

Within Development High Risk Areas the Coal Authority will expect all new development proposals that 
require planning permission, except certain types of development that are exempt, to be accompanied 
by a Coal Mining Risk Assessment when submitted to the relevant local planning authority. Proposals 
in Development High Risk Areas for the types of development identified on the list of exemptions 
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Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

below, as well as proposals in Development Low Risk Areas, will not require a Coal Mining Risk 
Assessment but the Coal Authority’s standing advice will apply and the local planning authority will 
include an informative note within the decision notice when granting planning permission. 

The exemption list is divided into two parts.  The first part is based on type of application and the 
second on the nature of the development proposed. Proposals only need to meet a criterion on one of 
the lists in order to be exempt.  

Exemptions based on type of application: 
 Reserved matters/reserved details, approval of matters specified in conditions, 
 Householder development, 
 Extension of time, 
 Change of use, 
 Variation or removal of condition, 
 Heritage consents, (listed building or conservation areas), 
 Advertisement consents, 
 Lawful development certificates, 
 Prior notification, (any type), 
 Hazardous substances consent, 
 Tree or hedgerow works, (TPO or in conservation area), 

Exemptions based on nature of development: 
 Change of use, (land or buildings) – where no other built development is proposed, 
 Temporary structures with no ground works, 
 Means of enclosure, 
 Street type furniture, 
 Alterations to existing non-residential buildings that create no new floor space, 
 Non-commercial private/domestic stables. 

Links to Objectives and Policies 
Link to Objectives: 
Objective 9 
Objective 10 

Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: 
Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts. 
Id68: Sustainable design, construction and operation of development 

SA/SEA 
Summary of assessment 
There are unlikely to be widespread effects as a result of this policy, however, there are some small 
scale positive effects on soil / land, climate change adaptation, health and wellbeing, flood risk and 
meeting the needs of the population. This is because the policy is likely to ensure that development is 
less prone to land instability impacts. 

Recommendations 
No further mitigation is proposed. 

Q72- Safeguarding Oil and Gas 
Options presented 
at Issues and 
options stage 

No Options were put forward in the Issues and Options Consultation.  

What the SA told us 

Minerals and Waste Joint Plan 303 



                   

 
 

             
 

 
  

      
 

 
  

   
  

  

  
   

  
  

   
 

     
    

 
  

      
    

    
 

   
  

 
 

   

  
  

   
 

 
   

   
 

  
 

   
 

    
 

    

 
 

 

Policy Options Profomas up to Preferred Options stage 

N/A 
Number of Consultation Responses 
Question 72 : Do you agree with this 
approach? 

Yes: 5 (1 SC/3 MWI) 
No: 3 
Did not Specify: 1 

Question 73: If not, what alternatives 
would you suggest in relation to the 
safeguarding of oil and gas? 

Number of respondents: 1 (1MWI) 

Summary of Consultation responses 
Key Messages Q72: Three respondents disagreed with the approach. Two of those disagreed on the 
grounds that paragraph 143 of the NPPF requires MPAs to define mineral safeguarding areas and 
adopt appropriate policies in order that known locations of minerals are not needlessly sterilised. Work 
undertaken by BGS for NYCC and the NYMNPA on minerals safeguarding states that hydrocarbons 
have not been considered as locations for surface infrastructure are considered to be flexible so the 
resources are not susceptible to the risks proposed by sterilisation by other non-mineral development. 
Both respondents considered this to be wrong and that siting of surface infrastructure cannot always 
be flexible given planning and environmental constraints. 

Key Messages Q73: Only one response was entered under Q73. This suggested that the 
safeguarding of other minerals should not hinder oil and gas development. An alternative was also 
suggested under Q72 whereby the surface infrastructure for oil and gas developments should be 
safeguarded, this is considered under ID38 – Safeguarding of deep mineral resources. 

Joint Authorities Response to Consultation responses 
The limited knowledge available of the distribution of potential underground resources of hydrocarbons 
suggests that it is unlikely to be practicable to safeguard them.  The potential to use directional drilling 
and the small surface area requirements of well sites, also helps provide a degree of flexibility in the 
locating of surface infrastructure, although it is acknowledged that other factors may constrain the 
locational flexibility for surface well sites.  Taking these factors into account, including advice to the 
planning authorities in the report of mineral safeguarding by BGS, it is not considered necessary to 
safeguard hydrocarbons in the Joint Plan area.  It is however agreed that it would be appropriate to 
safeguard important surface processing infrastructure locations for gas and this is addressed 
elsewhere in the Joint Plan. 

Evidence Base 
No new evidence as of January 2015. 

Preferred Policy Approach 
It is not proposed to safeguard underground resources of gas in the MWJP.  Surface infrastructure for 
gas processing is safeguarded under policy dealing with minerals infrastructure safeguarding. 
SA/SEA 
Summary of assessment 
There are unlikely to be widespread effects as a result of this policy, however, there are some small 
scale positive effects on soil / land, climate change adaptation, health and wellbeing, flood risk and 
meeting the needs of the population. This is because the policy is likely to ensure that development is 
less prone to land instability impacts. 

Recommendations 
No further mitigation is proposed. 
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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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	id 
	id 
	id 
	Issue title 
	Policy number 
	Preferred Policy title 

	Id01 
	Id01 
	Broad geographical approach to supply of aggregates 
	M01 
	Broad geographical approach to supply of aggregates 

	Id02 
	Id02 
	Locational approach to new sources of supply of aggregate 
	-
	Issue addressed under other aggregate policies 

	Id03 
	Id03 
	Calculating sand and gravel provision 
	M02 
	Provision of sand and gravel 

	Id04 
	Id04 
	Overall distribution of sand and gravel provision 
	M03 
	Overall distribution of sand and gravel provision 

	Id05 
	Id05 
	Landbanks for sand and gravel 
	M04 
	Landbanks for sand and gravel 

	Id06 
	Id06 
	Safeguarding of sand and gravel resources 
	S01
	 Safeguarding mineral resources 

	Id07 
	Id07 
	Provision of crushed rock 
	M05 
	Provision of crushed rock 

	Id08 
	Id08 
	Maintenance of landbanks for crushed rock 
	M06 
	Landbanks for crushed rock 

	Id09 
	Id09 
	Safeguarding crushed rock 
	S01 
	Safeguarding mineral resources 

	Id10 
	Id10 
	Concreting sand and gravel 
	M07 
	Meeting concreting sand and gravel requirements 

	Id11 
	Id11 
	Building sand delivery 
	M08 
	Meeting building sand requirements 

	Id12 
	Id12 
	Magnesian limestone delivery 
	M09 
	Meting crushed rock requirements 

	Id13 
	Id13 
	Unallocated extensions to existing aggregate quarries 
	M10 
	Unallocated extensions to existing quarries 

	Id14 
	Id14 
	Supply of alternatives to landwon primary aggregates 
	M11 
	Supply of alternatives to landwon primary aggregates 

	Id15 
	Id15 
	Continuity of supply of silica sand 
	M12 
	Continuity of supply of silica sand 

	Id16 
	Id16 
	Silica sand resources safeguarding 
	S01 
	Safeguarding mineral resources 

	Id17 
	Id17 
	Continuity of supply of clay 
	M13 
	Continuity of supply of clay 

	Id18 
	Id18 
	Incidental working of clay in association with other minerals 
	M14 
	Incidental working of clay in association with other minerals 

	Id19 
	Id19 
	Clay resources safeguarding 
	S01 
	Safeguarding mineral resources 

	Id20 
	Id20 
	Continuity of supply of building stone 
	M15 
	Continuity of supply of building stone 

	Id21 
	Id21 
	Use of building stone 
	-
	Incorporated into M15 

	Id22 
	Id22 
	Safeguarding building stone 
	S01 
	Safeguarding mineral resources 

	Id23 
	Id23 
	Overall spatial options for oil and gas 
	M16 
	Overall spatial policy for hydrocarbon development 

	Id24 
	Id24 
	Co-ordination of gas extraction and processing 
	-
	Incorporated into M18 

	Id25 
	Id25 
	Gas developments (Exploration and appraisal) 
	M17 
	Exploration and appraisal for hydrocarbon resources 

	Id26 
	Id26 
	Gas developments (Production and processing) 
	M18 
	Production and processing of hydrocarbon resources 

	Id27 
	Id27 
	Coal mine methane 
	-
	Covered by policies M17 and M18 

	Id28 
	Id28 
	Coal bed methane, underground coal gasification, shale gas and carbon and gas storage 
	M19
	 Carbon gas storage (CBM, underground coal gasification and shale gas covered by M17 and M18) 

	Id29 
	Id29 
	Continuity of supply of deep coal 
	M20 
	Continuity of supply of deep coal 

	Id30 
	Id30 
	Shallow coal 
	M21 
	Shallow coal 

	Id31 
	Id31 
	Safeguarding shallow coal 
	S01 
	Safeguarding mineral resources 

	Id32 
	Id32 
	Safeguarding deep coal 
	S01 
	Safeguarding mineral resources 

	Id33 
	Id33 
	Disposal of colliery spoil 
	M22 
	Disposal of colliery spoil 

	Id34 
	Id34 
	Potash supply 
	M23 
	Potash and Polyhalite supply 

	Id35 
	Id35 
	Safeguarding potash 
	S01 
	Safeguarding mineral resources 

	Id36 
	Id36 
	Supply of gypsum 
	M24 
	Supply of gypsum 

	Id37 
	Id37 
	Gypsum safeguarding 
	S01 
	Safeguarding mineral resources 

	Id38 
	Id38 
	Safeguarding of deep mineral resources 
	S01 
	Safeguarding mineral resources 

	Id39 
	Id39 
	Supply of vein minerals 
	M25 
	Supply of vein minerals 

	Id40 
	Id40 
	Safeguarding vein minerals 
	S01 
	Safeguarding mineral resources 

	Id41 
	Id41 
	Borrow pits 
	M26 
	Borrow pits 

	Id42 
	Id42 
	Overall approach to the waste hierarchy 
	W01 
	Moving waste up the waste hierarchy 

	Id43 
	Id43 
	Strategic role of the Plan area in the management of waste 
	W02 
	Strategic role of the Plan area in the management of waste 

	Id44 
	Id44 
	Meeting waste management capacity requirements – Local Authority Collected Waste 
	W03 
	Meeting waste management capacity requirements – Local Authority Collected Waste 

	Id45 
	Id45 
	Meeting waste management capacity requirements – Commercial and Industrial waste 
	W04 
	Meeting waste management capacity requirements – Commercial and Industrial waste 

	Id46 
	Id46 
	Meeting waste management capacity requirements – Construction Demolition and Excavation waste 
	W05 
	Meeting waste management capacity requirements – Construction Demolition and Excavation waste 

	Id47 
	Id47 
	Managing agricultural waste 
	W06 
	Managing agricultural waste 

	Id48 
	Id48 
	Managing Low Level (Non-nuclear) Radioactive waste 
	W07 
	Managing Low Level (Non-nuclear) Radioactive waste 

	Id49 
	Id49 
	Managing waste water (sewage sludge) 
	W08 
	Managing waste water (sewage sludge) 

	Id50 
	Id50 
	Managing power station ash 
	W09 
	Managing power station ash 

	Id51 
	Id51 
	Overall locational principle for provision of new waste capacity 
	W10 
	Overall locational principle for provision of new waste capacity 

	Id52 
	Id52 
	Waste site identification principles 
	W11 
	Waste site identification principles 

	Id53 
	Id53 
	Waste management facility safeguarding
	 S03 
	Waste management facility safeguarding 

	Id54 
	Id54 
	Transport infrastructure 
	I01 
	Minerals and waste transport infrastructure 

	Id55 
	Id55 
	Transport infrastructure safeguarding 
	S04 
	Transport infrastructure safeguarding 

	Id56 
	Id56 
	Locations for ancillary minerals infrastructure 
	I02 
	Locations for ancillary minerals infrastructure 

	Id57 
	Id57 
	Minerals ancillary infrastructure safeguarding 
	S05 
	Minerals ancillary infrastructure safeguarding 

	Id58 
	Id58 
	Presumption in favour of sustainable development 
	D01 
	Presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste development 

	Id59 
	Id59 
	Local amenity and cumulative impacts 
	D02 
	Local amenity and cumulative impacts 

	Id60 
	Id60 
	Transport of minerals and waste and associated traffic impacts 
	D03 
	Transport of minerals and waste and associated traffic impacts 

	Id61 
	Id61 
	North York Moors National Park and AONBs 
	D04 
	North York Moors National Park and AONBs 

	Id62 
	Id62 
	Minerals and waste development in the Green Belt 
	D05 
	Minerals and waste development in the Green Belt 

	Id63 
	Id63 
	Landscape
	 D06 
	Landscape 

	Id64 
	Id64 
	Biodiversity and Geodiversity 
	D07 
	Biodiversity and Geodiversity 

	Id65 
	Id65 
	Historic environment 
	D08 
	Historic environment 

	Id66 
	Id66 
	Water environment 
	D09 
	Water environment 

	Id67 
	Id67 
	Strategic approach to reclamation and afteruse 
	D10 
	Reclamation and afteruse 

	Id68 
	Id68 
	Sustainable design, construction and operation of development 
	D11 
	Sustainable design, construction and operation of development 

	Id69 
	Id69 
	Other criteria for minerals and waste development 
	D12 
	Protection of agricultural land and soils 

	Id70 
	Id70 
	Developments proposed within Mineral Safeguarding Areas 
	S02 
	Developments proposed within Mineral Safeguarding Areas 

	Id71 
	Id71 
	Consideration of applications in minerals consultation areas 
	S06 
	Consideration of applications in Consultation areas 

	Id72 
	Id72 
	Coal mining legacy 
	D13 
	Consideration of applications in Development High Risk Areas 


	The individual proformas are included in the following pages. 
	Policy id01- Broad geographical approach to supply of aggregates 
	Policy id01- Broad geographical approach to supply of aggregates 
	Policy id01- Broad geographical approach to supply of aggregates 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This approach could seek to ensure that requirements for new aggregates supply from the Joint Plan area would be met only from those parts of the area outside the North York Moors National Park, AONBs and the City of York area. 

	Option 2: In addition to aggregates supply from the NYCC area, this approach could seek to deliver an element of total sand and gravel supply requirements from the City of York area by encouraging working of sand and gravel (including building sand) in appropriate locations. 
	Option 2: In addition to aggregates supply from the NYCC area, this approach could seek to deliver an element of total sand and gravel supply requirements from the City of York area by encouraging working of sand and gravel (including building sand) in appropriate locations. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	Option 1 would have clear benefits for the landscape and natural and historic environment whilst enabling supply of aggregates to be maintained. In particular significant positive effects would be evident in the AONBs which currently contain aggregates quarries. Option 2 would potentially have negative effects on the environment of the City of York but would potentially displace such effects from elsewhere in the Plan area and enable aggregates required within York to be sourced locally. 
	Option 1 would have clear benefits for the landscape and natural and historic environment whilst enabling supply of aggregates to be maintained. In particular significant positive effects would be evident in the AONBs which currently contain aggregates quarries. Option 2 would potentially have negative effects on the environment of the City of York but would potentially displace such effects from elsewhere in the Plan area and enable aggregates required within York to be sourced locally. 

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total number of comments against id: 
	Total number of comments against id: 
	32 

	Question 07: Do you have any views on either of these options? 
	Question 07: Do you have any views on either of these options? 
	Option 1: 11(1 SC, 1 MWI) 

	Option 2: 7 (2 LA, 2 MWI) 
	Option 2: 7 (2 LA, 2 MWI) 

	DNS: 5 ( 1 SC) 
	DNS: 5 ( 1 SC) 

	Question 08: Are there any alternative options that you think should be considered? 
	Question 08: Are there any alternative options that you think should be considered? 
	Number of respondents: 9 (1 SC, 1 LA, 1MWI) 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q7: Several responses suggested that there should be no restriction on where aggregates are worked and that the City of York should contribute to aggregate supply. Converse views were also received which sought to see a restriction of working within the North York Moors National Park and AONBs. Developing a policy which locates sites close to markets was also raised and supported in some consultation responses. One representation sought to clarify the interpretation of the NPPF within the consu
	Key Messages Q7: Several responses suggested that there should be no restriction on where aggregates are worked and that the City of York should contribute to aggregate supply. Converse views were also received which sought to see a restriction of working within the North York Moors National Park and AONBs. Developing a policy which locates sites close to markets was also raised and supported in some consultation responses. One representation sought to clarify the interpretation of the NPPF within the consu


	Proposed Option 5  There should be no specific geographical restriction in the Plan relating to the location of aggregates extraction in the Joint Plan area. Suggested approach Allow extraction to take place from any geographical location in the Joint Plan area. Proposed Option 6  Restrict further extraction in the land between the North York Moors and Yorkshire Dales National Parks, any sites should be restored to their former use. Suggested approach Only permit future extraction in the geographical area
	Proposed Option 5  There should be no specific geographical restriction in the Plan relating to the location of aggregates extraction in the Joint Plan area. Suggested approach Allow extraction to take place from any geographical location in the Joint Plan area. Proposed Option 6  Restrict further extraction in the land between the North York Moors and Yorkshire Dales National Parks, any sites should be restored to their former use. Suggested approach Only permit future extraction in the geographical area
	Proposed Option 5  There should be no specific geographical restriction in the Plan relating to the location of aggregates extraction in the Joint Plan area. Suggested approach Allow extraction to take place from any geographical location in the Joint Plan area. Proposed Option 6  Restrict further extraction in the land between the North York Moors and Yorkshire Dales National Parks, any sites should be restored to their former use. Suggested approach Only permit future extraction in the geographical area

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of assessment Option 1 would have clear benefits for the landscape and natural and historic environment whilst enabling supply of aggregates to be maintained. In particular significant positive effects would be evident in the AONBs which currently contain aggregates quarries. Option 3 would place greater uncertainty over the positive effects observed for  the National Park and AONBs as a result of both Options 1 and 2, although would have positive effects in relation to supply of minerals and the ec
	Summary of assessment Option 1 would have clear benefits for the landscape and natural and historic environment whilst enabling supply of aggregates to be maintained. In particular significant positive effects would be evident in the AONBs which currently contain aggregates quarries. Option 3 would place greater uncertainty over the positive effects observed for  the National Park and AONBs as a result of both Options 1 and 2, although would have positive effects in relation to supply of minerals and the ec

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	Whilst mixed views were received on the degree of constraint that should be applied in the NP and AONBs, it is considered that a relatively high level of constraint is appropriate, taking into account the requirements of national minerals policy. It is acknowledged that it may be reasonable to allow some 
	Whilst mixed views were received on the degree of constraint that should be applied in the NP and AONBs, it is considered that a relatively high level of constraint is appropriate, taking into account the requirements of national minerals policy. It is acknowledged that it may be reasonable to allow some 

	more flexibility in AONBs in relation to the approach towards existing aggregates quarries and this distinction could be reflected in policy. It is agreed that incidental extraction of aggregate in association with building stone in these areas could be appropriate in some circumstances.  It is also accepted that it would be appropriate in principle to support sand and gravel working within the City of York area, taking into account national policy and guidance.  In practice opportunities for working in thi
	more flexibility in AONBs in relation to the approach towards existing aggregates quarries and this distinction could be reflected in policy. It is agreed that incidental extraction of aggregate in association with building stone in these areas could be appropriate in some circumstances.  It is also accepted that it would be appropriate in principle to support sand and gravel working within the City of York area, taking into account national policy and guidance.  In practice opportunities for working in thi

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	A further assessment of the potential deliverability of sand and gravel working in York was undertaken by the Joint Plan authorities in August 2014, taking into account findings of previous resource identification work carried out by BGS in 2013.  The assessment suggests there are significant constraints to sand and gravel working and that any supportive policy should utilise a criteria based approach. Since Issues and Options consultation a site for aggregates working in the NYMNPA area has been submitted 
	A further assessment of the potential deliverability of sand and gravel working in York was undertaken by the Joint Plan authorities in August 2014, taking into account findings of previous resource identification work carried out by BGS in 2013.  The assessment suggests there are significant constraints to sand and gravel working and that any supportive policy should utilise a criteria based approach. Since Issues and Options consultation a site for aggregates working in the NYMNPA area has been submitted 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this is a DtC matter: yes At a general level the imbalance between location of resources and areas of demand for minerals was a factor influencing the decision to produce a joint minerals and waste plan for NYCC/CYC/NYMNPA. 
	Is this is a DtC matter: yes At a general level the imbalance between location of resources and areas of demand for minerals was a factor influencing the decision to produce a joint minerals and waste plan for NYCC/CYC/NYMNPA. 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	A range of national policy considerations and guidance are relevant particularly: -Landbanks of non-energy minerals should be maintained outside National Parks, AONBs, World Heritage Sites, Sites of Special Scientific Interest and Conservation Areas as far as practical; -National Park Authorities are not expected to designate preferred areas or areas of search for minerals given their overarching responsibilities for managing National Parks; -All areas with minerals resources should make a contribution to s
	A range of national policy considerations and guidance are relevant particularly: -Landbanks of non-energy minerals should be maintained outside National Parks, AONBs, World Heritage Sites, Sites of Special Scientific Interest and Conservation Areas as far as practical; -National Park Authorities are not expected to designate preferred areas or areas of search for minerals given their overarching responsibilities for managing National Parks; -All areas with minerals resources should make a contribution to s

	that the removal of this material from the site would not compromise the standard of restoration, taking into account the sensitivity of the environment in these areas.  The preferred approach is a combination of Options 1 and 2 with elements of additional options 3 and 8. 
	that the removal of this material from the site would not compromise the standard of restoration, taking into account the sensitivity of the environment in these areas.  The preferred approach is a combination of Options 1 and 2 with elements of additional options 3 and 8. 

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M01: Broad geographical approach to supply of aggregates 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M01: Broad geographical approach to supply of aggregates 

	The Joint Plan area outside the North York Moors National Park, the Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty and the City of York will be the main focus for extraction of aggregate (sand and gravel and crushed rock).  Exceptions to this principle will be made for: 1) In the National Park and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, the extraction of crushed rock aggregate where it is incidental to building stone extraction as the primary activity, and where the removal of crushed rock from the site will not compromi
	The Joint Plan area outside the North York Moors National Park, the Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty and the City of York will be the main focus for extraction of aggregate (sand and gravel and crushed rock).  Exceptions to this principle will be made for: 1) In the National Park and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, the extraction of crushed rock aggregate where it is incidental to building stone extraction as the primary activity, and where the removal of crushed rock from the site will not compromi

	Where an extension in time, or additional extraction through lateral extensions or deepening, are proposed a very high degree of protection of the environment should be demonstrated and, preferably, overall enhancement of the quality of environmental mitigation and site reclamation compared with that required by the existing permission/s.  This is necessary to help reduce the overall impact of such development on these highly protected areas.  It is unlikely that proposals involving an increase in rate of o
	Where an extension in time, or additional extraction through lateral extensions or deepening, are proposed a very high degree of protection of the environment should be demonstrated and, preferably, overall enhancement of the quality of environmental mitigation and site reclamation compared with that required by the existing permission/s.  This is necessary to help reduce the overall impact of such development on these highly protected areas.  It is unlikely that proposals involving an increase in rate of o

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Links to Objectives Objective 6 Objective 7 Objective 9 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id04: Overall distribution of sand and gravel Id07: Provision of crushed rock Id10:Concreting sand and gravel delivery Id11: Building sand delivery Id12: Magnesian limestone delivery Id13: Unallocated extension to existing aggregate quarries Id58: Presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste development Id59: Local amenity and cumlative impacts Id61: North York Moor National Park and the AONBs Id
	Links to Objectives Objective 6 Objective 7 Objective 9 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id04: Overall distribution of sand and gravel Id07: Provision of crushed rock Id10:Concreting sand and gravel delivery Id11: Building sand delivery Id12: Magnesian limestone delivery Id13: Unallocated extension to existing aggregate quarries Id58: Presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste development Id59: Local amenity and cumlative impacts Id61: North York Moor National Park and the AONBs Id

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment This preferred option exhibits a range of different effects. In the main the sustainability objectives recorded minor positive effects for the protected landscapes in the plan area. However, some minor negative effects associated with crushed rock extraction  shifted location away from protected areas and into the remaining plan area.  Recommendations No further mitigation is proposed. 
	Summary of assessment This preferred option exhibits a range of different effects. In the main the sustainability objectives recorded minor positive effects for the protected landscapes in the plan area. However, some minor negative effects associated with crushed rock extraction  shifted location away from protected areas and into the remaining plan area.  Recommendations No further mitigation is proposed. 


	Policy id02: Locational approach to new sources of supply of aggregate 
	Policy id02: Locational approach to new sources of supply of aggregate 
	Policy id02: Locational approach to new sources of supply of aggregate 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option could seek to establish the principle that new sources of supply of aggregates are provided as close as practicable to the main external markets, including Tees Valley and County Durham areas, and West and South Yorkshire, as well as, for sites expected to serve mainly internal markets, the main population centres of York, Harrogate and Scarborough. 

	Option 2: This option would seek to ensure that new sources of supply of aggregates are provided in proximity to the A1 to help provide flexibility in supply. 
	Option 2: This option would seek to ensure that new sources of supply of aggregates are provided in proximity to the A1 to help provide flexibility in supply. 

	Option 3: This option would not seek to direct new sources of supply to specific areas in proximity to markets but would consider the whole area of potential resources as being suitable in principle for the identification of new sites or areas, subject to testing against other relevant criteria and constraints. 
	Option 3: This option would not seek to direct new sources of supply to specific areas in proximity to markets but would consider the whole area of potential resources as being suitable in principle for the identification of new sites or areas, subject to testing against other relevant criteria and constraints. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	While all options display a mixture of positive, negative and uncertain effects, Options 1 and 2 exhibit more positive effects than Option 3. Negative effects are associated with land and soils and recreation to some degree under all three options. In broad terms, while Option 1 and 2 are considered to reduce journey lengths, there remains a risk that those journeys will run close to communities under Option 1. Another key issue is how options may restrict the distribution of sites – with Option 1 more like
	While all options display a mixture of positive, negative and uncertain effects, Options 1 and 2 exhibit more positive effects than Option 3. Negative effects are associated with land and soils and recreation to some degree under all three options. In broad terms, while Option 1 and 2 are considered to reduce journey lengths, there remains a risk that those journeys will run close to communities under Option 1. Another key issue is how options may restrict the distribution of sites – with Option 1 more like

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	30 

	Question 9: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 9: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 8 (1 SC/1 MWI/ 1Local Authorities) 
	Combination: 1(SC/MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 

	Option 2: 6(SC/2 MWI/ 2 Local Authorities) 
	Option 2: 6(SC/2 MWI/ 2 Local Authorities) 
	Did not Specify: 2(SC/MWI/  1 Local Authorities) 

	Option 3: 8(1 SC/2 MWI/ Local Authorities) 
	Option 3: 8(1 SC/2 MWI/ Local Authorities) 
	None: 2(1 SC/1 MWI/ Local Authorities) 

	Question 10: Are there any alternative spatial options relevant to the supply of aggregates the Authorities should consider? 
	Question 10: Are there any alternative spatial options relevant to the supply of aggregates the Authorities should consider? 
	Number of respondents: 3 (SC/ 1 MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q9: Responses expressed mixed views on which option is preferred. Support was given to option 3 because of the flexibility it provides. Responses which supported option 1 did so as it as it would reduce the overall transport distances and those that did not specify a particular option did express support for sourcing aggregates as near as possible to intended markets or that environmental factors should be taken into account. One respondent did not express support for any of the options present
	Key Messages Q9: Responses expressed mixed views on which option is preferred. Support was given to option 3 because of the flexibility it provides. Responses which supported option 1 did so as it as it would reduce the overall transport distances and those that did not specify a particular option did express support for sourcing aggregates as near as possible to intended markets or that environmental factors should be taken into account. One respondent did not express support for any of the options present


	 Priority to be given to sites to be located in close proximity to market and good transport networks, extraction from more restricted areas would be allowed if can be justified. Suggested option Give priority to proposals which locate sites in close proximity to market and good transport networks and suitable restoration proposals. Extraction from more restricted areas would be allowed if there is suitable justification for it. Proposed Option 5  Working alongside other options consideration should be gi
	 Priority to be given to sites to be located in close proximity to market and good transport networks, extraction from more restricted areas would be allowed if can be justified. Suggested option Give priority to proposals which locate sites in close proximity to market and good transport networks and suitable restoration proposals. Extraction from more restricted areas would be allowed if there is suitable justification for it. Proposed Option 5  Working alongside other options consideration should be gi
	 Priority to be given to sites to be located in close proximity to market and good transport networks, extraction from more restricted areas would be allowed if can be justified. Suggested option Give priority to proposals which locate sites in close proximity to market and good transport networks and suitable restoration proposals. Extraction from more restricted areas would be allowed if there is suitable justification for it. Proposed Option 5  Working alongside other options consideration should be gi

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of assessment While all options display a mixture of positive, negative and uncertain effects, Options 1 and 2 exhibit more positive effects than Option 3. Negative effects are associated with land and soils and recreation to some degree under options 1, 2, 3 and 7 and 8. In broad terms, while Option 1 and 2 are considered to reduce journey lengths, there remains a risk that those journeys will run close to communities under Option 1. Similarly options 4 and  5 broadly reduce journey lengths, though
	Summary of assessment While all options display a mixture of positive, negative and uncertain effects, Options 1 and 2 exhibit more positive effects than Option 3. Negative effects are associated with land and soils and recreation to some degree under options 1, 2, 3 and 7 and 8. In broad terms, while Option 1 and 2 are considered to reduce journey lengths, there remains a risk that those journeys will run close to communities under Option 1. Similarly options 4 and  5 broadly reduce journey lengths, though

	lifetime, and may end up clustering together displaying cumulative effects. Revised Recommendations A key conclusion of this assessment is that there is merit in adopting an approach that includes aspects of both options 1 and the links to the A1 explored in 2. This would potentially balance the negative aspects of each option with the positive aspects of the other. So such an option would include the principle of proximity to markets, but would also favour proximity to the A1 (or other access to the rail /
	lifetime, and may end up clustering together displaying cumulative effects. Revised Recommendations A key conclusion of this assessment is that there is merit in adopting an approach that includes aspects of both options 1 and the links to the A1 explored in 2. This would potentially balance the negative aspects of each option with the positive aspects of the other. So such an option would include the principle of proximity to markets, but would also favour proximity to the A1 (or other access to the rail /

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The range of views received is likely to reflect the wide range of considerations that may be impacted by an overall locational approach to new sources of supply.  The need for a degree of flexibility in any approach is acknowledged, in order to reflect the relative lack of detailed knowledge of resource quantity/quality across the Plan area. It is also acknowledged that the existing distribution of sites will already, to some extent, represent a reasonable match between sources of supply and locations of d
	The range of views received is likely to reflect the wide range of considerations that may be impacted by an overall locational approach to new sources of supply.  The need for a degree of flexibility in any approach is acknowledged, in order to reflect the relative lack of detailed knowledge of resource quantity/quality across the Plan area. It is also acknowledged that the existing distribution of sites will already, to some extent, represent a reasonable match between sources of supply and locations of d

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	Evidence updates as at January 2015 Since completion of Issues and Options consultation an updated Local Aggregates Assessment (draft December 2014) has been prepared, together with an Aggregates Demand Forecasting Paper (July 2014) which will assist in the development of this policy. 
	Evidence updates as at January 2015 Since completion of Issues and Options consultation an updated Local Aggregates Assessment (draft December 2014) has been prepared, together with an Aggregates Demand Forecasting Paper (July 2014) which will assist in the development of this policy. 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this is a DtC matter: yes At a general level engagement activity relevant to the Duty to Cooperate, including preparation of the Local Aggregates Assessment 2014, suggest that demands on aggregates resources in the Joint Plan area from locations outside the area, in markets both to the north and south of North Yorkshire (eg West and South Yorkshire and Tees Valley), are likely to continue over the plan period. 
	Is this is a DtC matter: yes At a general level engagement activity relevant to the Duty to Cooperate, including preparation of the Local Aggregates Assessment 2014, suggest that demands on aggregates resources in the Joint Plan area from locations outside the area, in markets both to the north and south of North Yorkshire (eg West and South Yorkshire and Tees Valley), are likely to continue over the plan period. 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	A range of views were expressed in relation to this area of policy, with a recognition by some respondents of the benefits of seeking to locate sources of supply close to markets to minimise transport impacts whereas the aggregates industry commented that the existing pattern of sites already reflects the distribution of markets, that industry will always seek to locate sources of supply near to markets for reasons of economics and that there is a need for some flexibility. Other respondents considered that
	A range of views were expressed in relation to this area of policy, with a recognition by some respondents of the benefits of seeking to locate sources of supply close to markets to minimise transport impacts whereas the aggregates industry commented that the existing pattern of sites already reflects the distribution of markets, that industry will always seek to locate sources of supply near to markets for reasons of economics and that there is a need for some flexibility. Other respondents considered that

	additional provision likely to be made for aggregates in the Plan will be for this type of aggregate.  A further consideration relevant to this issue is the extent to which, for sand and gravel, the previous policy approach in North Yorkshire of considering concreting sand and gravel provision and landbanks on the basis of northwards and southwards distribution areas, reflecting general patterns of supply from the Plan area, may help to deliver an objective of ensuring a good match between sources of supply
	additional provision likely to be made for aggregates in the Plan will be for this type of aggregate.  A further consideration relevant to this issue is the extent to which, for sand and gravel, the previous policy approach in North Yorkshire of considering concreting sand and gravel provision and landbanks on the basis of northwards and southwards distribution areas, reflecting general patterns of supply from the Plan area, may help to deliver an objective of ensuring a good match between sources of supply

	Preferred policy approach 
	Preferred policy approach 

	That the overall locational approach to new sources of supply of aggregate be addressed through the identification of northwards and southwards supply areas for concreting sand and gravel through the specific sand and gravel policies in the Plan and that a flexible locational approach to the supply of building sand be followed through the specific building sand policies in the Plan. For crushed rock it is considered that an overall locational approach will not be required if future provision is focused on M
	That the overall locational approach to new sources of supply of aggregate be addressed through the identification of northwards and southwards supply areas for concreting sand and gravel through the specific sand and gravel policies in the Plan and that a flexible locational approach to the supply of building sand be followed through the specific building sand policies in the Plan. For crushed rock it is considered that an overall locational approach will not be required if future provision is focused on M

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	N/A  
	N/A  


	Policy id03: Calculating sand and gravel provision- Now Called Provision of sand and gravel 
	Policy id03: Calculating sand and gravel provision- Now Called Provision of sand and gravel 
	Policy id03: Calculating sand and gravel provision- Now Called Provision of sand and gravel 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would involve projecting forward 10 year annual average sales over the period to 2030 to provide an indication of the overall scale of provision required, after allowing for the level of reserves already with planning permission. Based on the position at the end of 2011 this would result in a need for an additional 27.5mt of sand and gravel over the Plan period. 

	Option 2: This option would calculate provision of sand and gravel by basing future requirements on an assumed annual average requirement higher than that generated by taking an annual average of 10 years sales at the time of plan preparation. This option would include an assumption of an additional 7mt over the plan period (calculated based on the mid-point between the sub regional apportionment figures contained in the former RSS of 2.63mtpa and provision based on pre-recession levels of 2.7mtpa). Based o
	Option 2: This option would calculate provision of sand and gravel by basing future requirements on an assumed annual average requirement higher than that generated by taking an annual average of 10 years sales at the time of plan preparation. This option would include an assumption of an additional 7mt over the plan period (calculated based on the mid-point between the sub regional apportionment figures contained in the former RSS of 2.63mtpa and provision based on pre-recession levels of 2.7mtpa). Based o

	Option 3: This option would calculate future provision by projecting forward 10 year annual sales and incorporating an additional contingency of 10% over the full plan period. Based on the position at the end of 2011 this would result in a need for an additional 31.9mt of sand and gravel over the plan period. 
	Option 3: This option would calculate future provision by projecting forward 10 year annual sales and incorporating an additional contingency of 10% over the full plan period. Based on the position at the end of 2011 this would result in a need for an additional 31.9mt of sand and gravel over the plan period. 

	Option 4: This option would calculate future provision by projecting forward 10 year average sales with the addition of a review of sand and gravel sales at the end of 2019. In the event that sales of sand and gravel recover to a level such that short term average sales (as measured over a three year averaging period for the years 2017, 2018 and 2019) exceed the 10 year average sales figure used to define provision at the time of plan preparation by an amount exceeding 10%, then additional provision can be 
	Option 4: This option would calculate future provision by projecting forward 10 year average sales with the addition of a review of sand and gravel sales at the end of 2019. In the event that sales of sand and gravel recover to a level such that short term average sales (as measured over a three year averaging period for the years 2017, 2018 and 2019) exceed the 10 year average sales figure used to define provision at the time of plan preparation by an amount exceeding 10%, then additional provision can be 

	Option 5: This option would involve projecting forward 10 years annual sales but factoring in an assumed reduction of 1mt in land-won supply, which would be offset by increased imports of marine aggregate. Based on the position at the end of 2011 this would result in a need for an additional 26.5mt of sand and gravel over the plan period. 
	Option 5: This option would involve projecting forward 10 years annual sales but factoring in an assumed reduction of 1mt in land-won supply, which would be offset by increased imports of marine aggregate. Based on the position at the end of 2011 this would result in a need for an additional 26.5mt of sand and gravel over the plan period. 

	Option 6: This option would involve projecting forward 10 year annual sales but factoring in a larger assumed reduction in the overall requirement to take account of the potential for other alternative sources of supply to also serve markets currently met by exports from North Yorkshire. An assumed reduction in overall provision of 250,000tpa over the period 2020-2030 could be applied, resulting in a reduction of 2.5mt in overall provision. Based on the position at the end of 2011 this would result in a nee
	Option 6: This option would involve projecting forward 10 year annual sales but factoring in a larger assumed reduction in the overall requirement to take account of the potential for other alternative sources of supply to also serve markets currently met by exports from North Yorkshire. An assumed reduction in overall provision of 250,000tpa over the period 2020-2030 could be applied, resulting in a reduction of 2.5mt in overall provision. Based on the position at the end of 2011 this would result in a nee

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	There is a significant amount of uncertainty in relation to all of these options due to uncertainty over where provision would be made. However, generally there are likely to be negative effects on climate change, resource minimisation and waste, which range in severity depending on the amount extracted varying from option 2 (which performs least well) to option 6 (which performs the best). Negative effects are also observed in other areas for individual options, with Options 2, 3 and 4 exhibiting the most 
	There is a significant amount of uncertainty in relation to all of these options due to uncertainty over where provision would be made. However, generally there are likely to be negative effects on climate change, resource minimisation and waste, which range in severity depending on the amount extracted varying from option 2 (which performs least well) to option 6 (which performs the best). Negative effects are also observed in other areas for individual options, with Options 2, 3 and 4 exhibiting the most 


	result. Option 6 would be likely to have positive environmental effects due to a lower level of land take. 
	result. Option 6 would be likely to have positive environmental effects due to a lower level of land take. 
	result. Option 6 would be likely to have positive environmental effects due to a lower level of land take. 

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	25 

	Question 11: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 11: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 2(SC/MWI/ 2 Local Authorities) 
	Option 5: 0 

	Option 2: 0(SC/MWI/ Local Authorities) 
	Option 2: 0(SC/MWI/ Local Authorities) 
	Option 6: 6(SC/MWI/ Local Authorities) 

	Option 3: 3(SC/MWI/ 1Local Authorities) 
	Option 3: 3(SC/MWI/ 1Local Authorities) 
	Did not Specify: 3(SC/2 MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 

	Option 4: 7(1 SC/1 MWI/ 2 Local Authorities) 
	Option 4: 7(1 SC/1 MWI/ 2 Local Authorities) 
	None: 1(1 SC) 

	Question 12: Are there any alternative options we should consider in order to determine the level of sand and gravel provision to be made in the Joint Plan? 
	Question 12: Are there any alternative options we should consider in order to determine the level of sand and gravel provision to be made in the Joint Plan? 
	Number of respondents: 3 (1 SC) 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	General Comments: The suggestion in option 6 that Derbyshire CC may increase supply of sand and gravel into West Yorkshire is unlikely to occur. Key messages Q 11: Respondents views were mixed on which option is preferred. Both option 6 and 4 were most preferred as they were seen to provide the greatest flexibility in terms of reviews to take account of uncertainties in supply. Some support was given for option 6 based on the view that this provided the ‘least worst’ option. Preference was also given to a c
	General Comments: The suggestion in option 6 that Derbyshire CC may increase supply of sand and gravel into West Yorkshire is unlikely to occur. Key messages Q 11: Respondents views were mixed on which option is preferred. Both option 6 and 4 were most preferred as they were seen to provide the greatest flexibility in terms of reviews to take account of uncertainties in supply. Some support was given for option 6 based on the view that this provided the ‘least worst’ option. Preference was also given to a c


	Calculate future provision by projecting forward 10 year annual average sales over the period to 2030 to provide an indication of the overall scale of provision required, after allowing for a level of reserves already with planning permission. Based on the position at the end of 2011 this would result in a need for an additional 27.5mt of sand and gravel over the plan period. Monitoring should take place on a regular basis. Proposed Option 10.  Option 4 should be expanded to take account of external source
	Calculate future provision by projecting forward 10 year annual average sales over the period to 2030 to provide an indication of the overall scale of provision required, after allowing for a level of reserves already with planning permission. Based on the position at the end of 2011 this would result in a need for an additional 27.5mt of sand and gravel over the plan period. Monitoring should take place on a regular basis. Proposed Option 10.  Option 4 should be expanded to take account of external source
	Calculate future provision by projecting forward 10 year annual average sales over the period to 2030 to provide an indication of the overall scale of provision required, after allowing for a level of reserves already with planning permission. Based on the position at the end of 2011 this would result in a need for an additional 27.5mt of sand and gravel over the plan period. Monitoring should take place on a regular basis. Proposed Option 10.  Option 4 should be expanded to take account of external source

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of assessment There is a significant amount of uncertainty in relation to all of these options due to uncertainty over where provision would be made. However, generally there are likely to be negative effects on climate change, resource minimisation and waste, which range in severity depending on the amount extracted varying from Option 2 (which performs least well) to Option 6 (which performs the best). Negative effects are also observed in other areas for individual options, with Options 2, 3, 4, 
	Summary of assessment There is a significant amount of uncertainty in relation to all of these options due to uncertainty over where provision would be made. However, generally there are likely to be negative effects on climate change, resource minimisation and waste, which range in severity depending on the amount extracted varying from Option 2 (which performs least well) to Option 6 (which performs the best). Negative effects are also observed in other areas for individual options, with Options 2, 3, 4, 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	It is agreed that factors other than historic sales should be taken into account in deriving the scale of future provision to be made for sand and gravel and that any approach should consider external supply and demand factors where practicable.  The range of specific views relevant to this issue are noted and have generally been reflected in discussion contained in the Local Aggregates Assessment for North Yorkshire, which will form a key part of the evidence base for the Plan.  It is also agreed that ther
	It is agreed that factors other than historic sales should be taken into account in deriving the scale of future provision to be made for sand and gravel and that any approach should consider external supply and demand factors where practicable.  The range of specific views relevant to this issue are noted and have generally been reflected in discussion contained in the Local Aggregates Assessment for North Yorkshire, which will form a key part of the evidence base for the Plan.  It is also agreed that ther

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	An updated Local Aggregates Assessment for the Yorkshire and Humber area was produced in 
	An updated Local Aggregates Assessment for the Yorkshire and Humber area was produced in 

	February 2015 for submission to the Y&H AWP. 
	February 2015 for submission to the Y&H AWP. 

	Duty to cooperate 
	Duty to cooperate 

	Is this is a DtC matter: yes Supply of sand and gravel gives rise to strategic cross boundary issues as a result of the important role of the Plan area in the export of sand and gravel to adjacent areas where shortfalls in supply exist. Consultation with relevant MPAs has taken place during preparation of the Plan and in the preparation of the Local Aggregates Assessment.  Discussion with adjacent MPAs has also taken place via the Y&H AWP and through input into LAAs prepared by adjacent areas. 
	Is this is a DtC matter: yes Supply of sand and gravel gives rise to strategic cross boundary issues as a result of the important role of the Plan area in the export of sand and gravel to adjacent areas where shortfalls in supply exist. Consultation with relevant MPAs has taken place during preparation of the Plan and in the preparation of the Local Aggregates Assessment.  Discussion with adjacent MPAs has also taken place via the Y&H AWP and through input into LAAs prepared by adjacent areas. 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	The updated (2015) Local Aggregates Assessment is the key source of evidence for identification of the scale of future provision to be made for sand and gravel.  This contains detailed information and discussion on a local approach to identifying future demand over the plan period and has been developed through consultation with relevant organisations including the minerals industry.  The conclusions of the LAA suggest that the level of predicted demand should reflect historic sales but add additional compo
	The updated (2015) Local Aggregates Assessment is the key source of evidence for identification of the scale of future provision to be made for sand and gravel.  This contains detailed information and discussion on a local approach to identifying future demand over the plan period and has been developed through consultation with relevant organisations including the minerals industry.  The conclusions of the LAA suggest that the level of predicted demand should reflect historic sales but add additional compo

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M02: Provision of sand and gravel 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M02: Provision of sand and gravel 

	Total provision for sand and gravel over the 16 year period 1st January 2015 to 31st December 2030 will be made in the range of 41.3 to 42.8 million tonnes, at an equivalent annual rate 
	Total provision for sand and gravel over the 16 year period 1st January 2015 to 31st December 2030 will be made in the range of 41.3 to 42.8 million tonnes, at an equivalent annual rate 

	between 2.58 and 2.68 million tonnes. Additional provision shall be made, through a mid term review of provision in the Plan, if necessary in order to maintain a 7 year landbank of sand and gravel at 31 December 2030 based on an annual rate of provision to be determined through the review. Supporting justification Evidence indicates that demand for sand and gravel worked in the Plan area is likely to continue and may increase over recent historic levels.  Pressure for growth and development generates demand
	between 2.58 and 2.68 million tonnes. Additional provision shall be made, through a mid term review of provision in the Plan, if necessary in order to maintain a 7 year landbank of sand and gravel at 31 December 2030 based on an annual rate of provision to be determined through the review. Supporting justification Evidence indicates that demand for sand and gravel worked in the Plan area is likely to continue and may increase over recent historic levels.  Pressure for growth and development generates demand
	-


	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Links to Objectives Objective 5 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id01: Broad geographical approach to supply of aggregate Id04: Overall distribution of sand and gravel provision Id05: Landbanks for sand and gravel Id10: Concreting sand and gravel delivery Id11: Building sand delivery Id14: Supply of alternatives to land won primary aggregates 
	Links to Objectives Objective 5 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id01: Broad geographical approach to supply of aggregate Id04: Overall distribution of sand and gravel provision Id05: Landbanks for sand and gravel Id10: Concreting sand and gravel delivery Id11: Building sand delivery Id14: Supply of alternatives to land won primary aggregates 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment This preferred policy’s effects are in the main uncertain as no indication of where provision would be obtained from is presented. However, clearly extracting a substantial volume of sand and gravel will have at least some environmental effects, though the magnitude of these effects is dependent on location. There are a small number of exceptions to this. For instance, it requires energy to extract and to transport minerals which, assuming continued reliance on fossil energy, would gen
	Summary of assessment This preferred policy’s effects are in the main uncertain as no indication of where provision would be obtained from is presented. However, clearly extracting a substantial volume of sand and gravel will have at least some environmental effects, though the magnitude of these effects is dependent on location. There are a small number of exceptions to this. For instance, it requires energy to extract and to transport minerals which, assuming continued reliance on fossil energy, would gen


	ultimately lead to further restoration in line with other policies in the plan, while the economic development, flooding and changing population objectives would also be supported. 
	Recommendations 
	While much is uncertain in relation to this objective, although this is inevitable in a policy of this nature.  To some extent this policy is mitigated by policy M11 which encourages alternatives to land won primary aggregate, though it is acknowledged that many secondary and recycled aggregates are not direct substitutes for sand and gravel.  Further consideration of the potential contribution made by recycled and secondary aggregate is recommended when this policy is considered at the mid term review, dep
	Policy id04: Overall distribution of sand and gravel provision 
	Policy id04: Overall distribution of sand and gravel provision 
	Policy id04: Overall distribution of sand and gravel provision 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option could make future provision for sand and gravel on the basis of separate provision for the southwards and northwards distribution areas (concreting sand and gravel) and for building sand, at a ratio of 50:45:5. 

	Option 2: This option could make future provision for sand and gravel on the basis of separate provision for the southwards and northwards distribution areas with an increased emphasis on provision for the southwards distribution area. This could assume provision based on a ratio of 55:40:5 southwards : northwards : building sand. 
	Option 2: This option could make future provision for sand and gravel on the basis of separate provision for the southwards and northwards distribution areas with an increased emphasis on provision for the southwards distribution area. This could assume provision based on a ratio of 55:40:5 southwards : northwards : building sand. 

	Option 3: This option could make future provision for sand and gravel on the basis of separate provision for the southwards and northwards distribution areas with increased emphasis on provision for the northwards distribution area. This could assume provision on the basis of a ratio of 45:50:5 southwards : northwards : building sand. 
	Option 3: This option could make future provision for sand and gravel on the basis of separate provision for the southwards and northwards distribution areas with increased emphasis on provision for the northwards distribution area. This could assume provision on the basis of a ratio of 45:50:5 southwards : northwards : building sand. 

	Option 4: This option could make provision for concreting sand and gravel on the basis of a single subdivision, combining provision across the northwards and southwards distribution areas, with overall provision of concreting sand and gravel: building sand at a ratio of 95:5. 
	Option 4: This option could make provision for concreting sand and gravel on the basis of a single subdivision, combining provision across the northwards and southwards distribution areas, with overall provision of concreting sand and gravel: building sand at a ratio of 95:5. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	All options display a mixture of uncertain, negative and positive effects. However, Option 1 displays the strongest positive effects largely because it matches well with current market demand, so effects on transport, air pollution and climate change as well as economic growth are all positive. There are also a number of areas where positive effects are either balanced by uncertainty or are confined to a particular period. Other options tend to perform less well, and effects vary depending on the ratio of n
	All options display a mixture of uncertain, negative and positive effects. However, Option 1 displays the strongest positive effects largely because it matches well with current market demand, so effects on transport, air pollution and climate change as well as economic growth are all positive. There are also a number of areas where positive effects are either balanced by uncertainty or are confined to a particular period. Other options tend to perform less well, and effects vary depending on the ratio of n

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	18 

	Question 13: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 13: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 9 (1 SC,2 MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 

	Option 2: 0 
	Option 2: 0 

	Option 3: 2(SC/MWI/ Local Authorities) 
	Option 3: 2(SC/MWI/ Local Authorities) 
	None: 1(SC/MWI/ Local Authorities) 

	Option 4: 1(SC/MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 
	Option 4: 1(SC/MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 
	Did not specify: 2(SC/MWI/1 Local Authorities) 

	Question 14: Are there any alternative options we should consider relevant to the distribution of sand and gravel provision in the Joint Plan area? 
	Question 14: Are there any alternative options we should consider relevant to the distribution of sand and gravel provision in the Joint Plan area? 
	Number of respondents: 3 (1 SC, 1 MWI, 1 Local Authorities) 


	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	General Comments: Concern about any action to limit exports to adjoining areas in the short to medium term. Option 3 suggests there is potential for an increase in supply of sand and gravel from East Midlands to west and south Yorkshire but this is unlikely to occur from Derbyshire. Extraction should only occur where there is adequate means of restoration identified. Key Messages Q13: The majority of respondents expressed a preference for the continuation of the existing northward and southward supply patte
	General Comments: Concern about any action to limit exports to adjoining areas in the short to medium term. Option 3 suggests there is potential for an increase in supply of sand and gravel from East Midlands to west and south Yorkshire but this is unlikely to occur from Derbyshire. Extraction should only occur where there is adequate means of restoration identified. Key Messages Q13: The majority of respondents expressed a preference for the continuation of the existing northward and southward supply patte

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of assessment All options display a mixture of uncertain, negative and positive effects. However, Option 1 displays the strongest positive effects largely because it matches well with current market demand, so effects on transport, air pollution and climate change as well as economic growth are all positive. There are also a number of areas where positive effects are either balanced by uncertainty or are confined to a particular period.  Other options tend to perform less well, and effects vary depe
	Summary of assessment All options display a mixture of uncertain, negative and positive effects. However, Option 1 displays the strongest positive effects largely because it matches well with current market demand, so effects on transport, air pollution and climate change as well as economic growth are all positive. There are also a number of areas where positive effects are either balanced by uncertainty or are confined to a particular period.  Other options tend to perform less well, and effects vary depe

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The preference for distributing provision in line with the previous approach and in order to maintain existing supply patterns is noted. It is agreed that it may be appropriate to make provision across the whole of the Plan area if it is not practicable to make sufficient provision within either subdivision.  This could help avoid an undue burden being placed on any particular distribution area in order to meet expected requirements. 
	The preference for distributing provision in line with the previous approach and in order to maintain existing supply patterns is noted. It is agreed that it may be appropriate to make provision across the whole of the Plan area if it is not practicable to make sufficient provision within either subdivision.  This could help avoid an undue burden being placed on any particular distribution area in order to meet expected requirements. 

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	Local Aggregates Assessment Dec 2014 and Sand and Gravel Demand Forecasting Paper (July 2014).  These indicate an expectation of future demand from markets outside the Plan area both to the north and south, including the potential for a small increase in demand from markets in West and South Yorkshire.   
	Local Aggregates Assessment Dec 2014 and Sand and Gravel Demand Forecasting Paper (July 2014).  These indicate an expectation of future demand from markets outside the Plan area both to the north and south, including the potential for a small increase in demand from markets in West and South Yorkshire.   

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this is a DtC matter: yes Considered through preparation of and consultation on the NY LAA 2014 update, Sand and Gravel Forecasting Paper and direct correspondence with other MPAs. 
	Is this is a DtC matter: yes Considered through preparation of and consultation on the NY LAA 2014 update, Sand and Gravel Forecasting Paper and direct correspondence with other MPAs. 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	The approach to this issue is influenced by the overall approach to forecasting demand for sand and gravel and the overall scale planned for.  Since preparation of the Issues and Options consultation further work on demand forecasting has taken place, leading to a suggested approach which factors in likely future demand into an overall forecast. This work, and work on the LAA, suggests that there may be a small relative increase in demand from export markets south of the Plan area rather than to the North. 
	The approach to this issue is influenced by the overall approach to forecasting demand for sand and gravel and the overall scale planned for.  Since preparation of the Issues and Options consultation further work on demand forecasting has taken place, leading to a suggested approach which factors in likely future demand into an overall forecast. This work, and work on the LAA, suggests that there may be a small relative increase in demand from export markets south of the Plan area rather than to the North. 

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M03: Overall distribution of sand and gravel provision 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M03: Overall distribution of sand and gravel provision 

	Overall provision of sand and gravel will be allocated in the following proportions: Southwards distribution area: 50% Northwards distribution area: 45% Building sand: 5% If it is not practicable to make overall provision, through grant of permission on allocated sites in accordance with this ratio, then provision for concreting sand and gravel shall be made across both areas in combination.  Supporting text Evidence in the Local Aggregates Assessment suggests that demand for sand and gravel from the Plan a
	Overall provision of sand and gravel will be allocated in the following proportions: Southwards distribution area: 50% Northwards distribution area: 45% Building sand: 5% If it is not practicable to make overall provision, through grant of permission on allocated sites in accordance with this ratio, then provision for concreting sand and gravel shall be made across both areas in combination.  Supporting text Evidence in the Local Aggregates Assessment suggests that demand for sand and gravel from the Plan a

	of key markets for sand and gravel as well as the distribution of sources of supply and this approach has been successful in maintaining supply.  Although there are some indications that there could be a small relative increase in future demand from markets to the South in response to future supply constraints and growth pressures, an allowance for this has been made in the overall forecast of demand for the Joint Plan area and there are a number of uncertainties about the actual scale of future demand for 
	of key markets for sand and gravel as well as the distribution of sources of supply and this approach has been successful in maintaining supply.  Although there are some indications that there could be a small relative increase in future demand from markets to the South in response to future supply constraints and growth pressures, an allowance for this has been made in the overall forecast of demand for the Joint Plan area and there are a number of uncertainties about the actual scale of future demand for 

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Links to Objectives Objective 5 Objective 6 Objective 7 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id01: Broad geographical approach to supply of aggregate Id03: Calculating sand and gravel provision Id04: Overall distribution of sand and gravel provision Id05: Landbanks for sand and gravel Id06: Safeguarding sand and gravel Id10: Concreting sand and gravel Id11: Building sand delivery 
	Links to Objectives Objective 5 Objective 6 Objective 7 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id01: Broad geographical approach to supply of aggregate Id03: Calculating sand and gravel provision Id04: Overall distribution of sand and gravel provision Id05: Landbanks for sand and gravel Id06: Safeguarding sand and gravel Id10: Concreting sand and gravel Id11: Building sand delivery 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment There are a range of effects that arise from this preferred policy and all effects are tentative with significant uncertainty at this scale. For instance, the biodiversity, water, soils, historic environment and recreation objectives all show a negative relationship with this preferred policy, largely because the balance of development proposed favours areas that are richer in terms of the environmental assets associated with those SA objectives. More positive contributions towards obj
	Summary of assessment There are a range of effects that arise from this preferred policy and all effects are tentative with significant uncertainty at this scale. For instance, the biodiversity, water, soils, historic environment and recreation objectives all show a negative relationship with this preferred policy, largely because the balance of development proposed favours areas that are richer in terms of the environmental assets associated with those SA objectives. More positive contributions towards obj


	Policy id05: Landbanks for sand and gravel 
	Policy id05: Landbanks for sand and gravel 
	Policy id05: Landbanks for sand and gravel 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: Provide for separate 7 year landbanks for concreting sand and gravel for both the southwards and northwards distribution areas and for building sand. 

	Option 2: Provide for a 7 year landbank for concreting sand and gravel over the whole Joint Plan area and a separate 7 year landbank for building sand. 
	Option 2: Provide for a 7 year landbank for concreting sand and gravel over the whole Joint Plan area and a separate 7 year landbank for building sand. 

	Option 3: This option would support the principle of time extensions at existing sand and gravel quarries where necessary to allow full extraction of permitted reserves. 
	Option 3: This option would support the principle of time extensions at existing sand and gravel quarries where necessary to allow full extraction of permitted reserves. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	Options 1 and 2 have relatively similar effects, although Option 2 allows more flexibility, which may result in lesser environmental effects. However Option 2 is assessed as having worse effects in relation to transport, air quality and climate change. Both options have major negative effects on soils in the long term as the potential for increased activity could impact on best and most versatile 
	Options 1 and 2 have relatively similar effects, although Option 2 allows more flexibility, which may result in lesser environmental effects. However Option 2 is assessed as having worse effects in relation to transport, air quality and climate change. Both options have major negative effects on soils in the long term as the potential for increased activity could impact on best and most versatile 


	agricultural land. Option 3, which would act in combination with Option 1 or 2, displays a number of sustainability benefits as site extensions have a number of inherent sustainability benefits due to their reduced land take and lesser resource consumption requirements. 
	agricultural land. Option 3, which would act in combination with Option 1 or 2, displays a number of sustainability benefits as site extensions have a number of inherent sustainability benefits due to their reduced land take and lesser resource consumption requirements. 
	agricultural land. Option 3, which would act in combination with Option 1 or 2, displays a number of sustainability benefits as site extensions have a number of inherent sustainability benefits due to their reduced land take and lesser resource consumption requirements. 

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	15 

	Question 15: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 15: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 2 (SC/MWI/ Local Authorities) 
	Combination: 7 (SC/3 MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 

	Option 2: 1 (SC/MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 
	Option 2: 1 (SC/MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 
	Did not Specify: 0 

	Option 3: 3 (SC/MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 
	Option 3: 3 (SC/MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 
	None: 1(1 SC/MWI/ Local Authorities) 

	Question 16: Are there any alternative options that the Authorities should consider relating to the maintenance of landbanks for sand and gravel within the Joint Plan area? 
	Question 16: Are there any alternative options that the Authorities should consider relating to the maintenance of landbanks for sand and gravel within the Joint Plan area? 
	Number of respondents: 1 (SC/MWI/ Local Authorities) 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key messages Q15: The majority of respondents expressed a preference for a combination of the options put forward. 5 respondents considered a combination of Option 1 and 3 would provide the most appropriate Option whilst a further 2 respondents considered a combination of Option 2 and 3 would be the most appropriate.  Key Messages Q16:  Two alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why they
	Key messages Q15: The majority of respondents expressed a preference for a combination of the options put forward. 5 respondents considered a combination of Option 1 and 3 would provide the most appropriate Option whilst a further 2 respondents considered a combination of Option 2 and 3 would be the most appropriate.  Key Messages Q16:  Two alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why they

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	N/A 
	N/A 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The preference of the majority of consultees for a combination of Options 1 and 3 is noted.  This approach (in relation to maintenance of a landbank) would also be more in line with other proposed policies relating to the provision of sand and gravel.  
	The preference of the majority of consultees for a combination of Options 1 and 3 is noted.  This approach (in relation to maintenance of a landbank) would also be more in line with other proposed policies relating to the provision of sand and gravel.  

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	Local Aggregates Assessment December 2014 and Aggregates Demand Forecasting Paper July 2014 is the most up to date evidence relating to sand and gravel landbanks. The evidence used was accurate as of January 2015. 
	Local Aggregates Assessment December 2014 and Aggregates Demand Forecasting Paper July 2014 is the most up to date evidence relating to sand and gravel landbanks. The evidence used was accurate as of January 2015. 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this is a DtC matter: yes At a general level the issue of maintaining supply of aggregate, including to locations outside the Joint Plan area, have been addressed through preparation of, and consultation on, the Local Aggregates assessment and Demand Forecasting Paper and through direct consultation with relevant MPAs.  
	Is this is a DtC matter: yes At a general level the issue of maintaining supply of aggregate, including to locations outside the Joint Plan area, have been addressed through preparation of, and consultation on, the Local Aggregates assessment and Demand Forecasting Paper and through direct consultation with relevant MPAs.  

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	Consideration of the issues and options dealt with under id04 has led to the conclusion that provision for concreting sand and gravel should be made on the basis of northwards and southwards supply areas, with separate provision for building sand because of the differing markets it serves. If this approach is adopted it follows that, for monitoring purposes, corresponding separate landbanks should be maintained.  This will help ensure that adequacy of supply within each of the subdivisions can be kept under
	Consideration of the issues and options dealt with under id04 has led to the conclusion that provision for concreting sand and gravel should be made on the basis of northwards and southwards supply areas, with separate provision for building sand because of the differing markets it serves. If this approach is adopted it follows that, for monitoring purposes, corresponding separate landbanks should be maintained.  This will help ensure that adequacy of supply within each of the subdivisions can be kept under


	landbank for sand and gravel should be considered and such an approach would be in line with national policy. An additional option was also put forward relating to the provision of support for time extensions to existing sand and gravel quarries where necessary to allow full extraction of reserves to help maintain landbanks.  Whilst it is considered that such an approach should be supported in the Plan this matter may more appropriately be dealt with along with other policy areas in the Plan.  
	landbank for sand and gravel should be considered and such an approach would be in line with national policy. An additional option was also put forward relating to the provision of support for time extensions to existing sand and gravel quarries where necessary to allow full extraction of reserves to help maintain landbanks.  Whilst it is considered that such an approach should be supported in the Plan this matter may more appropriately be dealt with along with other policy areas in the Plan.  
	landbank for sand and gravel should be considered and such an approach would be in line with national policy. An additional option was also put forward relating to the provision of support for time extensions to existing sand and gravel quarries where necessary to allow full extraction of reserves to help maintain landbanks.  Whilst it is considered that such an approach should be supported in the Plan this matter may more appropriately be dealt with along with other policy areas in the Plan.  

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M04: Landbanks for sand and gravel 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M04: Landbanks for sand and gravel 

	A minimum 7 year landbank of concreting sand and gravel will be maintained throughout the plan period for each of the northwards and southwards distribution areas identified on the key diagram.  A separate minimum 7 year landbank will be maintained throughout the plan period for building sand. Supporting text National planning policy for aggregate minerals requires the maintenance of landbanks (a stock of reserves with planning permission for extraction) to help ensure continuity in supply. The landbank is 
	A minimum 7 year landbank of concreting sand and gravel will be maintained throughout the plan period for each of the northwards and southwards distribution areas identified on the key diagram.  A separate minimum 7 year landbank will be maintained throughout the plan period for building sand. Supporting text National planning policy for aggregate minerals requires the maintenance of landbanks (a stock of reserves with planning permission for extraction) to help ensure continuity in supply. The landbank is 

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Links to Objectives Objective 5 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id01: Broad geographical approach to supply of aggregate Id03: Calculating sand and gravel provision Id04: Overall distribution for sand and gravel Id10: Concreting sand and gravel delivery Id11: Building sand delivery Id13: Unallocated extensions to existing aggregates quarries Id41: Borrow pits 
	Links to Objectives Objective 5 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id01: Broad geographical approach to supply of aggregate Id03: Calculating sand and gravel provision Id04: Overall distribution for sand and gravel Id10: Concreting sand and gravel delivery Id11: Building sand delivery Id13: Unallocated extensions to existing aggregates quarries Id41: Borrow pits 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment Impacts in relation to this policy are largely neutral in the short term with minor negative impacts occurring in the medium to long term. This is because in the longer term separate northwards and southwards distribution area landbanks could mean that there is increased pressure to maintain the landbank in defined (and therefore finite) areas, which may put additional pressure to approve sites in 
	Summary of assessment Impacts in relation to this policy are largely neutral in the short term with minor negative impacts occurring in the medium to long term. This is because in the longer term separate northwards and southwards distribution area landbanks could mean that there is increased pressure to maintain the landbank in defined (and therefore finite) areas, which may put additional pressure to approve sites in 


	areas where cumulative effects on are already starting to build. Major negative impacts have been recorded in relation to minimising resource use and prioritising management of waste as high up the waste hierarchy as practicable as maintaining a landbank is likely to reduce incentive to work towards these objectives. Positive impacts have been identified in relation to the economy and meeting the needs of a changing population as this policy would ensure that adequate resources are available to support grow
	Recommendations 
	No further mitigation is proposed. 
	Policy id06: Safeguarding sand and gravel 
	Policy id06: Safeguarding sand and gravel 
	Policy id06: Safeguarding sand and gravel 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option could safeguard all known sand and gravel resources with a 250m buffer zone to help prevent sterilisation from proximal development. 

	Option 2: This option could safeguard all known sand and gravel resources with a 100m buffer zone to help prevent sterilisation from proximal development. Provide for a 7 year landbank for concreting sand and gravel over the whole Joint Plan area and a separate 7 year landbank for building sand. 
	Option 2: This option could safeguard all known sand and gravel resources with a 100m buffer zone to help prevent sterilisation from proximal development. Provide for a 7 year landbank for concreting sand and gravel over the whole Joint Plan area and a separate 7 year landbank for building sand. 

	Option 3: This option would only safeguard sand and gravel resources outside urban areas and National Park and AONB designations. 
	Option 3: This option would only safeguard sand and gravel resources outside urban areas and National Park and AONB designations. 

	Option 4: This option could operate in parallel with other options and would only safeguard sand and gravel resource areas with an identified tonnage of 0.75mt or more. 
	Option 4: This option could operate in parallel with other options and would only safeguard sand and gravel resource areas with an identified tonnage of 0.75mt or more. 

	Option 5: This option could operate in parallel with other options and would safeguard any additional resources (not identified in the current evidence base) where put forward for allocation as sites or preferred areas and where supported by adequate information to justify the presence of a viable resource. 
	Option 5: This option could operate in parallel with other options and would safeguard any additional resources (not identified in the current evidence base) where put forward for allocation as sites or preferred areas and where supported by adequate information to justify the presence of a viable resource. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	As safeguarding does not infer any sand and gravel development will take place there is generally no predicted effect. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan. Most of the options perform strongly in terms of minimising the use of resources as well as the economic growth objective as future sterilisation is avoided, thus conserving resources for future economic benefit. Option 1 performs better than Options 2 and 3 in relation to the economy, whilst all of Opti
	As safeguarding does not infer any sand and gravel development will take place there is generally no predicted effect. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan. Most of the options perform strongly in terms of minimising the use of resources as well as the economic growth objective as future sterilisation is avoided, thus conserving resources for future economic benefit. Option 1 performs better than Options 2 and 3 in relation to the economy, whilst all of Opti

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	17 

	Question 17: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 17: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 6 (SC/2 MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 
	Option 5: 0 

	Option 2: 0 
	Option 2: 0 
	Combination: 6(SC/2 MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 

	Option 3: 1(1 SC) 
	Option 3: 1(1 SC) 
	Did not specify: 1(1 LA) 

	Option 4: 1(SC/MWI/ Local Authorities) 
	Option 4: 1(SC/MWI/ Local Authorities) 
	None: 0 

	Question 18: Are there any alternative options that the Authorities should consider 
	Question 18: Are there any alternative options that the Authorities should consider 
	Number of respondents: 2 


	relating to safeguarding of sand and gravel resources? 
	relating to safeguarding of sand and gravel resources? 
	relating to safeguarding of sand and gravel resources? 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key messages Q17: Respondents views were mixed with Option 1 and a combination of Options being preferred. Of the combination of options which were put forward by respondents 4 favoured an approach based on Option 1 and Option 5, 1 respondent suggested an approach based on Options 2 and 5 and 1 respondent preferred an approach based on Options 1 and 4.  3 respondents did not support an approach which included Option 3 as it is considered that safeguarding should not exclude mineral resources within environm
	Key messages Q17: Respondents views were mixed with Option 1 and a combination of Options being preferred. Of the combination of options which were put forward by respondents 4 favoured an approach based on Option 1 and Option 5, 1 respondent suggested an approach based on Options 2 and 5 and 1 respondent preferred an approach based on Options 1 and 4.  3 respondents did not support an approach which included Option 3 as it is considered that safeguarding should not exclude mineral resources within environm

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of assessment As safeguarding does not infer any sand and gravel development will take place there is generally no predicted effect. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan.  Most of the options perform strongly in terms of minimising the use of resources as well as the economic growth objective as future sterilisation is avoided, thus conserving resources for future economic benefit. Options 1 and 6 perform better than Options 2 and 3 in relation to th
	Summary of assessment As safeguarding does not infer any sand and gravel development will take place there is generally no predicted effect. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan.  Most of the options perform strongly in terms of minimising the use of resources as well as the economic growth objective as future sterilisation is avoided, thus conserving resources for future economic benefit. Options 1 and 6 perform better than Options 2 and 3 in relation to th

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The preference of the majority of consultees to either Option 1 or a combination of Options 1 and 5 is 
	The preference of the majority of consultees to either Option 1 or a combination of Options 1 and 5 is 


	noted. It is agreed that such an approach would be most in line with the BGS good practice guidance on minerals safeguarding (2011) and work undertaken on safeguarding by BGS on behalf of the Joint Plan authorities.  It is not considered that a 500m safeguarding buffer for sand and gravel would be appropriate taking into account the working methods typically used in sand and gravel extraction and the comparatively lower amenity impacts that tend to arise compared with certain types of stone quarries. 
	noted. It is agreed that such an approach would be most in line with the BGS good practice guidance on minerals safeguarding (2011) and work undertaken on safeguarding by BGS on behalf of the Joint Plan authorities.  It is not considered that a 500m safeguarding buffer for sand and gravel would be appropriate taking into account the working methods typically used in sand and gravel extraction and the comparatively lower amenity impacts that tend to arise compared with certain types of stone quarries. 
	noted. It is agreed that such an approach would be most in line with the BGS good practice guidance on minerals safeguarding (2011) and work undertaken on safeguarding by BGS on behalf of the Joint Plan authorities.  It is not considered that a 500m safeguarding buffer for sand and gravel would be appropriate taking into account the working methods typically used in sand and gravel extraction and the comparatively lower amenity impacts that tend to arise compared with certain types of stone quarries. 

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	Since the Issues and Options consultation one additional evidence paper has been produced which is relevant to the safeguarding of sand and gravel, this is the Cross boundary Safeguarding Paper August 2014. This paper shows the cross boundary safeguarding of mineral resources including sand and gravel and currently out for consultation as of January 2015. 
	Since the Issues and Options consultation one additional evidence paper has been produced which is relevant to the safeguarding of sand and gravel, this is the Cross boundary Safeguarding Paper August 2014. This paper shows the cross boundary safeguarding of mineral resources including sand and gravel and currently out for consultation as of January 2015. 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this is a DtC matter: yes Consideration has been given to safeguarding of sand and gravel resources across the boundary of the Joint Plan area to help ensure consistency approach.  A paper on cross-boundary safeguarding has been produced and subject to consultation with adjacent mineral planning authorities. Consultation on safeguarding has also taken place with District Councils within the two-tier part of the Joint Plan area. 
	Is this is a DtC matter: yes Consideration has been given to safeguarding of sand and gravel resources across the boundary of the Joint Plan area to help ensure consistency approach.  A paper on cross-boundary safeguarding has been produced and subject to consultation with adjacent mineral planning authorities. Consultation on safeguarding has also taken place with District Councils within the two-tier part of the Joint Plan area. 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	The majority of consultees supported option 1 or a combination of option 1 and option 5. There was little support for not safeguarding resources in national parks, AONBs and urban areas, or only safeguarding resources over a certain size threshold. An alternative option with a larger buffer zone was also suggested and performed similarly to option 1 in terms of the SA.   Work on safeguarding sand and gravel in the Plan area (undertaken by BGS) recommends use of a 250m buffer zone, as well as the safeguardin
	The majority of consultees supported option 1 or a combination of option 1 and option 5. There was little support for not safeguarding resources in national parks, AONBs and urban areas, or only safeguarding resources over a certain size threshold. An alternative option with a larger buffer zone was also suggested and performed similarly to option 1 in terms of the SA.   Work on safeguarding sand and gravel in the Plan area (undertaken by BGS) recommends use of a 250m buffer zone, as well as the safeguardin

	Preferred policy approach – Title changed to S01: Safeguarding of mineral resources 
	Preferred policy approach – Title changed to S01: Safeguarding of mineral resources 

	1) All sand and gravel resources identified on the policies map will be safeguarded for the future.  An additional 250m buffer zone around each resource area will also be safeguarded to protect the resource from encroaching development. 2) All resources in Preferred Areas or Site Allocations shown on the policies map, along with a 250m buffer zone, will also be safeguarded where they lie outside the resource areas identified in part 1) above. COMBINED MINERALS SAFEGUARDING POLICY from PREFERRED OPTIONS DOCU
	1) All sand and gravel resources identified on the policies map will be safeguarded for the future.  An additional 250m buffer zone around each resource area will also be safeguarded to protect the resource from encroaching development. 2) All resources in Preferred Areas or Site Allocations shown on the policies map, along with a 250m buffer zone, will also be safeguarded where they lie outside the resource areas identified in part 1) above. COMBINED MINERALS SAFEGUARDING POLICY from PREFERRED OPTIONS DOCU

	the future : i) All crushed rock and silica sand resources with an additional 500m buffer ii) All sand and gravel, clay and shallow coal resources with an additional 250m buffer iii) Building stone resources and active and former building stone quarries with an additional 250m buffer Part two – Deep mineral resources: The following deep mineral resources and associated buffer zones identified on the policies map will be safeguarded from surface development to protect the resource for the future: i) Undergro
	the future : i) All crushed rock and silica sand resources with an additional 500m buffer ii) All sand and gravel, clay and shallow coal resources with an additional 250m buffer iii) Building stone resources and active and former building stone quarries with an additional 250m buffer Part two – Deep mineral resources: The following deep mineral resources and associated buffer zones identified on the policies map will be safeguarded from surface development to protect the resource for the future: i) Undergro

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Links to Objectives Objective 3 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id01: Broad geographical approach to supply of aggregates Id03: Calculating sand and gravel provision Id04: Overall distribution of sand and gravel provision Id05: Landbanks for sand and gravel Id70: Developments proposed within mineral safeguarding areas Id71: Consideration of applications in mineral safeguarding areas 
	Links to Objectives Objective 3 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id01: Broad geographical approach to supply of aggregates Id03: Calculating sand and gravel provision Id04: Overall distribution of sand and gravel provision Id05: Landbanks for sand and gravel Id70: Developments proposed within mineral safeguarding areas Id71: Consideration of applications in mineral safeguarding areas 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment As safeguarding does not infer that minerals extraction will take place there are generally no predicted direct effects. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan.  This policy is likely to result in minor to major positive impacts in relation to encouraging the safeguarding of resources, economic growth and meeting the needs of a changing population as future mineral resource sterilisation is avoided, thus conserving resources for future ec
	Summary of assessment As safeguarding does not infer that minerals extraction will take place there are generally no predicted direct effects. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan.  This policy is likely to result in minor to major positive impacts in relation to encouraging the safeguarding of resources, economic growth and meeting the needs of a changing population as future mineral resource sterilisation is avoided, thus conserving resources for future ec


	Policy id07: Provision of crushed rock 
	Policy id07: Provision of crushed rock 
	Policy id07: Provision of crushed rock 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option could identify future provision for crushed rock utilising the most recent 10 year average sales figures available at the time of production of the Joint Plan (i.e. total provision of 66.5mt). This option would not result in any requirement to release further reserves of crushed rock. 

	Option 2: This option could identify future provision for crushed rock utilising the most recent 10 year average sales figures available at the time of production of the Joint Plan, but with the identification of separate provision for Magnesian limestone at a level equivalent to 50% of the theoretical shortfall of Magnesian limestone (i.e. provision of an additional 8mt). 
	Option 2: This option could identify future provision for crushed rock utilising the most recent 10 year average sales figures available at the time of production of the Joint Plan, but with the identification of separate provision for Magnesian limestone at a level equivalent to 50% of the theoretical shortfall of Magnesian limestone (i.e. provision of an additional 8mt). 

	Option 3: This option would operate in parallel with options promoting the increased use of secondary and recycled materials as alternatives to primary aggregate (see subsequent section on Secondary and Recycled Aggregates id14) by assuming a reduced overall requirement for crushed rock (equivalent to a reduction of 0.1mtpa over the period 2015-2030), such that the overall crushed rock requirement for the plan is reduced by 1.5mt to a total of 65mt. 
	Option 3: This option would operate in parallel with options promoting the increased use of secondary and recycled materials as alternatives to primary aggregate (see subsequent section on Secondary and Recycled Aggregates id14) by assuming a reduced overall requirement for crushed rock (equivalent to a reduction of 0.1mtpa over the period 2015-2030), such that the overall crushed rock requirement for the plan is reduced by 1.5mt to a total of 65mt. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	The assessment has revealed that Option 2 is likely to result in negative effects on the environment, including biodiversity / geodiversity, water and air quality, the historic environment and landscape, but would act particularly positively in relation to ensuring sufficient minerals are available. Under Option 3 there are likely to be positive effects on environmental objectives, although overall these may be slight as the option represents only a small decrease in crushed rock provision. Option 1 has lim
	The assessment has revealed that Option 2 is likely to result in negative effects on the environment, including biodiversity / geodiversity, water and air quality, the historic environment and landscape, but would act particularly positively in relation to ensuring sufficient minerals are available. Under Option 3 there are likely to be positive effects on environmental objectives, although overall these may be slight as the option represents only a small decrease in crushed rock provision. Option 1 has lim

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	20 

	Question 19: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 19: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 4 (SC/MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 

	Option 2: 7 (SC/5 MWI/ 1Local Authorities) 
	Option 2: 7 (SC/5 MWI/ 1Local Authorities) 

	Option 3: 5 (1 SC/MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 
	Option 3: 5 (1 SC/MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 

	Question 20: Are there any alternative options the Authorities should be considering in order to determine the level of provision of crushed rock over the plan period? 
	Question 20: Are there any alternative options the Authorities should be considering in order to determine the level of provision of crushed rock over the plan period? 
	Number of respondents: 2 

	Question 21: Do you agree that there should be a ‘zero’ requirement for crushed rock from the North York Moors National Park? 
	Question 21: Do you agree that there should be a ‘zero’ requirement for crushed rock from the North York Moors National Park? 
	Number of respondents: 2 (2 MWI) 


	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q19: Mixed views were received across the options presented. The majority of respondents favoured Option 2, one respondent expressed concerns about the impact this option may have on the assets and designations of the Southern Magnesian Limestone Ridge. Mixed views were received in relation to Option 3, with 5 respondents expressing support. However a number of respondents expressed concerns that an approach based on Option 3 may result in the requirement to import high quality resources for us
	Key Messages Q19: Mixed views were received across the options presented. The majority of respondents favoured Option 2, one respondent expressed concerns about the impact this option may have on the assets and designations of the Southern Magnesian Limestone Ridge. Mixed views were received in relation to Option 3, with 5 respondents expressing support. However a number of respondents expressed concerns that an approach based on Option 3 may result in the requirement to import high quality resources for us

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of assessment The assessment has revealed that Option 2 is likely to result in negative effects on the environment, including biodiversity / geodiversity, water and air quality, the historic environment and landscape, but would act particularly positively in relation to ensuring sufficient minerals are available. Under Option 3 there are likely to be positive effects on environmental objectives, although overall these may be slight as the option represents only a small decrease in crushed rock provi
	Summary of assessment The assessment has revealed that Option 2 is likely to result in negative effects on the environment, including biodiversity / geodiversity, water and air quality, the historic environment and landscape, but would act particularly positively in relation to ensuring sufficient minerals are available. Under Option 3 there are likely to be positive effects on environmental objectives, although overall these may be slight as the option represents only a small decrease in crushed rock provi

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	Discussion on the identification of future requirements for crushed rock is contained in the Local Aggregates Assessment for the NY Sub-region.  The range of responses to consultation at Issues and Options stage is noted, including the lack of any clear consensus on the way forward in relation to overall identification of future requirements. Consultation during preparation of the Local Aggregates Assessment 2015 update indicated that industry did not necessarily favour an approach based on a more objective
	Discussion on the identification of future requirements for crushed rock is contained in the Local Aggregates Assessment for the NY Sub-region.  The range of responses to consultation at Issues and Options stage is noted, including the lack of any clear consensus on the way forward in relation to overall identification of future requirements. Consultation during preparation of the Local Aggregates Assessment 2015 update indicated that industry did not necessarily favour an approach based on a more objective

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	An updated Local Aggregates Assessment for the Yorkshire and Humber area was produced in February 2015 for submission to the Y&H AWP. 
	An updated Local Aggregates Assessment for the Yorkshire and Humber area was produced in February 2015 for submission to the Y&H AWP. 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this is a DtC matter: Yes Supply of crushed rock gives rise to strategic cross boundary issues as a result of the important role of the Plan area in the export of crushed rock to adjacent areas where shortfalls in supply exist. Consultation with relevant MPAs has taken place during preparation of the Plan and in the preparation of the Local Aggregates Assessment.  Discussion with adjacent MPAs has also taken place via the Y&H AWP and through input into LAAs prepared by adjacent areas. 
	Is this is a DtC matter: Yes Supply of crushed rock gives rise to strategic cross boundary issues as a result of the important role of the Plan area in the export of crushed rock to adjacent areas where shortfalls in supply exist. Consultation with relevant MPAs has taken place during preparation of the Plan and in the preparation of the Local Aggregates Assessment.  Discussion with adjacent MPAs has also taken place via the Y&H AWP and through input into LAAs prepared by adjacent areas. 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	The updated (2015) Local Aggregates Assessment is the key source of evidence for identification of the scale of future provision to be made for crushed rock. This contains detailed information and discussion on a local approach to identifying future demand over the plan period and has been developed through consultation with relevant organisations including the minerals industry.  For crushed rock, aggregates industry representatives have expressed the view that there is more uncertainty about the future le
	The updated (2015) Local Aggregates Assessment is the key source of evidence for identification of the scale of future provision to be made for crushed rock. This contains detailed information and discussion on a local approach to identifying future demand over the plan period and has been developed through consultation with relevant organisations including the minerals industry.  For crushed rock, aggregates industry representatives have expressed the view that there is more uncertainty about the future le

	considered appropriate that an equivalent percentage should be allocated to future provision specifically for Magnesian Limestone. It will also be necessary to ensure maintenance of an adequate landbank for crushed at the end of the Plan period, in line with national policy.  As the actual level of sales of crushed rock will be subject to ongoing monitoring over the plan period, and there will be a need to review the LAA annually in line with national policy, it is not considered appropriate at this stage t
	considered appropriate that an equivalent percentage should be allocated to future provision specifically for Magnesian Limestone. It will also be necessary to ensure maintenance of an adequate landbank for crushed at the end of the Plan period, in line with national policy.  As the actual level of sales of crushed rock will be subject to ongoing monitoring over the plan period, and there will be a need to review the LAA annually in line with national policy, it is not considered appropriate at this stage t

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M05: Provision of crushed rock 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M05: Provision of crushed rock 

	Total provision for crushed rock over the 16 year period 1st January 2015 to 31st December 2030 shall be 60mt, at an equivalent annual rate of 3.75mt, within which specific provision for a total of 22.2mt, at an equivalent annual rate of 1.39mt per annum, shall be for Magnesian Limestone. Additional provision shall be made if necessary, through a mid term review of provision in the Plan, in order to maintain a 10 year landbank of crushed rock, including a separate 10 year landbank for Magnesian Limestone, a
	Total provision for crushed rock over the 16 year period 1st January 2015 to 31st December 2030 shall be 60mt, at an equivalent annual rate of 3.75mt, within which specific provision for a total of 22.2mt, at an equivalent annual rate of 1.39mt per annum, shall be for Magnesian Limestone. Additional provision shall be made if necessary, through a mid term review of provision in the Plan, in order to maintain a 10 year landbank of crushed rock, including a separate 10 year landbank for Magnesian Limestone, a
	-


	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Links to Objectives Objective 5 
	Links to Objectives Objective 5 

	Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id01: Broad geographical approach to supply of aggregate Id08: Maintenance of landbank for crushed rock Id09: Safeguarding crushed rock Id12: Magnesian limestone delivery Id13: Unallocated extensions to existing aggregates quarries Id14: Supply of alternatives to land won primary aggregates 
	Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id01: Broad geographical approach to supply of aggregate Id08: Maintenance of landbank for crushed rock Id09: Safeguarding crushed rock Id12: Magnesian limestone delivery Id13: Unallocated extensions to existing aggregates quarries Id14: Supply of alternatives to land won primary aggregates 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment This preferred policy’s effects are in the main uncertain as no indication of where provision would be obtained from is presented. However, clearly extracting a substantial volume of crushed rock will have at least some environmental effects, though the magnitude of these effects is dependent on location. There are a small number of exceptions to this. For instance, it requires energy to extract and to transport minerals which, assuming continued reliance on fossil energy, would genera
	Summary of assessment This preferred policy’s effects are in the main uncertain as no indication of where provision would be obtained from is presented. However, clearly extracting a substantial volume of crushed rock will have at least some environmental effects, though the magnitude of these effects is dependent on location. There are a small number of exceptions to this. For instance, it requires energy to extract and to transport minerals which, assuming continued reliance on fossil energy, would genera


	Policy id08: Landbanks for crushed rock 
	Policy id08: Landbanks for crushed rock 
	Policy id08: Landbanks for crushed rock 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: Provide for maintenance of a single 10 year landbank of crushed rock over the plan period and support the principle of time extensions at individual sites where necessary to allow full extraction of permitted reserves. 

	Option 2: Provide for the maintenance of a separate 10 year landbank for Magnesian 
	Option 2: Provide for the maintenance of a separate 10 year landbank for Magnesian 

	TR
	limestone and other crushed rock reserves over the plan period and support the 

	TR
	principle of time extensions at individual sites where necessary to allow full extraction 

	TR
	of permitted reserves. 

	Option 3: This option could operate in association with either Option 1 or 2 above and would seek to ensure that landbanks of crushed rock are maintained within those parts of the plan area outside the National Park and AONBs. 
	Option 3: This option could operate in association with either Option 1 or 2 above and would seek to ensure that landbanks of crushed rock are maintained within those parts of the plan area outside the National Park and AONBs. 

	Option 4: This option could operate in association with either Option 1 or 2 above and would rely on national policy and development management policies in the Joint Plan to ensure that landbanks of crushed rock are maintained within those parts of the plan area outside the National Park and AONBs. The NPPF requires landbanks for non-energy minerals to be maintained outside of National Parks, AONBs, World Heritage Sites, Scheduled Monuments and Conservation Areas as far as is practical. 
	Option 4: This option could operate in association with either Option 1 or 2 above and would rely on national policy and development management policies in the Joint Plan to ensure that landbanks of crushed rock are maintained within those parts of the plan area outside the National Park and AONBs. The NPPF requires landbanks for non-energy minerals to be maintained outside of National Parks, AONBs, World Heritage Sites, Scheduled Monuments and Conservation Areas as far as is practical. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	The assessment has revealed that both Options 1 and 2 could have negative effects on the environment, including biodiversity / geodiversity, air and water quality, landscape and the historic environment, and communities of the Plan area should these result in the need to release more land for extraction than is currently permitted. They would however, enable a level of minerals supply to meet demand for development. Option 3 would provide protection for the National Park and the AONBs to a greater extent th
	The assessment has revealed that both Options 1 and 2 could have negative effects on the environment, including biodiversity / geodiversity, air and water quality, landscape and the historic environment, and communities of the Plan area should these result in the need to release more land for extraction than is currently permitted. They would however, enable a level of minerals supply to meet demand for development. Option 3 would provide protection for the National Park and the AONBs to a greater extent th

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 


	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	20 

	Question 22: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 22: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 2 (SC/MWI/ Local Authorities) 
	Combination: 5 (1 SC/1 MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 

	Option 2: 5 (SC/2 MWI/ Local Authorities) 
	Option 2: 5 (SC/2 MWI/ Local Authorities) 
	Did Not Specify: 0 

	Option 3: 4 (1 SC/MWI/ Local Authorities) 
	Option 3: 4 (1 SC/MWI/ Local Authorities) 
	None: 0 

	Option 4: 0 
	Option 4: 0 

	Question 23: Are there any alternative options that the Authorities should be considering relating to the maintenance of landbanks for crushed rock? 
	Question 23: Are there any alternative options that the Authorities should be considering relating to the maintenance of landbanks for crushed rock? 
	Number of respondents: 4 (SC/3 MWI/ Local Authorities) 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q22: Several respondents suggested approaches which involved a combination of the Options presented. 3 respondents suggested an approach based on a combination of Options 2 and 3 and 1 respondent suggested an approach based on combining Options 1, 2 and 4. Some respondents suggest that an approach based on option 3 would not be the most sustainable as there are some important operations with the AONBs and continuation of these may be the most appropriate to ensure continuation of supply. The MP
	Key Messages Q22: Several respondents suggested approaches which involved a combination of the Options presented. 3 respondents suggested an approach based on a combination of Options 2 and 3 and 1 respondent suggested an approach based on combining Options 1, 2 and 4. Some respondents suggest that an approach based on option 3 would not be the most sustainable as there are some important operations with the AONBs and continuation of these may be the most appropriate to ensure continuation of supply. The MP

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	N/A 
	N/A 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The support of the majority of consultees to the identification of a separate landbank of Magnesian Limestone is noted. In overall terms, a balance needs to be struck between the need to maintain an adequate landbank and the need to reflect the national policy approach which seeks to ensure that, so far as practicable, landbanks of aggregate are maintained outside NPs and AONBs.  Whilst other policy in the Plan seeks to provide a degree of flexibility in relation to further working of crushed rock at existi
	The support of the majority of consultees to the identification of a separate landbank of Magnesian Limestone is noted. In overall terms, a balance needs to be struck between the need to maintain an adequate landbank and the need to reflect the national policy approach which seeks to ensure that, so far as practicable, landbanks of aggregate are maintained outside NPs and AONBs.  Whilst other policy in the Plan seeks to provide a degree of flexibility in relation to further working of crushed rock at existi

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	Local Aggregates Assessment December 2014 and Aggregates Demand Forecasting Paper July 2014 is the most up to date evidence relating to crushed rock landbanks. The evidence used was accurate as of January 2015. 
	Local Aggregates Assessment December 2014 and Aggregates Demand Forecasting Paper July 2014 is the most up to date evidence relating to crushed rock landbanks. The evidence used was accurate as of January 2015. 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this is a DtC matter: yes At a general level this issue requires cooperation between the three mineral planning authorities preparing the Joint Plan, particularly NYCC and NYMNPA, and is being addressed through joint preparation of the Plan. 
	Is this is a DtC matter: yes At a general level this issue requires cooperation between the three mineral planning authorities preparing the Joint Plan, particularly NYCC and NYMNPA, and is being addressed through joint preparation of the Plan. 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	National planning policy supports the maintenance of a minimum 10 year landbank for crushed rock and indicates that separate landbanks should be maintained for any aggregate materials of a specific 
	National planning policy supports the maintenance of a minimum 10 year landbank for crushed rock and indicates that separate landbanks should be maintained for any aggregate materials of a specific 


	type or quality which have a distinct and separate market. It also requires that, as far as practical, provision of landbanks should be from outside national parks and AONBs.  Although the LAA has identified generally substantial reserves of crushed rock across the Plan area, it also identifies a potential specific shortfall in Magnesian Limestone as reserves of this material, relative to sales, are lower than for other crushed rock types in the area.  There has been support from respondents for the mainten
	type or quality which have a distinct and separate market. It also requires that, as far as practical, provision of landbanks should be from outside national parks and AONBs.  Although the LAA has identified generally substantial reserves of crushed rock across the Plan area, it also identifies a potential specific shortfall in Magnesian Limestone as reserves of this material, relative to sales, are lower than for other crushed rock types in the area.  There has been support from respondents for the mainten
	type or quality which have a distinct and separate market. It also requires that, as far as practical, provision of landbanks should be from outside national parks and AONBs.  Although the LAA has identified generally substantial reserves of crushed rock across the Plan area, it also identifies a potential specific shortfall in Magnesian Limestone as reserves of this material, relative to sales, are lower than for other crushed rock types in the area.  There has been support from respondents for the mainten

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M06: Maintenance of landbanks for crushed rock 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M06: Maintenance of landbanks for crushed rock 

	A minimum overall landbank of 10 years will be maintained for crushed rock throughout the plan period.  A separate 10 year landbank will be monitored and provided for Magnesian Limestone crushed rock. Where new reserves of crushed rock are required in order to maintain the overall landbank above the 10 year minimum period these will be sourced from outside the National Park and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty. Supporting text National planning policy for aggregate minerals requires the maintenance of la
	A minimum overall landbank of 10 years will be maintained for crushed rock throughout the plan period.  A separate 10 year landbank will be monitored and provided for Magnesian Limestone crushed rock. Where new reserves of crushed rock are required in order to maintain the overall landbank above the 10 year minimum period these will be sourced from outside the National Park and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty. Supporting text National planning policy for aggregate minerals requires the maintenance of la

	minimum period will not be supported under this policy. 
	minimum period will not be supported under this policy. 

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives Objective 5 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id07: Provision of crushed rock Id09: Safeguarding crushed rock Id12: Magnesian limestone delivery Id14: Supply of alternatives to land won primary aggregates 
	Link to Objectives Objective 5 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id07: Provision of crushed rock Id09: Safeguarding crushed rock Id12: Magnesian limestone delivery Id14: Supply of alternatives to land won primary aggregates 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment This policy could have negative effects on the environment, including biodiversity / geodiversity, air and water quality, landscape and the historic environment, and communities of the Plan area should these result in the need to release more land for extraction than is currently permitted. The policy would however, enable a level of minerals supply to meet demand for development and therefore would result in major positive impacts in relation to the economy and meeting the needs of a 
	Summary of assessment This policy could have negative effects on the environment, including biodiversity / geodiversity, air and water quality, landscape and the historic environment, and communities of the Plan area should these result in the need to release more land for extraction than is currently permitted. The policy would however, enable a level of minerals supply to meet demand for development and therefore would result in major positive impacts in relation to the economy and meeting the needs of a 


	Policy id09: Safeguarding crushed rock 
	Policy id09: Safeguarding crushed rock 
	Policy id09: Safeguarding crushed rock 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option could safeguard all known crushed rock resources with a 500m buffer zone. 

	Option 2: This option could safeguard all known crushed rock resources, with a 200m buffer zone. 
	Option 2: This option could safeguard all known crushed rock resources, with a 200m buffer zone. 

	Option 3: This option would only safeguard crushed rock resources outside urban areas and National Park and AONB designations. 
	Option 3: This option would only safeguard crushed rock resources outside urban areas and National Park and AONB designations. 

	Option 4: This option could operate in parallel with other options and would safeguard any additional resources proposed in site allocations and preferred areas where supported by adequate resource information. 
	Option 4: This option could operate in parallel with other options and would safeguard any additional resources proposed in site allocations and preferred areas where supported by adequate resource information. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	Overall, minerals safeguarding areas are unlikely to have a great effect on sustainability objectives as their presence does not create a presumption, or add any weight, towards minerals extraction. The options would all have significant positive effects on safeguarding minerals resources, although Option 3 would be slightly less positive as these effects would not be felt in the National Park or AONBs. The positive effects under Option 1 are likely to be greater than those resulting from Option 2 due to th
	Overall, minerals safeguarding areas are unlikely to have a great effect on sustainability objectives as their presence does not create a presumption, or add any weight, towards minerals extraction. The options would all have significant positive effects on safeguarding minerals resources, although Option 3 would be slightly less positive as these effects would not be felt in the National Park or AONBs. The positive effects under Option 1 are likely to be greater than those resulting from Option 2 due to th

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	14 

	Question 24: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 24: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 4 (SC/2 MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 
	Combination: 5 (SC/3 MWI/1 Local Authorities) 

	Option 2: 0 
	Option 2: 0 
	Did not specify: 0 

	Option 3: 3 (1 SC/MWI/ Local Authorities) 
	Option 3: 3 (1 SC/MWI/ Local Authorities) 
	None: 0 

	Option 4: 0 
	Option 4: 0 


	Question 25: Are there any alternative options that the Authorities should consider relating to safeguarding of crushed rock resources? 
	Question 25: Are there any alternative options that the Authorities should consider relating to safeguarding of crushed rock resources? 
	Question 25: Are there any alternative options that the Authorities should consider relating to safeguarding of crushed rock resources? 
	Number of respondents: 2 (1Local Authority) 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q24: in addition to the support given to Options 1 and 3 several combinations were suggested. 3 respondents expressed a preference for an approach based on Options 1 and 4, 1 respondents suggested an approach based on Options 1 and 3 and one respondent indicated a preference for and approach based on 3 and 4. Two respondents were opposed to Options 3 and 4 as these are not considered to be necessary or consistent with national policy. Key Message Q25: One alternative option was suggested in the
	Key Messages Q24: in addition to the support given to Options 1 and 3 several combinations were suggested. 3 respondents expressed a preference for an approach based on Options 1 and 4, 1 respondents suggested an approach based on Options 1 and 3 and one respondent indicated a preference for and approach based on 3 and 4. Two respondents were opposed to Options 3 and 4 as these are not considered to be necessary or consistent with national policy. Key Message Q25: One alternative option was suggested in the

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	N/A 
	N/A 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	Whilst the support indicated by some consultees for Option 3 is noted, it is considered that such an approach would be less consistent with national good practice guidance on minerals safeguarding (BGS 2011).  The support for a 500m buffer zone is noted and such an approach would be in line with advice on safeguarding produced by BGS for the Joint Plan authorities. 
	Whilst the support indicated by some consultees for Option 3 is noted, it is considered that such an approach would be less consistent with national good practice guidance on minerals safeguarding (BGS 2011).  The support for a 500m buffer zone is noted and such an approach would be in line with advice on safeguarding produced by BGS for the Joint Plan authorities. 

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	Since the Issues and Options consultation one additional evidence paper has been produced which is relevant to the safeguarding of sand and gravel, this is the Cross boundary Safeguarding Paper August 2014. This paper shows the cross boundary safeguarding of mineral resources including crushed rock and currently out for consultation as of January 2015. 
	Since the Issues and Options consultation one additional evidence paper has been produced which is relevant to the safeguarding of sand and gravel, this is the Cross boundary Safeguarding Paper August 2014. This paper shows the cross boundary safeguarding of mineral resources including crushed rock and currently out for consultation as of January 2015. 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this is a DtC matter: yes Consideration has been given to safeguarding of crushed rock resources across the boundary of the Joint Plan area to help ensure consistency approach.  A paper on cross-boundary safeguarding has been produced and subject to consultation with adjacent mineral planning authorities. Consultation on safeguarding has also taken place with District Councils within the two-tier part of the Joint Plan area. 
	Is this is a DtC matter: yes Consideration has been given to safeguarding of crushed rock resources across the boundary of the Joint Plan area to help ensure consistency approach.  A paper on cross-boundary safeguarding has been produced and subject to consultation with adjacent mineral planning authorities. Consultation on safeguarding has also taken place with District Councils within the two-tier part of the Joint Plan area. 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	A range of responses were received to consultation, with several respondents favouring a combination of options, particularly options 1 and 4. The SA also favoured option 1. Evidence work on minerals safeguarding undertaken by BGS recommended use of a 500m buffer zone for crushed rock, reflecting the potentially greater impacts from working this type of mineral as a result of the need for blasting or other high energy extraction techniques.  This means that a wider zone around a resource could potentially b
	A range of responses were received to consultation, with several respondents favouring a combination of options, particularly options 1 and 4. The SA also favoured option 1. Evidence work on minerals safeguarding undertaken by BGS recommended use of a 500m buffer zone for crushed rock, reflecting the potentially greater impacts from working this type of mineral as a result of the need for blasting or other high energy extraction techniques.  This means that a wider zone around a resource could potentially b


	Table
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to S01: Safeguarding of mineral resources 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to S01: Safeguarding of mineral resources 

	1) All crushed rock resources identified on the policies map will be safeguarded for the future.  An additional 500m buffer zone around each resource area will also be safeguarded to protect the resource from encroaching development. 2) All resources in Preferred Areas or Site Allocations shown on the policies map, along with a 500m buffer zone, will also be safeguarded where they lie outside the resource areas identified in part 1) above. COMBINED MINERALS SAFEGUARDING POLICY from PREFERRED OPTIONS DOCUMEN
	1) All crushed rock resources identified on the policies map will be safeguarded for the future.  An additional 500m buffer zone around each resource area will also be safeguarded to protect the resource from encroaching development. 2) All resources in Preferred Areas or Site Allocations shown on the policies map, along with a 500m buffer zone, will also be safeguarded where they lie outside the resource areas identified in part 1) above. COMBINED MINERALS SAFEGUARDING POLICY from PREFERRED OPTIONS DOCUMEN

	In these circumstances, consultation between the District and County Councils will be required where certain other forms of development, with the potential to sterilise minerals resources, are proposed in a safeguarded area.  Consultation criteria, including details of those types of development which are exempt from safeguarding, are set out in id71: Consideration of applications in mineral consultation areas. 
	In these circumstances, consultation between the District and County Councils will be required where certain other forms of development, with the potential to sterilise minerals resources, are proposed in a safeguarded area.  Consultation criteria, including details of those types of development which are exempt from safeguarding, are set out in id71: Consideration of applications in mineral consultation areas. 

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives Objective 3 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id07: Provision of crushed rock Id12: Magnesian limestone delivery Id70: Developments proposed within mineral safeguarding areas Id71: Consideration of applications in mineral consultation areas 
	Link to Objectives Objective 3 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id07: Provision of crushed rock Id12: Magnesian limestone delivery Id70: Developments proposed within mineral safeguarding areas Id71: Consideration of applications in mineral consultation areas 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment As safeguarding does not infer that minerals extraction will take place there are generally no predicted direct effects. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan.  This policy is likely to result in minor to major positive impacts in relation to encouraging the safeguarding of resources, economic growth and meeting the needs of a changing population as future mineral resource sterilisation is avoided, thus conserving resources for future ec
	Summary of assessment As safeguarding does not infer that minerals extraction will take place there are generally no predicted direct effects. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan.  This policy is likely to result in minor to major positive impacts in relation to encouraging the safeguarding of resources, economic growth and meeting the needs of a changing population as future mineral resource sterilisation is avoided, thus conserving resources for future ec


	Policy id10: Concreting sand and gravel delivery 
	Policy id10: Concreting sand and gravel delivery 
	Policy id10: Concreting sand and gravel delivery 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option could seek to deliver Joint Plan requirements for concreting sand and gravel through the identification of specific site allocations where possible, with preferred areas and areas of search identified as alternatives only if necessary. 

	Option 2: This option could seek to deliver Joint Plan requirements for concreting 
	Option 2: This option could seek to deliver Joint Plan requirements for concreting 

	TR
	sand and gravel through the identification of specific site allocations only for large 

	TR
	scale sites (e.g. sites with greater than 5mt total reserve and planned output of 

	TR
	0.25mtpa or greater), with remaining provision being provided through preferred 

	TR
	areas or areas of search. 

	Option 3: This option could rely on identification of areas of search to meet Joint Plan requirements. Areas could be selected from within the overall sand and gravel resource blocks identified in the BGS sand and gravel assessment report 2011. 
	Option 3: This option could rely on identification of areas of search to meet Joint Plan requirements. Areas could be selected from within the overall sand and gravel resource blocks identified in the BGS sand and gravel assessment report 2011. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	Options 1 and 2 both perform well against most sustainability appraisal objectives (other than in relation to minimising the use of resources). This is because allocating sites helps to plan for constraints and opportunities in advance so the most sustainable sites are utilised. Of the two options, however, Option 1 performs the best as this seeks to alleviate uncertainty through allocating the most sites. Option 3 performs more negatively as only areas of search are utilised, and these have only considered
	Options 1 and 2 both perform well against most sustainability appraisal objectives (other than in relation to minimising the use of resources). This is because allocating sites helps to plan for constraints and opportunities in advance so the most sustainable sites are utilised. Of the two options, however, Option 1 performs the best as this seeks to alleviate uncertainty through allocating the most sites. Option 3 performs more negatively as only areas of search are utilised, and these have only considered

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 


	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	18 

	Question 26: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 26: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 8 (2 SC/2 MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 
	Combination: 0 

	Option 2: 3 (SC/1 MWI/ 1 Local Authorities 
	Option 2: 3 (SC/1 MWI/ 1 Local Authorities 
	Did not specify: 0 

	Option 3: 1 (SC/MWI/ Local Authorities 
	Option 3: 1 (SC/MWI/ Local Authorities 
	None: 0 

	Question 27: Are there any alternative options that the Authorities should consider relating to safeguarding of crushed rock resources? 
	Question 27: Are there any alternative options that the Authorities should consider relating to safeguarding of crushed rock resources? 
	Number of respondents: 5 (2 MWI/ 1 Local Authority) 

	Question 28: Are there any other options that the Authorities should consider relating to delivery of concreting sand and gravel requirements? 
	Question 28: Are there any other options that the Authorities should consider relating to delivery of concreting sand and gravel requirements? 
	Number of respondents: 1 (1 Local Authority) 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key messages Q26: The majority of respondents expressed support for option 1 as it is considered that this Option provides the greatest degree of certainty and conforms with national policy. Two respondents expressed support for either option 1 or option 2 identifying no preference between the two. One responded considered Option 2 provided greater flexibility for smaller scale sites, and one respondent preferred option 3 as it was considered this provided the greatest flexibility. Key Message Q27: A range 
	Key messages Q26: The majority of respondents expressed support for option 1 as it is considered that this Option provides the greatest degree of certainty and conforms with national policy. Two respondents expressed support for either option 1 or option 2 identifying no preference between the two. One responded considered Option 2 provided greater flexibility for smaller scale sites, and one respondent preferred option 3 as it was considered this provided the greatest flexibility. Key Message Q27: A range 

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of assessment Options 1, 2 and 4 all perform well against most sustainability appraisal objectives (other than in relation to minimising the use of resources and managing waste higher up the waste hierarchy). This is because allocating sites helps to plan for constraints and opportunities in advance so the most sustainable sites are utilised. Of these options, however, Option 1 performs the best as this seeks to alleviate uncertainty through allocating the most sites. Option 3 performs more negative
	Summary of assessment Options 1, 2 and 4 all perform well against most sustainability appraisal objectives (other than in relation to minimising the use of resources and managing waste higher up the waste hierarchy). This is because allocating sites helps to plan for constraints and opportunities in advance so the most sustainable sites are utilised. Of these options, however, Option 1 performs the best as this seeks to alleviate uncertainty through allocating the most sites. Option 3 performs more negative

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The support of the majority of respondents to the inclusion of site allocations where possible is noted and such an approach would be most consistent with national guidance.  It is therefore considered that 
	The support of the majority of respondents to the inclusion of site allocations where possible is noted and such an approach would be most consistent with national guidance.  It is therefore considered that 


	where practicable provision in the plan should be made through specific allocations, with use of preferred areas or areas of search as an alternative only if necessary. 
	where practicable provision in the plan should be made through specific allocations, with use of preferred areas or areas of search as an alternative only if necessary. 
	where practicable provision in the plan should be made through specific allocations, with use of preferred areas or areas of search as an alternative only if necessary. 

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	Since the Issues and Options the National Planning Guidance was published online in March 2014 and it indicates a priority order for identification of site allocations, followed by preferred areas then areas of search. Reference to concreting aggregate is also made in the Local Aggregates Assessment December 2014 and Aggregates Demand Forecasting Paper July 2014. This evidence is accurate as of January 2015. 
	Since the Issues and Options the National Planning Guidance was published online in March 2014 and it indicates a priority order for identification of site allocations, followed by preferred areas then areas of search. Reference to concreting aggregate is also made in the Local Aggregates Assessment December 2014 and Aggregates Demand Forecasting Paper July 2014. This evidence is accurate as of January 2015. 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this is a DtC matter: no 
	Is this is a DtC matter: no 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	Option 1 was generally supported by respondents and was favoured by the SA. Since publication of the Issues and Options consultation new national planning guidelines have been published which indicate a priority preference for identification of specific allocations where practicable.  A number of sites for concreting sand and gravel delivery have been put forward by industry in response to calls for sites, suggesting that there may be the potential for identification of specific sites in the Plan. 
	Option 1 was generally supported by respondents and was favoured by the SA. Since publication of the Issues and Options consultation new national planning guidelines have been published which indicate a priority preference for identification of specific allocations where practicable.  A number of sites for concreting sand and gravel delivery have been put forward by industry in response to calls for sites, suggesting that there may be the potential for identification of specific sites in the Plan. 

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M07: Meeting concreting sand and gravel requirements 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M07: Meeting concreting sand and gravel requirements 

	Requirements for concreting sand and gravel will be met through existing permissions and the grant of permission on sites allocated in the Plan for working. Part 1 Sand and gravel (northwards distribution) allocations: i. Allocations required in order to meet requirements during the plan period:  Land at Killerby (MJP21)  Land at Home Farm, Kirkby Fleetham (MJP33) ii. Allocations potentially required to contribute to maintenance of an adequate landbank at 2030.  Permission will not be granted for developmen
	Requirements for concreting sand and gravel will be met through existing permissions and the grant of permission on sites allocated in the Plan for working. Part 1 Sand and gravel (northwards distribution) allocations: i. Allocations required in order to meet requirements during the plan period:  Land at Killerby (MJP21)  Land at Home Farm, Kirkby Fleetham (MJP33) ii. Allocations potentially required to contribute to maintenance of an adequate landbank at 2030.  Permission will not be granted for developmen

	Supporting text National planning guidance encourages the delivery of future requirements for aggregate through the identification and allocation, where practicable, of specific sites for development.  Such an approach has the benefit of providing greatest certainty to industry and other interested parties on locations where future development will be acceptable in principle, thus helping to encourage investment as well as providing more clarity to local communities. A range of specific locations have been 
	Supporting text National planning guidance encourages the delivery of future requirements for aggregate through the identification and allocation, where practicable, of specific sites for development.  Such an approach has the benefit of providing greatest certainty to industry and other interested parties on locations where future development will be acceptable in principle, thus helping to encourage investment as well as providing more clarity to local communities. A range of specific locations have been 

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives Objective 5 Objective 6 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id03: Calculating sand and gravel provision Id04: Overall distribution of sand and gravel Id05: Landbanks for sand and gravel Id06: Safeguarding sand and gravel Id14: Supply of alternatives to land won primary aggregates 
	Link to Objectives Objective 5 Objective 6 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id03: Calculating sand and gravel provision Id04: Overall distribution of sand and gravel Id05: Landbanks for sand and gravel Id06: Safeguarding sand and gravel Id14: Supply of alternatives to land won primary aggregates 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment A wide range of impacts will result from extraction of sand and gravel at the sites specified in this policy. These are outlined in the Site Sustainability Appraisal Report. As many of the site allocations lie in close proximity to other existing or allocated sites, cumulative impacts will be of particular importance. Recommendations Appropriate mitigation should be incorporated at each allocation site in line with recommendations in the Site Sustainability Appraisal findings for each 
	Summary of assessment A wide range of impacts will result from extraction of sand and gravel at the sites specified in this policy. These are outlined in the Site Sustainability Appraisal Report. As many of the site allocations lie in close proximity to other existing or allocated sites, cumulative impacts will be of particular importance. Recommendations Appropriate mitigation should be incorporated at each allocation site in line with recommendations in the Site Sustainability Appraisal findings for each 


	Policy id11: Building sand delivery 
	Policy id11: Building sand delivery 
	Policy id11: Building sand delivery 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option could seek to deliver Joint Plan requirements for building sand through the identification of specific site allocations, should any suitable sites come forward, and via criteria supporting new sites and extensions to existing sites where necessary, in line with environmental and amenity objectives of the Joint Plan. 

	Option 2: This option could seek to deliver Joint Plan requirements for building sand through the identification of Areas of Search. 
	Option 2: This option could seek to deliver Joint Plan requirements for building sand through the identification of Areas of Search. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	Option 1, when compared to the sustainability appraisal objectives, performs very well. It includes strong positive effects for all or part of the short to long term time period considered for biodiversity and geodiversity, water quality and supply, air quality, climate change, climate adaptation, heritage, landscapes and town and cityscapes, community vitality, recreation and leisure, health and wellbeing and flooding. This is because, through allocating sites and considering criteria, the most sustainable
	Option 1, when compared to the sustainability appraisal objectives, performs very well. It includes strong positive effects for all or part of the short to long term time period considered for biodiversity and geodiversity, water quality and supply, air quality, climate change, climate adaptation, heritage, landscapes and town and cityscapes, community vitality, recreation and leisure, health and wellbeing and flooding. This is because, through allocating sites and considering criteria, the most sustainable


	inevitably, if applications are approved under them, lead to significant non-renewable resource consumption. 
	inevitably, if applications are approved under them, lead to significant non-renewable resource consumption. 
	inevitably, if applications are approved under them, lead to significant non-renewable resource consumption. 

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	17 

	Question 29: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 29: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 12 (3 SC/4 MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 

	Option 2: 0 (SC/MWI/ Local Authorities) 
	Option 2: 0 (SC/MWI/ Local Authorities) 

	Combination: 2 (SC/MWI/ Local Authorities) 
	Combination: 2 (SC/MWI/ Local Authorities) 

	Did not Specify: 1 (SC/MWI/ Local Authorities) 
	Did not Specify: 1 (SC/MWI/ Local Authorities) 

	Question 30: Are there any other options that the Authorities should consider relating to delivery of building sand requirements? 
	Question 30: Are there any other options that the Authorities should consider relating to delivery of building sand requirements? 
	Number of respondents: 2 (2 MWI) 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key messages Q29: The majority of respondents expressed a preference for Option 1. Two respondents suggested following an approach which combined Option 1 and 2. One respondent raised concern about the interpretation of ‘strategic’: although the amount of sand required may be small it could still be considered strategically important. Key messages Q30: A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justi
	Key messages Q29: The majority of respondents expressed a preference for Option 1. Two respondents suggested following an approach which combined Option 1 and 2. One respondent raised concern about the interpretation of ‘strategic’: although the amount of sand required may be small it could still be considered strategically important. Key messages Q30: A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justi

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of assessment Option 1, when compared to the sustainability appraisal objectives, performs very well.  It includes strong positive effects for all or part of the short to long term time period considered for biodiversity and geo-diversity, water quality and supply, air quality, climate change, climate adaptation, heritage, landscapes and town and cityscapes, community vitality, recreation and leisure, health and wellbeing and flooding.  This is because, through allocating sites and considering crite
	Summary of assessment Option 1, when compared to the sustainability appraisal objectives, performs very well.  It includes strong positive effects for all or part of the short to long term time period considered for biodiversity and geo-diversity, water quality and supply, air quality, climate change, climate adaptation, heritage, landscapes and town and cityscapes, community vitality, recreation and leisure, health and wellbeing and flooding.  This is because, through allocating sites and considering crite

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The general preference of respondents for an approach based on site allocations, supported by criteria to facilitate development of building sand resources on unallocated sites if necessary, is noted.  The suggestion of utilising Areas of Search where allocations cannot be identified is noted but is not 
	The general preference of respondents for an approach based on site allocations, supported by criteria to facilitate development of building sand resources on unallocated sites if necessary, is noted.  The suggestion of utilising Areas of Search where allocations cannot be identified is noted but is not 


	considered preferable to Option 1 at this stage in production of the Plan.  It is agreed that scale alone is not a reliable indicator of strategic significance. 
	considered preferable to Option 1 at this stage in production of the Plan.  It is agreed that scale alone is not a reliable indicator of strategic significance. 
	considered preferable to Option 1 at this stage in production of the Plan.  It is agreed that scale alone is not a reliable indicator of strategic significance. 

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	Evidence updates as at January 2015. Since the Issues and Options consultation the National Planning Guidance was published online in March 2014 and this indicates a priority order for identification of site allocations, followed by preferred areas then areas of search. Provision of building sand is also discussed in the updated version of the Local Aggregate Assessment December 2014 which as of January 2015 is out for consultation. 
	Evidence updates as at January 2015. Since the Issues and Options consultation the National Planning Guidance was published online in March 2014 and this indicates a priority order for identification of site allocations, followed by preferred areas then areas of search. Provision of building sand is also discussed in the updated version of the Local Aggregate Assessment December 2014 which as of January 2015 is out for consultation. 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this is a DtC matter: no 
	Is this is a DtC matter: no 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	Consultees and the SA generally favoured option 1 and this is more in line with the most recent national planning guidance, which indicates a priority for the identification of specific sites and preferred areas over areas of search.  Whilst some sites for building sand extraction have been submitted by industry for consideration in response to calls for sites, it is not yet clear whether all additional requirements for building sand can be met through site allocations, although for the purpose of this curr
	Consultees and the SA generally favoured option 1 and this is more in line with the most recent national planning guidance, which indicates a priority for the identification of specific sites and preferred areas over areas of search.  Whilst some sites for building sand extraction have been submitted by industry for consideration in response to calls for sites, it is not yet clear whether all additional requirements for building sand can be met through site allocations, although for the purpose of this curr

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M08: Meeting building sand requirements 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M08: Meeting building sand requirements 

	Requirements for building sand will be met through existing permissions and the grant of permission on sites allocated in the Plan for working. Building sand allocations: Land at Hensall Quarry (MJP22) Land at West Heslerton Quarry (MJP30) Land adjacent to Plasmor blockworks, great Heck (MJP44) Land at Mill Balk Quarry, Great Heck (MJP54) Supporting text National planning guidance encourages the delivery of future requirements for aggregate through the identification and allocation, where practicable, of sp
	Requirements for building sand will be met through existing permissions and the grant of permission on sites allocated in the Plan for working. Building sand allocations: Land at Hensall Quarry (MJP22) Land at West Heslerton Quarry (MJP30) Land adjacent to Plasmor blockworks, great Heck (MJP44) Land at Mill Balk Quarry, Great Heck (MJP54) Supporting text National planning guidance encourages the delivery of future requirements for aggregate through the identification and allocation, where practicable, of sp

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives Objective 5 Objective 6 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id03: Calculating sand and gravel provision Id04: Overall distribution of sand and gravel provision Id05: Landbanks for sand and gravel Id06: Safeguarding sand and gravel 
	Link to Objectives Objective 5 Objective 6 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id03: Calculating sand and gravel provision Id04: Overall distribution of sand and gravel provision Id05: Landbanks for sand and gravel Id06: Safeguarding sand and gravel 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment A wide range of impacts will result from extraction of sand at the sites specified in this policy. These are outlined in the Site Sustainability Appraisal Report. As many of the site allocations lie in close proximity to other existing or allocated sites, cumulative impacts will be of particular importance. Recommendations Appropriate mitigation should be incorporated at each allocation site in line with recommendations in the Site Sustainability Appraisal findings for each site and wi
	Summary of assessment A wide range of impacts will result from extraction of sand at the sites specified in this policy. These are outlined in the Site Sustainability Appraisal Report. As many of the site allocations lie in close proximity to other existing or allocated sites, cumulative impacts will be of particular importance. Recommendations Appropriate mitigation should be incorporated at each allocation site in line with recommendations in the Site Sustainability Appraisal findings for each site and wi


	Policy id12: Magnesian limestone delivery 
	Policy id12: Magnesian limestone delivery 
	Policy id12: Magnesian limestone delivery 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option could seek to deliver any Joint Plan requirements for Magnesian limestone through the identification of specific site allocations, and via criteria supporting new sites and extensions to existing sites where necessary, in line with environmental and amenity objectives of the Plan. 

	Option 2: This option could seek to deliver Joint Plan requirements for Magnesian limestone through the identification of preferred areas or areas of search. 
	Option 2: This option could seek to deliver Joint Plan requirements for Magnesian limestone through the identification of preferred areas or areas of search. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	Option 1 is likely to result in positive effects for biodiversity and geodiversity, water quality and supply, air quality, climate change, climate adaptation, heritage, landscapes and town and cityscapes, community vitality, recreation and leisure, health and wellbeing and flooding. This is because, through allocating sites and considering criteria, the most sustainable locations can be chosen. Option 2 also reports a number of (albeit less strong) positive effects as strategic sustainability issues can be 
	Option 1 is likely to result in positive effects for biodiversity and geodiversity, water quality and supply, air quality, climate change, climate adaptation, heritage, landscapes and town and cityscapes, community vitality, recreation and leisure, health and wellbeing and flooding. This is because, through allocating sites and considering criteria, the most sustainable locations can be chosen. Option 2 also reports a number of (albeit less strong) positive effects as strategic sustainability issues can be 

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	15 

	Question 31: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 31: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 10 (3 SC/3 MWI/ 2 Local Authorities) 

	Option 2: 1 (SC/MWI/ Local Authorities) 
	Option 2: 1 (SC/MWI/ Local Authorities) 

	Did not specify: 3 (SC/1 MWI/ Local Authorities) 
	Did not specify: 3 (SC/1 MWI/ Local Authorities) 

	Question 32: Are there any other options that the Authorities should consider relating to delivery of building sand requirements? 
	Question 32: Are there any other options that the Authorities should consider relating to delivery of building sand requirements? 
	Number of respondents: 1 (Local Authority) 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q31: The majority of respondents expressed support for Option 1. Key Message Q32: One alternative option was suggested under ID12 in the responses, and another one relating to Magnesian Limestone was submitted under another option.  These are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why they have or have not been taken forward. No realistic alternative options were put forward. 
	Key Messages Q31: The majority of respondents expressed support for Option 1. Key Message Q32: One alternative option was suggested under ID12 in the responses, and another one relating to Magnesian Limestone was submitted under another option.  These are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why they have or have not been taken forward. No realistic alternative options were put forward. 

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	N/A 
	N/A 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The support of the majority of respondents for the identification of specific allocations where possible is noted. It is agreed that, if deliverable, such an approach would be more in line with national policy. 
	The support of the majority of respondents for the identification of specific allocations where possible is noted. It is agreed that, if deliverable, such an approach would be more in line with national policy. 

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 


	Evidence updates as at January 2015 During the Issues and Options Consultation period the online National Planning Guidance was published in March 2014, this indicates a priority order for identification of site allocations, followed by preferred areas then areas of search. The provision of magnesian limestone is also in the updated version of the Sub-regional Local Aggregate Assessment December 2014 which is currently out for consultation. 
	Evidence updates as at January 2015 During the Issues and Options Consultation period the online National Planning Guidance was published in March 2014, this indicates a priority order for identification of site allocations, followed by preferred areas then areas of search. The provision of magnesian limestone is also in the updated version of the Sub-regional Local Aggregate Assessment December 2014 which is currently out for consultation. 
	Evidence updates as at January 2015 During the Issues and Options Consultation period the online National Planning Guidance was published in March 2014, this indicates a priority order for identification of site allocations, followed by preferred areas then areas of search. The provision of magnesian limestone is also in the updated version of the Sub-regional Local Aggregate Assessment December 2014 which is currently out for consultation. 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this is a DtC matter: No 
	Is this is a DtC matter: No 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	Option 1 was generally supported by respondents and was favoured by the SA. Since publication of the Issues and Options consultation new national planning guidelines have been published which indicate a priority preference for identification of specific allocations where practicable.  A number of proposed site allocations for Magnesian limestone working have been put forward by industry in response to calls for sites, suggesting that there may be the potential for identification of specific sites in the Pla
	Option 1 was generally supported by respondents and was favoured by the SA. Since publication of the Issues and Options consultation new national planning guidelines have been published which indicate a priority preference for identification of specific allocations where practicable.  A number of proposed site allocations for Magnesian limestone working have been put forward by industry in response to calls for sites, suggesting that there may be the potential for identification of specific sites in the Pla

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M09: Meeting crushed rock requirements 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M09: Meeting crushed rock requirements 

	Requirements for Magnesian Limestone over the plan period will be met through existing permissions and the grant of permission on sites allocated in the Plan for working. Magnesian Limestone allocations: 1) Allocations required in order to meet requirements during the plan period: Land at Jackdaw Crag South, Stutton (MJP23) Land at Barnsdale Bar Quarry (MJP28) Land at Went Edge Quarry, Kirk Smeaton (MJP29) 2) Allocations potentially required to contribute to maintaining an adequate landbank at 2030: Land at
	Requirements for Magnesian Limestone over the plan period will be met through existing permissions and the grant of permission on sites allocated in the Plan for working. Magnesian Limestone allocations: 1) Allocations required in order to meet requirements during the plan period: Land at Jackdaw Crag South, Stutton (MJP23) Land at Barnsdale Bar Quarry (MJP28) Land at Went Edge Quarry, Kirk Smeaton (MJP29) 2) Allocations potentially required to contribute to maintaining an adequate landbank at 2030: Land at

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives Objective 5 
	Link to Objectives Objective 5 

	Objective 6 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id07: Provision of crushed rock Id08: Maintenance of landbanks for crushed rock Id09: Safeguarding of crushed rock 
	Objective 6 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id07: Provision of crushed rock Id08: Maintenance of landbanks for crushed rock Id09: Safeguarding of crushed rock 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment A wide range of impacts will result from extraction of crushed rock at the sites specified in this policy. These are outlined in the Site Sustainability Appraisal Report. As many of the site allocations lie in close proximity to other existing or allocated sites, cumulative impacts will be of particular importance. Recommendations Appropriate mitigation should be incorporated at each allocation site in line with recommendations in the Site Sustainability Appraisal findings for each sit
	Summary of assessment A wide range of impacts will result from extraction of crushed rock at the sites specified in this policy. These are outlined in the Site Sustainability Appraisal Report. As many of the site allocations lie in close proximity to other existing or allocated sites, cumulative impacts will be of particular importance. Recommendations Appropriate mitigation should be incorporated at each allocation site in line with recommendations in the Site Sustainability Appraisal findings for each sit


	Policy id13: Unallocated extensions to existing aggregates quarries 
	Policy id13: Unallocated extensions to existing aggregates quarries 
	Policy id13: Unallocated extensions to existing aggregates quarries 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would support the principle of extensions to existing quarries, where the proposed extension area has not been allocated in the Joint Plan, subject to it being demonstrated that the development would be consistent with the overall aggregates supply strategy in the Plan, or meet another demonstrable need for aggregate consistent with Joint Plan objectives, would not significantly undermine the potential for a greater total proportion of supply to come from alternatives to primary aggreg

	Option 2: option would only support the principle of extensions, where the proposed extension area has not been allocated in the Plan, where the reserves are necessary in order to maintain the landbank of permitted reserves above the minimum required by national and local policy and the site to be extended is not located within the National Park or an AONB. 
	Option 2: option would only support the principle of extensions, where the proposed extension area has not been allocated in the Plan, where the reserves are necessary in order to maintain the landbank of permitted reserves above the minimum required by national and local policy and the site to be extended is not located within the National Park or an AONB. 

	Option 3: This option would not support the principle of development on unallocated sites, including proposals for the extension of existing sites. 
	Option 3: This option would not support the principle of development on unallocated sites, including proposals for the extension of existing sites. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	The assessment revealed that Option 3 would provide greater protection for the environment and communities than Options 1 or 2 yet would raise questions over the deliverability of minerals, although this would depend on whether or not there was a sufficient landbank maintained at other permitted sites throughout the plan period. 
	The assessment revealed that Option 3 would provide greater protection for the environment and communities than Options 1 or 2 yet would raise questions over the deliverability of minerals, although this would depend on whether or not there was a sufficient landbank maintained at other permitted sites throughout the plan period. 

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	20 

	Question 33: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 33: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 4(SC/3 MWI/ Local Authorities) 
	Combination: 1 

	Option 2: 2 (1 SC/MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 
	Option 2: 2 (1 SC/MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 
	Did not specify: 1 

	Option 3: 6 (1 SC/MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 
	Option 3: 6 (1 SC/MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 
	None: 4 (1 SC/2 MWI/ Local Authorities) 

	Question 34: Are there any other options that the Authorities should consider relating to consideration of applications on unallocated sites? 
	Question 34: Are there any other options that the Authorities should consider relating to consideration of applications on unallocated sites? 
	6 (1 SC/ 3 MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 

	Question 35: Do you consider that there is a need for the Joint Plan to contain a policy 
	Question 35: Do you consider that there is a need for the Joint Plan to contain a policy 
	Yes: 2 


	relating to applications for aggregates working on unallocated sites? 
	relating to applications for aggregates working on unallocated sites? 
	relating to applications for aggregates working on unallocated sites? 
	No: 0 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key messages Q33: Mixed views were received with the majority of respondents preferring Option 3. Three respondents did not express any support for any of the options put forward. Instead these respondents considered that if the plan were updated regularly, as required by national guidance, there would not be a need for this policy. One respondent considered that each proposal should be determined on its own merits and that there should not be any presumption in favour of expansion. Respondent also suggeste
	Key messages Q33: Mixed views were received with the majority of respondents preferring Option 3. Three respondents did not express any support for any of the options put forward. Instead these respondents considered that if the plan were updated regularly, as required by national guidance, there would not be a need for this policy. One respondent considered that each proposal should be determined on its own merits and that there should not be any presumption in favour of expansion. Respondent also suggeste

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of assessment The assessment revealed that Option 3 would provide greater protection for the environment and communities than Options 1 or 2 yet would raise questions over the deliverability of minerals, although 
	Summary of assessment The assessment revealed that Option 3 would provide greater protection for the environment and communities than Options 1 or 2 yet would raise questions over the deliverability of minerals, although 


	this would depend on whether or not there was a sufficient landbank maintained at other permitted sites throughout the plan period. It is possible that an indirect result of the option would be to encourage other sites to come forward, with associated sustainability effects  Option 4 has some benefits that largely arise from the fact that less supporting infrastructure, such as access routes, would be required at existing sites. However, there are concerns that prolonged negative effects could occur around 
	this would depend on whether or not there was a sufficient landbank maintained at other permitted sites throughout the plan period. It is possible that an indirect result of the option would be to encourage other sites to come forward, with associated sustainability effects  Option 4 has some benefits that largely arise from the fact that less supporting infrastructure, such as access routes, would be required at existing sites. However, there are concerns that prolonged negative effects could occur around 
	this would depend on whether or not there was a sufficient landbank maintained at other permitted sites throughout the plan period. It is possible that an indirect result of the option would be to encourage other sites to come forward, with associated sustainability effects  Option 4 has some benefits that largely arise from the fact that less supporting infrastructure, such as access routes, would be required at existing sites. However, there are concerns that prolonged negative effects could occur around 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	A wide range of views were expressed in response to consultation on this issue and no clear consensus emerged.  Whilst it is recognised that updating of the Plan, potentially including the bringing forward of more allocations where necessary, could suggest that there is no need for a policy relating to unallocated extensions, it is considered that including a policy would help ensure that the Plan contains an degree of ongoing flexibility which could help ensure that proposals which are generally consistent
	A wide range of views were expressed in response to consultation on this issue and no clear consensus emerged.  Whilst it is recognised that updating of the Plan, potentially including the bringing forward of more allocations where necessary, could suggest that there is no need for a policy relating to unallocated extensions, it is considered that including a policy would help ensure that the Plan contains an degree of ongoing flexibility which could help ensure that proposals which are generally consistent

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	During the Issues and Options Consultation period the online National Planning Guidance was published in March 2014, this indicates a priority order for identification of site allocations, followed by preferred areas then areas of search. 
	During the Issues and Options Consultation period the online National Planning Guidance was published in March 2014, this indicates a priority order for identification of site allocations, followed by preferred areas then areas of search. 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this is a DtC matter: no 
	Is this is a DtC matter: no 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	Whilst there was support through consultation for an approach which sought to preclude grant of permission for unallocated extensions to existing sites, some other respondents sought a more flexible approach.  A range of alternative approaches were suggested and there was no obvious consensus on a way forward.  Similarly, no very clear position emerged through the SA.  In coming to a view on this matter it is also necessary to bear in mind national planning policy including the presumption in favour of sust
	Whilst there was support through consultation for an approach which sought to preclude grant of permission for unallocated extensions to existing sites, some other respondents sought a more flexible approach.  A range of alternative approaches were suggested and there was no obvious consensus on a way forward.  Similarly, no very clear position emerged through the SA.  In coming to a view on this matter it is also necessary to bear in mind national planning policy including the presumption in favour of sust

	business and industrial units, infrastructure and thriving local places that the country needs.  Every effort should be made objectively to identify and then meet the housing, business and other development needs of an area, and respond positively to wider opportunities for growth. With specific regard to minerals, the NPPF also states that LPAs should identify and include policies for extraction of minerals resources of local and national importance in their area.  Clearly, in order to meet the requirement
	business and industrial units, infrastructure and thriving local places that the country needs.  Every effort should be made objectively to identify and then meet the housing, business and other development needs of an area, and respond positively to wider opportunities for growth. With specific regard to minerals, the NPPF also states that LPAs should identify and include policies for extraction of minerals resources of local and national importance in their area.  Clearly, in order to meet the requirement

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M10: Unallocated extensions to existing quarries 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M10: Unallocated extensions to existing quarries 

	Proposals for extensions to minerals extraction sites on land not allocated for working in the Plan will be supported subject to the following criteria; i) Where necessary in the National Park and AONBs, a satisfactory outcome in respect of the requirements for major development as set out in Policy D04; ii) Where the development would not compromise overall delivery of the strategy for the sustainable supply and use of minerals, including encouragement of the use of alternatives to primary minerals; iii) W
	Proposals for extensions to minerals extraction sites on land not allocated for working in the Plan will be supported subject to the following criteria; i) Where necessary in the National Park and AONBs, a satisfactory outcome in respect of the requirements for major development as set out in Policy D04; ii) Where the development would not compromise overall delivery of the strategy for the sustainable supply and use of minerals, including encouragement of the use of alternatives to primary minerals; iii) W

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives Objective 5 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id03: Calculating sand and gravel provision Id04: Overall distribution of sand and gravel provision Id07: Provision of crushed rock Id14: Supply of alternatives to land won primary aggregates Id61: North York Moors National Park and AONBs 
	Link to Objectives Objective 5 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id03: Calculating sand and gravel provision Id04: Overall distribution of sand and gravel provision Id07: Provision of crushed rock Id14: Supply of alternatives to land won primary aggregates Id61: North York Moors National Park and AONBs 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment For most SA objectives this preferred policy results in mixed positive and negative effects when compared to the SA objective. This is because the option allows unallocated extensions to sites, which would ordinarily result in a range of negative environmental and social effects (largely because it will either extend or increase issues that affected areas surrounding quarries during the lifetime of the quarry).  However, the preferred policy does include a number of safeguards against 
	Summary of assessment For most SA objectives this preferred policy results in mixed positive and negative effects when compared to the SA objective. This is because the option allows unallocated extensions to sites, which would ordinarily result in a range of negative environmental and social effects (largely because it will either extend or increase issues that affected areas surrounding quarries during the lifetime of the quarry).  However, the preferred policy does include a number of safeguards against 


	Policy id14: Supply of alternative to land won primary aggregates 
	Policy id14: Supply of alternative to land won primary aggregates 
	Policy id14: Supply of alternative to land won primary aggregates 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would seek to encourage the maximum use of secondary materials through one or more supporting measures which could include: Supporting the principle of development of new infrastructure, such as ancillary manufacturing facilities of appropriate scale utilising secondary aggregate as the primary raw material, at sites where secondary aggregates are produced. Supporting the principal of limited re-working of secondary aggregate materials already deposited in current or former disposa

	Option 2: This approach could promote the use (including the potential for increased use) of recycled aggregate though a range of measures including: 
	Option 2: This approach could promote the use (including the potential for increased use) of recycled aggregate though a range of measures including: 


	Table
	TR
	Supporting the use of recycled aggregate materials as part of a broader policy approach to the sustainable use of materials in the design and construction of development. Encouraging the maximum recovery of recycled aggregate during demolition activity. Encouraging the separation of materials with potential for use as recycled aggregate during waste management processes. Encouraging the use of existing minerals extraction sites as locations for the reception, processing and onward sale of recycled a

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	Both of these options will result in largely positive effects, with particularly strong positive effects associated with sustainability objectives relating to biodiversity, soil / land, climate change, resource use and minimising waste generation. Minor areas of uncertainty occur for a number of SA objectives, and minor negative effects occur under the health and wellbeing SA objective under both options due to the potential for local transport or amenity impacts around secondary or recycled aggregates faci
	Both of these options will result in largely positive effects, with particularly strong positive effects associated with sustainability objectives relating to biodiversity, soil / land, climate change, resource use and minimising waste generation. Minor areas of uncertainty occur for a number of SA objectives, and minor negative effects occur under the health and wellbeing SA objective under both options due to the potential for local transport or amenity impacts around secondary or recycled aggregates faci

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	18 

	Question 36: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 36: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 4 
	Combination: 5 

	Option 2: 4 
	Option 2: 4 
	Did Not Specify: 2 

	Question 37: Are there any other options that the Authorities should consider relating to the supply of alternatives to land won primary aggregates? 
	Question 37: Are there any other options that the Authorities should consider relating to the supply of alternatives to land won primary aggregates? 
	Number of respondents: 3 ( 3 MWI) 

	Question 38: Do you have any views on the potential scale of change in the supply of secondary and recycled aggregates that may be expected over the plan period to 2030? 
	Question 38: Do you have any views on the potential scale of change in the supply of secondary and recycled aggregates that may be expected over the plan period to 2030? 
	Number of respondents: 3 

	Question 39: Do you have any views on the range of measures that should be supported in the Joint Plan area in order to increase supply of secondary and recycled aggregate? 
	Question 39: Do you have any views on the range of measures that should be supported in the Joint Plan area in order to increase supply of secondary and recycled aggregate? 
	Number of respondents:3 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key messages Q36: Overall a combination of the two options was preferred by respondents. Several respondents supported option 2 as this provides greater use of secondary aggregates. Key messages Q37: A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why they have or have not been taken forward. The realistic alternatives are summarised and worked up and are detailed below Proposed Option
	Key messages Q36: Overall a combination of the two options was preferred by respondents. Several respondents supported option 2 as this provides greater use of secondary aggregates. Key messages Q37: A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why they have or have not been taken forward. The realistic alternatives are summarised and worked up and are detailed below Proposed Option


	Suggested approach Give preference to using secondary aggregate direct from source rather than extracting from tip sites. Key messages Q38: One respondent identified the possibility that Ferrybridge Power station could close by 2023 without government direction on energy policy. Two respondents could not envisage any major changes in supply unless the regulations on quality of products and specifications change or technical innovations occur.  Key messages Q39: One responded considered a stable energy polic
	Suggested approach Give preference to using secondary aggregate direct from source rather than extracting from tip sites. Key messages Q38: One respondent identified the possibility that Ferrybridge Power station could close by 2023 without government direction on energy policy. Two respondents could not envisage any major changes in supply unless the regulations on quality of products and specifications change or technical innovations occur.  Key messages Q39: One responded considered a stable energy polic
	Suggested approach Give preference to using secondary aggregate direct from source rather than extracting from tip sites. Key messages Q38: One respondent identified the possibility that Ferrybridge Power station could close by 2023 without government direction on energy policy. Two respondents could not envisage any major changes in supply unless the regulations on quality of products and specifications change or technical innovations occur.  Key messages Q39: One responded considered a stable energy polic

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of assessment All of these options will result in largely positive effects, with particularly strong positive effects associated with sustainability objectives relating to  biodiversity, soil / land, climate change, resource use and minimising waste generation. Minor areas of negative effects or uncertainty occur for a number of SA objectives and minor negative effects occur under the health and wellbeing SA objective under options 1, 2 and 3, and under the community vitality objective under options
	Summary of assessment All of these options will result in largely positive effects, with particularly strong positive effects associated with sustainability objectives relating to  biodiversity, soil / land, climate change, resource use and minimising waste generation. Minor areas of negative effects or uncertainty occur for a number of SA objectives and minor negative effects occur under the health and wellbeing SA objective under options 1, 2 and 3, and under the community vitality objective under options

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The general support for the range of measures proposed is acknowledged, as is the concern expressed about use of previously tipped material as a potential source of secondary aggregate.  It is agreed that reworking of restored and landscaped features would not be appropriate, and that it will often be preferable to source secondary aggregates direct from the point of origin rather than sites where it is disposed of.  However, in some cases it may be acceptable and in the interests of the sustainable use of 
	The general support for the range of measures proposed is acknowledged, as is the concern expressed about use of previously tipped material as a potential source of secondary aggregate.  It is agreed that reworking of restored and landscaped features would not be appropriate, and that it will often be preferable to source secondary aggregates direct from the point of origin rather than sites where it is disposed of.  However, in some cases it may be acceptable and in the interests of the sustainable use of 

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	Since undertaking Issues and Options consultation in 2014 the expected closure of Kellingley Colliery has been announced.  The Colliery represents one of the main sources of secondary aggregate in the Plan area. Reference to the supply secondary aggregate is made in the Local Aggregates Assessment December 2014 update which is currently out for consultation as of January 2015. National Planning Practice Guidance, published after preparation of the Issues and Options consultation, now indicates that, in some
	Since undertaking Issues and Options consultation in 2014 the expected closure of Kellingley Colliery has been announced.  The Colliery represents one of the main sources of secondary aggregate in the Plan area. Reference to the supply secondary aggregate is made in the Local Aggregates Assessment December 2014 update which is currently out for consultation as of January 2015. National Planning Practice Guidance, published after preparation of the Issues and Options consultation, now indicates that, in some

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this is a DtC matter: no 
	Is this is a DtC matter: no 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	There was general support for the range of measures proposed under both options to support the use of secondary and recycled aggregate respectively.  An exception was that some respondents were not in favour of the limited re-working of materials already deposited in disposal sites.  The SA was broadly supportive of all options. It is recognised that re-working of previously deposited spoil can have impacts, particularly where it would involve disturbance to established landscape features.  It may therefore
	There was general support for the range of measures proposed under both options to support the use of secondary and recycled aggregate respectively.  An exception was that some respondents were not in favour of the limited re-working of materials already deposited in disposal sites.  The SA was broadly supportive of all options. It is recognised that re-working of previously deposited spoil can have impacts, particularly where it would involve disturbance to established landscape features.  It may therefore

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M11: Supply of alternatives to land won primary aggregates 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M11: Supply of alternatives to land won primary aggregates 

	Proposals which would facilitate the use of secondary and recycled aggregate as an alternative to primary aggregate will be supported including: 1) The development of appropriately scaled new ancillary infrastructure, including ancillary manufacturing facilities, utilising secondary aggregate as the primary raw material, at sites where secondary aggregates are produced; 2) The supply of secondary aggregate from waste disposal sites provided it would not involve disturbance to restored ground or landscaped f
	Proposals which would facilitate the use of secondary and recycled aggregate as an alternative to primary aggregate will be supported including: 1) The development of appropriately scaled new ancillary infrastructure, including ancillary manufacturing facilities, utilising secondary aggregate as the primary raw material, at sites where secondary aggregates are produced; 2) The supply of secondary aggregate from waste disposal sites provided it would not involve disturbance to restored ground or landscaped f

	Supporting text National planning policy provides strong support for the use of secondary and recycled aggregate as alternatives to ‘primary’ aggregate, in order to minimise the consumption of finite natural resources. Such an approach is also consistent with objectives to minimise waste and deal with waste further up the waste hierarchy. A range of measures, capable of being implemented or supported through planning processes, can help contribute to these objectives and are supported in the Plan.  Support 
	Supporting text National planning policy provides strong support for the use of secondary and recycled aggregate as alternatives to ‘primary’ aggregate, in order to minimise the consumption of finite natural resources. Such an approach is also consistent with objectives to minimise waste and deal with waste further up the waste hierarchy. A range of measures, capable of being implemented or supported through planning processes, can help contribute to these objectives and are supported in the Plan.  Support 

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives Objective 4 Objective 6 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id03: Calculating sand and gravel provision Id07: Provision of crushed rock Id10: Concreting sand and gravel Id46: Meeting waste management capacity requirements – Construction, demolition and excavation waste Id50: Managing power station ash Id57: Locations for ancillary minerals infrastructure 
	Link to Objectives Objective 4 Objective 6 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id03: Calculating sand and gravel provision Id07: Provision of crushed rock Id10: Concreting sand and gravel Id46: Meeting waste management capacity requirements – Construction, demolition and excavation waste Id50: Managing power station ash Id57: Locations for ancillary minerals infrastructure 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment For most of the SA objectives positive effects arise because supporting the use of secondary and recycled aggregates would offset the need to extract primary aggregates (and the negative effects associated with this). Some SA objectives report neutral effects as impacts associated with extraction elsewhere are simply shifted to new locations. However, the health and wellbeing and community vitality objectives note some additional negative effects associated with the dusty nature of som
	Summary of assessment For most of the SA objectives positive effects arise because supporting the use of secondary and recycled aggregates would offset the need to extract primary aggregates (and the negative effects associated with this). Some SA objectives report neutral effects as impacts associated with extraction elsewhere are simply shifted to new locations. However, the health and wellbeing and community vitality objectives note some additional negative effects associated with the dusty nature of som


	environmental permitting regime). There are also uncertainties associated with the supply of secondary aggregates such as colliery spoil.  
	Recommendations 
	Recommendations 
	This policy is largely mitigated by other policies in the plan (particularly D02 Local Amenity and Cumulative Impacts) as well as the environmental permitting / pollution control regime. However, monitoring of the supply of secondary and recycled aggregates is recommended due to uncertainties over supply. 
	Policy id15: Continuity of Supply of Silica Sand 
	Policy id15: Continuity of Supply of Silica Sand 
	Policy id15: Continuity of Supply of Silica Sand 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would support the principle of continued production at the Blubberhouses and Burythorpe sites, including the principle of lateral extensions and/or deepening of those sites where necessary, if needed to help provide a 10 year landbank at the Burythorpe site and 15 years at the Blubberhouses site. 

	Option 2: This option would support the principle of continued production at the Burythorpe site only, including the principle of lateral extensions and or deepening where necessary in order to help provide a 10 year landbank. 
	Option 2: This option would support the principle of continued production at the Burythorpe site only, including the principle of lateral extensions and or deepening where necessary in order to help provide a 10 year landbank. 

	Option 3: This option would not express support in principle for continued supply of silica sand but would identify a range of criteria to be applied to any proposals which come forward for development of silica sand resources. Criteria could include a need for adequate demonstration of the quantity and quality of the resource, and, in the case of any proposals for the working of silica sand within the Nidderdale AONB, a requirement to demonstrate that the proposals are in the public interest and, where int
	Option 3: This option would not express support in principle for continued supply of silica sand but would identify a range of criteria to be applied to any proposals which come forward for development of silica sand resources. Criteria could include a need for adequate demonstration of the quantity and quality of the resource, and, in the case of any proposals for the working of silica sand within the Nidderdale AONB, a requirement to demonstrate that the proposals are in the public interest and, where int

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	These three options exhibit contrasting sustainability effects. Option 1 is associated with the most negative effects. This is largely because there are some key environmental receptors (such as an internationally important nature conservation site) around the Blubberhouses site in particular. The Burythorpe site was considered to have fewer constraints affecting it. Option 2 reports similar sustainability effects to Option 1, though these are less significant as Option 2 considers only the possibility of e
	These three options exhibit contrasting sustainability effects. Option 1 is associated with the most negative effects. This is largely because there are some key environmental receptors (such as an internationally important nature conservation site) around the Blubberhouses site in particular. The Burythorpe site was considered to have fewer constraints affecting it. Option 2 reports similar sustainability effects to Option 1, though these are less significant as Option 2 considers only the possibility of e

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	14 

	Question 40: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 40: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 4 (SC/2 MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 

	Option 2: 5 (1 SC/MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 
	Option 2: 5 (1 SC/MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 

	Option 3: 4 (SC/MWI/ Local Authorities) 
	Option 3: 4 (SC/MWI/ Local Authorities) 

	Question 41: Are there any alternative options we should consider in relation to the continuity of silica sand supply? 
	Question 41: Are there any alternative options we should consider in relation to the continuity of silica sand supply? 
	Number of respondents: 1 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q40: Views were mixed in relation to which option would be preferred. There was concern about the potential working of Blubberhouses and the impact on the environmental designations. It was considered that further understanding of the national silica sand supply is needed in order to properly assess if the reopening of Blubberhouses is necessary, or achieved within the 
	Key Messages Q40: Views were mixed in relation to which option would be preferred. There was concern about the potential working of Blubberhouses and the impact on the environmental designations. It was considered that further understanding of the national silica sand supply is needed in order to properly assess if the reopening of Blubberhouses is necessary, or achieved within the 


	principles of sustainable development. Further comments included the need for the plan to acknowledge that minerals can only be worked where they occur. Key Messages Q41: One alternative was suggested which was site specific and not strategic and therefore not taken forward as an alternative option. The details are in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why it has not been taken forward. 
	principles of sustainable development. Further comments included the need for the plan to acknowledge that minerals can only be worked where they occur. Key Messages Q41: One alternative was suggested which was site specific and not strategic and therefore not taken forward as an alternative option. The details are in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why it has not been taken forward. 
	principles of sustainable development. Further comments included the need for the plan to acknowledge that minerals can only be worked where they occur. Key Messages Q41: One alternative was suggested which was site specific and not strategic and therefore not taken forward as an alternative option. The details are in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why it has not been taken forward. 

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	N/A 
	N/A 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The very limited distribution of silica sand in the plan area means there are substantial limitations on the options available for future supply. Silica sand is a scarce resource nationally and a positive approach to its future extraction is appropriate in principle, where constraints allow.  However, in the case of those resources located in the Nidderdale AONB, there will be need to balance the potential benefits of development of the minerals resource with other important considerations including landsca
	The very limited distribution of silica sand in the plan area means there are substantial limitations on the options available for future supply. Silica sand is a scarce resource nationally and a positive approach to its future extraction is appropriate in principle, where constraints allow.  However, in the case of those resources located in the Nidderdale AONB, there will be need to balance the potential benefits of development of the minerals resource with other important considerations including landsca

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	No new evidence since Issues and Options consultation as of January 2015 
	No new evidence since Issues and Options consultation as of January 2015 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this is a DtC matter: yes The evidence base indicates that a major glass manufacturing operation in the Plan area relies on import of silica sand of appropriate quality from a site in Norfolk.  Correspondence with Norfolk County Council has confirmed that provision for continued extraction of silica sand in Norfolk is being made in the relevant minerals plan for Norfolk.  This should help ensure continued availability of supply over the Plan period. 
	Is this is a DtC matter: yes The evidence base indicates that a major glass manufacturing operation in the Plan area relies on import of silica sand of appropriate quality from a site in Norfolk.  Correspondence with Norfolk County Council has confirmed that provision for continued extraction of silica sand in Norfolk is being made in the relevant minerals plan for Norfolk.  This should help ensure continued availability of supply over the Plan period. 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	It is considered that it would be appropriate to provide support in principle for the continued development of resources in the Burythorpe area as these are important resources providing supply at a national level.  The resources are also substantially less constrained than those located in the Blubberhouses area.  As substantial new investment at this site is not expected to be required it would also be appropriate to seek to maintain a 10 year landbank in line with national policy.  No specific proposals 
	It is considered that it would be appropriate to provide support in principle for the continued development of resources in the Burythorpe area as these are important resources providing supply at a national level.  The resources are also substantially less constrained than those located in the Blubberhouses area.  As substantial new investment at this site is not expected to be required it would also be appropriate to seek to maintain a 10 year landbank in line with national policy.  No specific proposals 

	It is considered that this approach would reflect the range of views expressed in consultation responses as well as the uncertain outcome of the SA.  The preferred approach therefore represents a combination of options 2 and 3. 
	It is considered that this approach would reflect the range of views expressed in consultation responses as well as the uncertain outcome of the SA.  The preferred approach therefore represents a combination of options 2 and 3. 

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M12: Continuity of supply of silica sand 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M12: Continuity of supply of silica sand 

	1) Proposals for the continuing extraction of silica sand at Burythorpe Quarry, including proposals for lateral extensions or deepening, will be supported in principle where necessary in order to maintain reserves during the period to 2030 and a minimum 10 year landbank for the site. Compliance with relevant Development Management policies in the Plan will need to be demonstrated. 2) Proposals for development of silica sand resources at Blubberhouses Quarry, including proposals for the extension of time to 
	1) Proposals for the continuing extraction of silica sand at Burythorpe Quarry, including proposals for lateral extensions or deepening, will be supported in principle where necessary in order to maintain reserves during the period to 2030 and a minimum 10 year landbank for the site. Compliance with relevant Development Management policies in the Plan will need to be demonstrated. 2) Proposals for development of silica sand resources at Blubberhouses Quarry, including proposals for the extension of time to 

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 5 Objective 6 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id16: Silica sand safeguarding Id61: North York Moor National Park and the AONBs Id63: Landscape Id64: Biodiversity and geodiversity Id67: Strategic approach to reclamation and afteruse 
	Link to Objectives: Objective 5 Objective 6 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id16: Silica sand safeguarding Id61: North York Moor National Park and the AONBs Id63: Landscape Id64: Biodiversity and geodiversity Id67: Strategic approach to reclamation and afteruse 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment A wide range of impacts will result from extraction of sand at the sites specified in this policy. These are outlined in the Site Sustainability Appraisal Report. As many of the site allocations lie in close proximity to other existing or allocated sites, cumulative impacts will be of particular importance. Recommendations Appropriate mitigation should be incorporated at each allocation site in line with recommendations in the Site Sustainability Appraisal findings for each site and wi
	Summary of assessment A wide range of impacts will result from extraction of sand at the sites specified in this policy. These are outlined in the Site Sustainability Appraisal Report. As many of the site allocations lie in close proximity to other existing or allocated sites, cumulative impacts will be of particular importance. Recommendations Appropriate mitigation should be incorporated at each allocation site in line with recommendations in the Site Sustainability Appraisal findings for each site and wi


	Policy id16: Safeguarding of Silica Sand 
	Policy id16: Safeguarding of Silica Sand 
	Policy id16: Safeguarding of Silica Sand 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would safeguard all known silica sand resources, with a 500m buffer zone to help ensure maximum protection of the resource from proximal sterilisation. 

	Option 2: This option would safeguard all known silica sand resources, without a buffer zone given the absence of expectation of significant additional working of silica sand beyond current permission boundaries during the plan period. 
	Option 2: This option would safeguard all known silica sand resources, without a buffer zone given the absence of expectation of significant additional working of silica sand beyond current permission boundaries during the plan period. 

	Option 3: This option would only safeguard silica sand resources outside AONB and international nature conservation designations as working in these areas are less likely to be acceptable in principle. 
	Option 3: This option would only safeguard silica sand resources outside AONB and international nature conservation designations as working in these areas are less likely to be acceptable in principle. 

	Option 4: This option could operate in parallel with other options and would safeguard any additional resources of silica sand (not identified in current minerals resource evidence) proposed in site allocations and preferred areas, where supported by adequate resource information. 
	Option 4: This option could operate in parallel with other options and would safeguard any additional resources of silica sand (not identified in current minerals resource evidence) proposed in site allocations and preferred areas, where supported by adequate resource information. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	As safeguarding does not infer any silica sand development will take place there is generally no predicted direct effect. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan. Safeguarding contributes positively, however, to the SA objective ‘to minimise the use of resources and encourage their re-use and safeguarding’. In a number of other ways positive indirect effects are noted for all options, though these vary in significance according to factors such as whether or not
	As safeguarding does not infer any silica sand development will take place there is generally no predicted direct effect. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan. Safeguarding contributes positively, however, to the SA objective ‘to minimise the use of resources and encourage their re-use and safeguarding’. In a number of other ways positive indirect effects are noted for all options, though these vary in significance according to factors such as whether or not

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	11 

	Question 42: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 42: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 5 (SC/2 MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 

	Option 2: 0 
	Option 2: 0 

	Option 3: 6 (1 SC/MWI/ 2 Local Authorities) 
	Option 3: 6 (1 SC/MWI/ 2 Local Authorities) 

	Option 4: 0 
	Option 4: 0 


	Question 43: Are there any alternative options we should consider in relation to the safeguarding of silica sand resources?? 
	Question 43: Are there any alternative options we should consider in relation to the safeguarding of silica sand resources?? 
	Question 43: Are there any alternative options we should consider in relation to the safeguarding of silica sand resources?? 
	Number of respondents: 0 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Message Q42: Mixed views were received in relation to safeguarding of Silica Sand, especially resources with areas of environmental designations. Some respondents considered it necessary to include all areas of the resource included environmentally designated areas as safeguarding does not create a presumption that the resource will be worked. Some objection was received to Option 2 as this was thought to be in conflict with European Guidance and it only would protect the resource which is currently per
	Key Message Q42: Mixed views were received in relation to safeguarding of Silica Sand, especially resources with areas of environmental designations. Some respondents considered it necessary to include all areas of the resource included environmentally designated areas as safeguarding does not create a presumption that the resource will be worked. Some objection was received to Option 2 as this was thought to be in conflict with European Guidance and it only would protect the resource which is currently per

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	N/A 
	N/A 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	Current best practice advice suggests that sensitive areas such as environmental designations should not be excluded from safeguarding as the resource is being safeguarded for the long term.  Silica sand is a nationally important, and relatively scarce, resource and it will be particularly important to ensure a robust approach towards its’ safeguarding. For the same reason it is considered important to include a buffer zone around the safeguarded area in order to provide further protection to the resource f
	Current best practice advice suggests that sensitive areas such as environmental designations should not be excluded from safeguarding as the resource is being safeguarded for the long term.  Silica sand is a nationally important, and relatively scarce, resource and it will be particularly important to ensure a robust approach towards its’ safeguarding. For the same reason it is considered important to include a buffer zone around the safeguarded area in order to provide further protection to the resource f

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	No new evidence since the Issues and Options consultation in spring 2014, as of January 2015 
	No new evidence since the Issues and Options consultation in spring 2014, as of January 2015 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this is a DtC matter: no 
	Is this is a DtC matter: no 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	Support from consultees was divided between Options 1 and Option 3, and there was no specific preferred approach identified through initial SA.  It is considered that the preferred approach should be that which aligns most closely with current practice guidance on minerals safeguarding (BGS 2011).  This would suggest safeguarding the entirety of the identified resource together with a 500m buffer zone to help prevent sterilisation through other forms of development near to but outside the resource.   This w
	Support from consultees was divided between Options 1 and Option 3, and there was no specific preferred approach identified through initial SA.  It is considered that the preferred approach should be that which aligns most closely with current practice guidance on minerals safeguarding (BGS 2011).  This would suggest safeguarding the entirety of the identified resource together with a 500m buffer zone to help prevent sterilisation through other forms of development near to but outside the resource.   This w

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to S01: Safeguarding mineral resources 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to S01: Safeguarding mineral resources 

	All silica sand resources identified on the policies map will be safeguarded for the future.  An additional 500m buffer zone around each resource area is also safeguarded to protect the resource from encroaching development. COMBINED MINERALS SAFEGUARDING POLICY from PREFERRED OPTIONS DOCUMENT Part one- Surface mineral resources: 
	All silica sand resources identified on the policies map will be safeguarded for the future.  An additional 500m buffer zone around each resource area is also safeguarded to protect the resource from encroaching development. COMBINED MINERALS SAFEGUARDING POLICY from PREFERRED OPTIONS DOCUMENT Part one- Surface mineral resources: 


	The following surface minerals resources and associated buffer zones identified on the policies map will be safeguarded from other forms of surface development to protect the resource for the future : i) All crushed rock and silica sand resources with an additional 500m buffer ii) All sand and gravel, clay and shallow coal resources with an additional 250m buffer iii) Building stone resources and active and former building stone quarries with an additional 250m buffer Part two – Deep mineral resources: The 
	The following surface minerals resources and associated buffer zones identified on the policies map will be safeguarded from other forms of surface development to protect the resource for the future : i) All crushed rock and silica sand resources with an additional 500m buffer ii) All sand and gravel, clay and shallow coal resources with an additional 250m buffer iii) Building stone resources and active and former building stone quarries with an additional 250m buffer Part two – Deep mineral resources: The 
	The following surface minerals resources and associated buffer zones identified on the policies map will be safeguarded from other forms of surface development to protect the resource for the future : i) All crushed rock and silica sand resources with an additional 500m buffer ii) All sand and gravel, clay and shallow coal resources with an additional 250m buffer iii) Building stone resources and active and former building stone quarries with an additional 250m buffer Part two – Deep mineral resources: The 

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives Objective 3 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id15: Continuity of supply of silica sand Id70: Developments proposed within mineral safeguarding areas Id71: Consideration of applications in mineral consultation areas 
	Link to Objectives Objective 3 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id15: Continuity of supply of silica sand Id70: Developments proposed within mineral safeguarding areas Id71: Consideration of applications in mineral consultation areas 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 


	Summary of assessment 
	As safeguarding does not infer that minerals extraction will take place there are generally no predicted direct effects. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan.  This policy is likely to result in minor to major positive impacts in relation to encouraging the safeguarding of resources, economic growth and meeting the needs of a changing population as future mineral resource sterilisation is avoided, thus conserving resources for future economic benefit. The sa
	Recommendations 
	No mitigation is proposed 
	Policy id17: Continuity of Supply of Clay 
	Policy id17: Continuity of Supply of Clay 
	Policy id17: Continuity of Supply of Clay 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would support the principle of continued production at the Alne and Hemingbrough sites and seek to make specific provision, through allocation of sites or preferred areas, for the working of further reserves of clay as extensions to Hemingbrough and Alne clay pits, in order to help provide a 25 year landbank at each of these sites. It could also seek to identify resources at Escrick as being suitable in principle to meet longer term requirements for clay to serve the Plasmor blockworks

	Option 2: This option would support the principle of development of new reserves of clay (either as extensions to existing sites or as new greenfield sites) where there is a demonstrable need to release further reserves in order to maintain continuity of supply to existing or any new manufacturing facilities in the Plan area. 
	Option 2: This option would support the principle of development of new reserves of clay (either as extensions to existing sites or as new greenfield sites) where there is a demonstrable need to release further reserves in order to maintain continuity of supply to existing or any new manufacturing facilities in the Plan area. 

	Option 3: In addition this option could support the principle of development of new sources of clay for other uses (i.e. uses which are not directly related to supporting existing or new manufacturing facilities in the Plan area) where it can be demonstrated that there is a need for the mineral and the requirement could not reasonably be met by secondary or recycled materials. 
	Option 3: In addition this option could support the principle of development of new sources of clay for other uses (i.e. uses which are not directly related to supporting existing or new manufacturing facilities in the Plan area) where it can be demonstrated that there is a need for the mineral and the requirement could not reasonably be met by secondary or recycled materials. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	All of the options are likely to have environmental impacts in relation to biodiversity, land take and landscape given the nature of clay working, particularly where they work in combination. However, Option 1 is likely to have fewer significant impacts by predominantly locating additional capacity near to existing extraction or processing locations thus reducing transport implications (minimising the number and length of trips) as well as impacts on new locations elsewhere. The effects of Options 2 and 3 h
	All of the options are likely to have environmental impacts in relation to biodiversity, land take and landscape given the nature of clay working, particularly where they work in combination. However, Option 1 is likely to have fewer significant impacts by predominantly locating additional capacity near to existing extraction or processing locations thus reducing transport implications (minimising the number and length of trips) as well as impacts on new locations elsewhere. The effects of Options 2 and 3 h

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	8 

	Question 44: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 44: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 4 (1 SC) 
	Combination: 2 (1 MWI) 

	Option 2: 0 
	Option 2: 0 

	Option 3: 0 
	Option 3: 0 

	Question 45: Are there any other options the Authorities should consider in relation to 
	Question 45: Are there any other options the Authorities should consider in relation to 
	Number of respondents: 2 (1 Local Authority) 


	the continuity of clay supply? 
	the continuity of clay supply? 
	the continuity of clay supply? 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key messages Q44: The majority of respondents expressed a preference toward Option 1 as it was considered this provided the greatest certainty. Two respondents suggested a combination of Options should be taken forward, one suggesting a combination of Option 2 and 3 and the other preferring a combination of Option 1 and 2. Key Message Q45: One alternative option was put forward which has been worked up and is detailed below Proposed Option 4  Sites should be supported where restoration would contribute imp
	Key messages Q44: The majority of respondents expressed a preference toward Option 1 as it was considered this provided the greatest certainty. Two respondents suggested a combination of Options should be taken forward, one suggesting a combination of Option 2 and 3 and the other preferring a combination of Option 1 and 2. Key Message Q45: One alternative option was put forward which has been worked up and is detailed below Proposed Option 4  Sites should be supported where restoration would contribute imp

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of assessment Options 1 to 3 are likely to have uncertain or negative environmental impacts in relation to biodiversity, land take and landscape, given the nature of clay working. However, Option 1 is likely to have fewer significant impacts by predominantly locating additional capacity near to existing extraction or processing locations thus reducing transport implications (minimising the number and length of trips) as well as impacts on new locations elsewhere. Although it is characterised by a nu
	Summary of assessment Options 1 to 3 are likely to have uncertain or negative environmental impacts in relation to biodiversity, land take and landscape, given the nature of clay working. However, Option 1 is likely to have fewer significant impacts by predominantly locating additional capacity near to existing extraction or processing locations thus reducing transport implications (minimising the number and length of trips) as well as impacts on new locations elsewhere. Although it is characterised by a nu

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	It is acknowledged that any policy should provide clarity as to the circumstances where future development will be acceptable in principle and that it could be appropriate to take forward a combination of options.  It is considered that the relationship between restoration and habitat connectivity is an issue which is best addressed in the development management policies in the plan as it may be relevant to other types of mineral besides clay. 
	It is acknowledged that any policy should provide clarity as to the circumstances where future development will be acceptable in principle and that it could be appropriate to take forward a combination of options.  It is considered that the relationship between restoration and habitat connectivity is an issue which is best addressed in the development management policies in the plan as it may be relevant to other types of mineral besides clay. 

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	The online NPPG has been published since the Issues and Options consultation took place  in spring 2014 but there are no changes regarding clay from when the NPPF was published in 2012 Since completion of Issues and Options consultation a proposed site allocation for an extension to clay workings at Alne brickworks has been submitted in order to provide a 25 year supply for the adjacent brickworks and will be assessed as part of the site assessment process. 
	The online NPPG has been published since the Issues and Options consultation took place  in spring 2014 but there are no changes regarding clay from when the NPPF was published in 2012 Since completion of Issues and Options consultation a proposed site allocation for an extension to clay workings at Alne brickworks has been submitted in order to provide a 25 year supply for the adjacent brickworks and will be assessed as part of the site assessment process. 


	This evidence update is accurate as of January 2015. 
	This evidence update is accurate as of January 2015. 
	This evidence update is accurate as of January 2015. 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this is a DtC matter: no 
	Is this is a DtC matter: no 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	National policy seeks the maintenance of a stock of at least 25 years supply for brick clay for new or existing plant. There are two existing facilities in the Plan area manufacturing construction products from clay.  Neither of these facilities currently has a 25 year supply of resources available. Since completion of Issues and Options consultation a site allocation for an extension of working at Alne Brickworks has been put forward.  If ultimately developed this new area, combined with existing permitted
	National policy seeks the maintenance of a stock of at least 25 years supply for brick clay for new or existing plant. There are two existing facilities in the Plan area manufacturing construction products from clay.  Neither of these facilities currently has a 25 year supply of resources available. Since completion of Issues and Options consultation a site allocation for an extension of working at Alne Brickworks has been put forward.  If ultimately developed this new area, combined with existing permitted

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M13: Continuity of supply of clay 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M13: Continuity of supply of clay 

	The provision of sufficient permitted reserves of clay in order to provide a 25 year supply for existing manufacturing operations at Alne Brickworks and Plasmor Blockworks, Great Heck, is supported. Additional reserves to help meet this requirement are provided through a site allocation for: 1) Allocations required in order to meet requirements during the plan period: Land to north of Hemingbrough clay pit (MJP45) Proposals for development of this site will be supported subject to compliance with the develo
	The provision of sufficient permitted reserves of clay in order to provide a 25 year supply for existing manufacturing operations at Alne Brickworks and Plasmor Blockworks, Great Heck, is supported. Additional reserves to help meet this requirement are provided through a site allocation for: 1) Allocations required in order to meet requirements during the plan period: Land to north of Hemingbrough clay pit (MJP45) Proposals for development of this site will be supported subject to compliance with the develo

	that additional reserves are required in order to maintain an adequate longer term supply of clay to the Plasmor blockworks site and subject to compliance with the development management policies in the Plan. Maintenance of supply of clay is also supported through the identification of an allocated site for engineering clay at: Land north of Duttons Farm, Upper Poppleton (MJP52) Working of unallocated brick clay resources will be supported where it can be demonstrated that the mineral is needed in order to 
	that additional reserves are required in order to maintain an adequate longer term supply of clay to the Plasmor blockworks site and subject to compliance with the development management policies in the Plan. Maintenance of supply of clay is also supported through the identification of an allocated site for engineering clay at: Land north of Duttons Farm, Upper Poppleton (MJP52) Working of unallocated brick clay resources will be supported where it can be demonstrated that the mineral is needed in order to 

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 5 Objective 6 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id19: Safeguarding of clay Id58: Presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste development Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id63: Landscape Id64: Biodiversity and geodiversity Id66: Water environment Id67: Strategic approach to reclamation and afteruse 
	Link to Objectives: Objective 5 Objective 6 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id19: Safeguarding of clay Id58: Presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste development Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id63: Landscape Id64: Biodiversity and geodiversity Id66: Water environment Id67: Strategic approach to reclamation and afteruse 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment A wide range of impacts will result from extraction of sand and gravel at the sites specified in this policy. These are outlined in the Site Sustainability Appraisal Report. As many of the site allocations lie in close proximity to other existing or allocated sites, cumulative impacts will be of particular importance. 
	Summary of assessment A wide range of impacts will result from extraction of sand and gravel at the sites specified in this policy. These are outlined in the Site Sustainability Appraisal Report. As many of the site allocations lie in close proximity to other existing or allocated sites, cumulative impacts will be of particular importance. 


	In terms of unallocated sites, a range of minor positive and negative effects are recorded for most SA objectives as such sites will need to comply with development management policies, which will either control effects or may leave some minor residual effects when they are applied to clay development (such as on soils / land, water and landscape) or may result in minor positive effects (e.g. through mitigation providing a net gain or a high level of protection – as is the case for biodiversity and the hist
	Recommendations 
	Appropriate mitigation should be incorporated at each allocation site in line with recommendations in the Site Sustainability Appraisal findings for each site and with other policies in the Plan. Cumulative impacts should be given particular regard through the planning application process. 
	Policy id18: Incidental working of clay in association with other minerals 
	Policy id18: Incidental working of clay in association with other minerals 
	Policy id18: Incidental working of clay in association with other minerals 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would support the incidental working of clay in association with production of other minerals, where the incidental extraction of clay would help secure the most sustainable use of resources and would not prejudice the overall environmental or amenity impacts of the primary working or the subsequent reclamation and afteruse of the site. 

	Option 2: This option would not expressly support the incidental working of clay in association with production of other minerals. 
	Option 2: This option would not expressly support the incidental working of clay in association with production of other minerals. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	The effects arising from Option 1 are predominantly neutral to uncertain. The option would support incidental clay extraction where overall sustainability and environmental / amenity impacts from the extraction of the primary mineral are not prejudiced. However, there is some uncertainty as to the scope of impacts that will be considered. This option is likely to maximise opportunities for productivity from mineral extraction, minimising the generation of clay waste and providing positive benefits for the e
	The effects arising from Option 1 are predominantly neutral to uncertain. The option would support incidental clay extraction where overall sustainability and environmental / amenity impacts from the extraction of the primary mineral are not prejudiced. However, there is some uncertainty as to the scope of impacts that will be considered. This option is likely to maximise opportunities for productivity from mineral extraction, minimising the generation of clay waste and providing positive benefits for the e

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	2 

	Question 46: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 46: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 1 

	Option 2: 1 
	Option 2: 1 

	Question 47: Are there any alternative options we should consider in relation to the safeguarding of clay resources? 
	Question 47: Are there any alternative options we should consider in relation to the safeguarding of clay resources? 
	Number of respondents: 0 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q46: 2 respondents made representations against Q46 but no comments were made. Key Messages Q47: No alternative options were submitted in response to this question. 
	Key Messages Q46: 2 respondents made representations against Q46 but no comments were made. Key Messages Q47: No alternative options were submitted in response to this question. 

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	N/A 
	N/A 


	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	Although support was expressed for both options 1 and 2 no specific comments were made and therefore no clear view or consensus emerged from consultation on this issue. 
	Although support was expressed for both options 1 and 2 no specific comments were made and therefore no clear view or consensus emerged from consultation on this issue. 

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	No new evidence as of January 2015. 
	No new evidence as of January 2015. 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this is a DtC matter: no 
	Is this is a DtC matter: no 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	There was support for each of the 2 options but no comments submitted, and no alternative options suggested.  Although the SA favoured aspects of both options it is considered that the more specific guidance to developers provided by option 1 should be preferred.  
	There was support for each of the 2 options but no comments submitted, and no alternative options suggested.  Although the SA favoured aspects of both options it is considered that the more specific guidance to developers provided by option 1 should be preferred.  

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M14: Incidental working of clay in association with other minerals 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M14: Incidental working of clay in association with other minerals 

	The incidental working of clay in association with production of other minerals will be supported, where the incidental extraction of clay would help secure the most sustainable use of resources and would not significantly increase any environmental or amenity impacts associated with the primary working, or the subsequent reclamation and afteruse of the site. Supporting text In some mineral workings, particularly for sand and gravel and some crushed rock types, the primary mineral occurs in association with
	The incidental working of clay in association with production of other minerals will be supported, where the incidental extraction of clay would help secure the most sustainable use of resources and would not significantly increase any environmental or amenity impacts associated with the primary working, or the subsequent reclamation and afteruse of the site. Supporting text In some mineral workings, particularly for sand and gravel and some crushed rock types, the primary mineral occurs in association with

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 5 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id58: Presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste development Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id63: Landscape Id64: Biodiversity and geodiversity Id66: Water environment Id67: Strategic approach to reclamation and afteruse 
	Link to Objectives: Objective 5 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id58: Presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste development Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id63: Landscape Id64: Biodiversity and geodiversity Id66: Water environment Id67: Strategic approach to reclamation and afteruse 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment The impacts associated with this policy are predominantly neutral to uncertain.  The policy would support incidental clay extraction where overall sustainability and environmental / amenity impacts would not be significantly increased. However, there is some uncertainty as to the scope of impacts 
	Summary of assessment The impacts associated with this policy are predominantly neutral to uncertain.  The policy would support incidental clay extraction where overall sustainability and environmental / amenity impacts would not be significantly increased. However, there is some uncertainty as to the scope of impacts 


	that will be considered and also stringency in relation to environmental impacts resulting from the primary working is unknown. 
	Some positive impacts would result from this policy as it would increase productivity from mineral extraction, minimising the generation of clay waste, providing a valuable building material and providing positive benefits for the economy.   
	Recommendations  
	No further mitigation is proposed. 
	Policy id19: Safeguarding clay 
	Policy id19: Safeguarding clay 
	Policy id19: Safeguarding clay 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would safeguard all known clay resources, with a 250m buffer zone to help ensure maximum protection of the resource from proximal sterilisation. 

	Option 2: This option would safeguard all known clay resources, without a buffer zone given the large geographical scale of the resource relative to the current and expected future extent of working. 
	Option 2: This option would safeguard all known clay resources, without a buffer zone given the large geographical scale of the resource relative to the current and expected future extent of working. 

	Option 3: This option would only safeguard clay resources outside urban areas and National Park and AONB designations as working in these areas are less likely to be proposed or acceptable. 
	Option 3: This option would only safeguard clay resources outside urban areas and National Park and AONB designations as working in these areas are less likely to be proposed or acceptable. 

	Option 4: This option would operate in parallel with other options and would safeguard any additional resources of clay (not identified in current minerals resource evidence) proposed in site allocations and preferred areas, where supported by adequate resource information. 
	Option 4: This option would operate in parallel with other options and would safeguard any additional resources of clay (not identified in current minerals resource evidence) proposed in site allocations and preferred areas, where supported by adequate resource information. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	As safeguarding does not infer clay extraction will take place there is generally no predicted direct effect. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan. Safeguarding contributes positively, however, to the SA objective ‘to minimise the use of resources and encourage their re-use and safeguarding’. In other ways positive indirect effects are noted in relation to the soil / land, and economic objectives through maintaining optimum sites for extraction. Given that O
	As safeguarding does not infer clay extraction will take place there is generally no predicted direct effect. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan. Safeguarding contributes positively, however, to the SA objective ‘to minimise the use of resources and encourage their re-use and safeguarding’. In other ways positive indirect effects are noted in relation to the soil / land, and economic objectives through maintaining optimum sites for extraction. Given that O

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	7 

	Question 48: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 48: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 3 
	Option 4: 0 

	Option 2: 1 
	Option 2: 1 
	Combination: 1 (1MWI) 

	Option 3: 1 
	Option 3: 1 
	DNS: 0 

	Question 49: Are there any alternative options we should consider in relation to the safeguarding of clay resources? 
	Question 49: Are there any alternative options we should consider in relation to the safeguarding of clay resources? 
	Number of respondents: 1 (SC) 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q48: The majority of respondents expressed a preference for option 1. One respondent suggested an approach based on a combination of Options 1 and 4 as this was would allow maximum resources with the inclusion of a buffer and any additional resources unidentified on the resource map. Key Messages Q49: One comment was received in relation to this question, expressing an opinion that there should be a presumption against extraction in protected landscapes and international and 
	Key Messages Q48: The majority of respondents expressed a preference for option 1. One respondent suggested an approach based on a combination of Options 1 and 4 as this was would allow maximum resources with the inclusion of a buffer and any additional resources unidentified on the resource map. Key Messages Q49: One comment was received in relation to this question, expressing an opinion that there should be a presumption against extraction in protected landscapes and international and 


	national statutory protected sites. This was not considered to be a significantly different direction of approaches and therefore was not taken forward as an alternative option. The details are in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why it has not been taken forward. 
	national statutory protected sites. This was not considered to be a significantly different direction of approaches and therefore was not taken forward as an alternative option. The details are in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why it has not been taken forward. 
	national statutory protected sites. This was not considered to be a significantly different direction of approaches and therefore was not taken forward as an alternative option. The details are in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why it has not been taken forward. 

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	N/A 
	N/A 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	Option 1, which was supported by the majority of consultees, is also in line with good practice guidance on mineral safeguarding (BGS 2011).  Support was also expressed for an option of not providing a buffer zone, and for not safeguarding clay in urban areas, National Parks and AONBs.  It is considered that provision of a buffer zone would be in line with practice guidance and work undertaken on mineral safeguarding in North Yorkshire by BGS.  It would also help provide maximum protection to the resource. 
	Option 1, which was supported by the majority of consultees, is also in line with good practice guidance on mineral safeguarding (BGS 2011).  Support was also expressed for an option of not providing a buffer zone, and for not safeguarding clay in urban areas, National Parks and AONBs.  It is considered that provision of a buffer zone would be in line with practice guidance and work undertaken on mineral safeguarding in North Yorkshire by BGS.  It would also help provide maximum protection to the resource. 

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	No new evidence as of January 2015. 
	No new evidence as of January 2015. 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this is a DtC matter: yes Consideration of safeguarding of minerals where they occur in close proximity to the Plan area boundary has taken place via the production of, and consultation on, a cross-boundary minerals safeguarding paper. This did not lead to the need for any changes to the proposed safeguarding areas for clay. 
	Is this is a DtC matter: yes Consideration of safeguarding of minerals where they occur in close proximity to the Plan area boundary has taken place via the production of, and consultation on, a cross-boundary minerals safeguarding paper. This did not lead to the need for any changes to the proposed safeguarding areas for clay. 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	No new evidence or policy has come forward relating to this topic. The SA indicates that Option 3 and Option 4 should be pursued whereas most consultees supported Option 1. No realistic alternative options were put forward for consideration. Option 1 is closest to the BGS recommendations in the NYCC and CYC safeguarding of minerals reports. Option 4 could increase the economic benefits by increasing the amount of clay safeguarded. As a number of site allocations are proposed, it would also be appropriate to
	No new evidence or policy has come forward relating to this topic. The SA indicates that Option 3 and Option 4 should be pursued whereas most consultees supported Option 1. No realistic alternative options were put forward for consideration. Option 1 is closest to the BGS recommendations in the NYCC and CYC safeguarding of minerals reports. Option 4 could increase the economic benefits by increasing the amount of clay safeguarded. As a number of site allocations are proposed, it would also be appropriate to

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to S01: Safeguarded mineral resources 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to S01: Safeguarded mineral resources 

	1) All clay resources identified on the policies map will be safeguarded for the future. An additional 250m buffer zone around each resource area will also be safeguarded to protect the resource from encroaching development. 2) All clay resources in Site Allocations shown on the policies map, along with a 250m 
	1) All clay resources identified on the policies map will be safeguarded for the future. An additional 250m buffer zone around each resource area will also be safeguarded to protect the resource from encroaching development. 2) All clay resources in Site Allocations shown on the policies map, along with a 250m 

	buffer zone, will also be safeguarded where they lie outside the resource areas identified in part 1) above. COMBINED MINERALS SAFEGUARDING POLICY from PREFERRED OPTIONS DOCUMENT Part one- Surface mineral resources: The following surface minerals resources and associated buffer zones identified on the policies map will be safeguarded from other forms of surface development to protect the resource for the future : i) All crushed rock and silica sand resources with an additional 500m buffer ii) All sand and g
	buffer zone, will also be safeguarded where they lie outside the resource areas identified in part 1) above. COMBINED MINERALS SAFEGUARDING POLICY from PREFERRED OPTIONS DOCUMENT Part one- Surface mineral resources: The following surface minerals resources and associated buffer zones identified on the policies map will be safeguarded from other forms of surface development to protect the resource for the future : i) All crushed rock and silica sand resources with an additional 500m buffer ii) All sand and g

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 3 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id17: Continuity of supply of clay Id70: Developments proposed within mineral safeguarding areas Id71: Consideration of applications in mineral consultation areas 
	Link to Objectives: Objective 3 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id17: Continuity of supply of clay Id70: Developments proposed within mineral safeguarding areas Id71: Consideration of applications in mineral consultation areas 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment As safeguarding does not infer that minerals extraction will take place there are generally no predicted direct effects. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan.  This policy is likely to result in minor to major positive impacts in relation to encouraging the safeguarding of resources, economic growth and meeting the needs of a changing population as future mineral resource sterilisation is avoided, thus conserving resources for future ec
	Summary of assessment As safeguarding does not infer that minerals extraction will take place there are generally no predicted direct effects. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan.  This policy is likely to result in minor to major positive impacts in relation to encouraging the safeguarding of resources, economic growth and meeting the needs of a changing population as future mineral resource sterilisation is avoided, thus conserving resources for future ec


	Policy id20: Continuity of supply of building stone 
	Policy id20: Continuity of supply of building stone 
	Policy id20: Continuity of supply of building stone 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: Support the principle of continued production, including extensions to workings, at existing permitted building stone sites. 

	Option 2: Support the principle of development of resources of building stone at new sites (including former building stone quarries without planning permission) as well as extensions to existing sites. 
	Option 2: Support the principle of development of resources of building stone at new sites (including former building stone quarries without planning permission) as well as extensions to existing sites. 

	Option 3: This option would not express support in principle for continued supply of building stone but would identify a range of criteria to be applied to any proposals which come forward for development of building stone resources. In addition to the general criteria included in the Development Management policies, indicative criteria for building stone development could include adequate demonstration of the nature, quality and quantity of resource, the market to be served and the availability of stone at
	Option 3: This option would not express support in principle for continued supply of building stone but would identify a range of criteria to be applied to any proposals which come forward for development of building stone resources. In addition to the general criteria included in the Development Management policies, indicative criteria for building stone development could include adequate demonstration of the nature, quality and quantity of resource, the market to be served and the availability of stone at

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	The assessment has revealed that all options are likely to result in negative effects on the environment to some degree although Option 2 could in particular have significant negative effects on landscape, biodiversity, recreation, the historic environment, water, soil, air and amenity. Whilst Option 1 would have the least effects on the environment, it could also fail to deliver a sufficient supply of the right types of building stone to support development consistent with landscape / townscape character a
	The assessment has revealed that all options are likely to result in negative effects on the environment to some degree although Option 2 could in particular have significant negative effects on landscape, biodiversity, recreation, the historic environment, water, soil, air and amenity. Whilst Option 1 would have the least effects on the environment, it could also fail to deliver a sufficient supply of the right types of building stone to support development consistent with landscape / townscape character a

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	21 

	Question 50: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 50: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 3 
	Option 3: 2 (1 Local Authorities) 

	Option 2: 10 (1 SC/2 MWI/ 2 Local Authorities) 
	Option 2: 10 (1 SC/2 MWI/ 2 Local Authorities) 
	Did Not Specify: 2 (1 SC/ 1 Local Authorities) 

	Question 51: Are there any other options the Authorities should consider in relation to the continuity of building stone supply? 
	Question 51: Are there any other options the Authorities should consider in relation to the continuity of building stone supply? 
	Number of respondents: 2 (1 MWI/ 1 Local Authority) 

	Question 52: Do you agree with the criteria used in Option 3 above? If not, what 
	Question 52: Do you agree with the criteria used in Option 3 above? If not, what 
	Number of respondents: 2 


	alternatives would you suggest? 
	alternatives would you suggest? 
	alternatives would you suggest? 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key messages Q50: The majority of respondents expressed a preference for Option 2. It was considered that a better understanding of the likely demand for these materials is needed as there is currently a weakness in the evidence base. It was also considered that building stone should not just be reserved for the repair and restoration market and new build requirements should also be taken into account. One respondent considered that extraction of building stone should be done on a site by site basis as this
	Key messages Q50: The majority of respondents expressed a preference for Option 2. It was considered that a better understanding of the likely demand for these materials is needed as there is currently a weakness in the evidence base. It was also considered that building stone should not just be reserved for the repair and restoration market and new build requirements should also be taken into account. One respondent considered that extraction of building stone should be done on a site by site basis as this

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of assessment The assessment has revealed that all options are likely to result in mostly minor negative effects on the environment to some degree although Option 2 could in particular have potentially more significant negative effects on landscape, biodiversity, recreation, the historic environment, water, soil, air and amenity. Whilst Option 1 would have some positive impact on the environment, particularly in relation to land use and minimising use of resources, it could also fail to deliver a su
	Summary of assessment The assessment has revealed that all options are likely to result in mostly minor negative effects on the environment to some degree although Option 2 could in particular have potentially more significant negative effects on landscape, biodiversity, recreation, the historic environment, water, soil, air and amenity. Whilst Option 1 would have some positive impact on the environment, particularly in relation to land use and minimising use of resources, it could also fail to deliver a su


	that in most cases extracting building stone from an existing crushed rock quarry is likely to have a lower order impact than developing a new quarry. 
	that in most cases extracting building stone from an existing crushed rock quarry is likely to have a lower order impact than developing a new quarry. 
	that in most cases extracting building stone from an existing crushed rock quarry is likely to have a lower order impact than developing a new quarry. 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The Howardian Hills AONB has pointed out that the plan needs to ensure that building stone available in the National Park should be made available for work in the AONB as this is likely to be the closest match. Similarly English Heritage have said it is important to set a framework to support the delivery of matching stone needed for the repair of the areas heritage assets. It is considered that the preferred policy provides sufficient flexibility to maintain existing supplies and ensure their availability 
	The Howardian Hills AONB has pointed out that the plan needs to ensure that building stone available in the National Park should be made available for work in the AONB as this is likely to be the closest match. Similarly English Heritage have said it is important to set a framework to support the delivery of matching stone needed for the repair of the areas heritage assets. It is considered that the preferred policy provides sufficient flexibility to maintain existing supplies and ensure their availability 

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	There is no new evidence as of January 2015. 
	There is no new evidence as of January 2015. 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this is a DtC matter: yes This policy raises issues in relation to the Duty to Co-operate due stone being both imported and exported. 
	Is this is a DtC matter: yes This policy raises issues in relation to the Duty to Co-operate due stone being both imported and exported. 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	Option 2 is the preferred approach which to “support the principle of development of resources of building stone at new sites (including former building stone quarries without planning permission) as well as extensions to existing sites. Although this option has a worse outcome in terms of the Sustainability Appraisal it option 1 will not deliver a sufficient supply of the right types of building stone. The risks set out in the Sustainability Appraisal are likely to be mitigated by reference to the Developm
	Option 2 is the preferred approach which to “support the principle of development of resources of building stone at new sites (including former building stone quarries without planning permission) as well as extensions to existing sites. Although this option has a worse outcome in terms of the Sustainability Appraisal it option 1 will not deliver a sufficient supply of the right types of building stone. The risks set out in the Sustainability Appraisal are likely to be mitigated by reference to the Developm

	Preferred policy approach-title changed to M15: Continuity of supply of building stone 
	Preferred policy approach-title changed to M15: Continuity of supply of building stone 

	In order to secure an adequate supply of building stone, proposals will, where consistent with other policies in the Plan, be supported for:- i. the extension of time for completion of extraction at permitted building stone extraction sites; ii. the lateral extension and/or deepening of workings at permitted building stone extraction sites; iii. the re-opening of former building stone quarries in appropriate locations; iv. the opening of new sites for building stone extraction in appropriate locations, 
	In order to secure an adequate supply of building stone, proposals will, where consistent with other policies in the Plan, be supported for:- i. the extension of time for completion of extraction at permitted building stone extraction sites; ii. the lateral extension and/or deepening of workings at permitted building stone extraction sites; iii. the re-opening of former building stone quarries in appropriate locations; iv. the opening of new sites for building stone extraction in appropriate locations, 


	including the small scale extraction of building stone at new sites adjacent to existing 
	including the small scale extraction of building stone at new sites adjacent to existing 
	including the small scale extraction of building stone at new sites adjacent to existing 

	historic buildings or structures where the use is specifically for their repair; 
	historic buildings or structures where the use is specifically for their repair; 

	v. 
	v. 
	the incidental production of building stone in association with the working of crushed 

	TR
	rock; 

	vi. 
	vi. 
	the grant of permission on sites allocated in the Plan for working of building stone 


	Where development is proposed in the National Park and AONBs under criteria i to iv above and where the development comprises major development due to its scale and the nature, proposals will need to meet the requirements for major development set out in Policy D04. 
	Proposals for the supply of building stone should be supported by evidence to demonstrate the contribution that the stone proposed to be worked would make to the quality of the built and/or historic environment in the Plan area and/or to the meeting of important requirements for building stone outside the area and the scale of the proposal should be consistent with the identified needs for the stone. 
	For proposals for supply of building stone from locations within the National Park or AONBs, it will need to be demonstrated that the stone is required primarily to meet requirements arising from new build or repair work within the National Park and/or AONBs or is for the repair of important designated or undesignated buildings or structures which rely on the proposed source of stone as the original source of supply, or can provide a directly equivalent product which can no longer be provided from the origi
	Additional reserves to help maintain supply of building stone are also provided through a site allocation for: 
	Land at Brows Quarry (MJP63). 
	Supporting text 
	Supply of building stone is important for maintaining the quality of the built and historic environment.  Typically, building stone quarries are relatively small in scale but, as a result of the need to source stone of particular technical or aesthetic properties, may sometimes be proposed in relatively sensitive locations and can therefore give rise to impacts on the environment or local amenity.  It is therefore particularly important that proposals can demonstrate compliance with other relevant policies 
	Stone with suitable technical and aesthetic properties to meet requirements for high quality new build and repair work is understood to be relatively scarce in the Plan area and is a finite resource.  Substantial export of such stone out of the area, in order to meet a general market requirement for building stone, may over time reduce the availability of high quality indigenous sources of supply with the right technical and aesthetic properties to match the existing built or historic environment in the are
	It is recognised that the extraction of local building stone can have a positive impact in terms of enhancing the built environment of National Parks and AONBs, however the unrestricted extraction for exportation to other areas may have harmful effects both in terms of the scale of extraction in these highly protected areas and potential exhaustion of existing resources. The building stone used in the 
	Howardian Hills and the National Park are often sourced from the same geological structures and therefore it is considered appropriate to allow building stone extracted from the Park to be used in the Howardian Hills and vice versa as this will help to retain the characteristics of both areas.  In many cases, proposals for significant new working of building stone in the National Park and AONBs will also need to satisfy the major development test set out in national planning policy and policy D04 of the Pla
	Howardian Hills and the National Park are often sourced from the same geological structures and therefore it is considered appropriate to allow building stone extracted from the Park to be used in the Howardian Hills and vice versa as this will help to retain the characteristics of both areas.  In many cases, proposals for significant new working of building stone in the National Park and AONBs will also need to satisfy the major development test set out in national planning policy and policy D04 of the Pla
	Howardian Hills and the National Park are often sourced from the same geological structures and therefore it is considered appropriate to allow building stone extracted from the Park to be used in the Howardian Hills and vice versa as this will help to retain the characteristics of both areas.  In many cases, proposals for significant new working of building stone in the National Park and AONBs will also need to satisfy the major development test set out in national planning policy and policy D04 of the Pla

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 5 Objective 6 Objective 9 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id21: Use of building stone Id22: Safeguarding of building stone Id61: North York Moors National Park and AONBs Id65: Historic environment 
	Link to Objectives: Objective 5 Objective 6 Objective 9 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id21: Use of building stone Id22: Safeguarding of building stone Id61: North York Moors National Park and AONBs Id65: Historic environment 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment It is considered that this policy would provide an adequate supply and range of building stone to market and therefore positive impacts have been recorded in relation to the economy, community viability and vitality and meeting the needs of a changing population. The policy would enable building stone to be extracted in close proximity to historic assets or from former quarries where required in order that the correct type of stone can be sourced, conserving the historic environment of
	Summary of assessment It is considered that this policy would provide an adequate supply and range of building stone to market and therefore positive impacts have been recorded in relation to the economy, community viability and vitality and meeting the needs of a changing population. The policy would enable building stone to be extracted in close proximity to historic assets or from former quarries where required in order that the correct type of stone can be sourced, conserving the historic environment of


	Policy id21: Use of building stone 
	Policy id21: Use of building stone 
	Policy id21: Use of building stone 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would support applications for extraction of building stone from within the National Park and AONBs only where the stone would be used within the designated area it is extracted from, unless for repair of important designated or undesignated structures elsewhere which rely on this stone. Elsewhere in the Joint Plan area there would be no restriction placed on the use of the stone extracted. 


	Table
	TR
	Option 2: This option would support applications for extraction of building stone from within the Joint Plan area for use only within the Joint Plan area, unless for repair of important designated or undesignated structures elsewhere which rely on this stone. Stone extracted in the National Parks and AONBs would only be used within the designated area from which it is extracted. 

	Option 3: No restrictions to be placed on the use of building stone – planning applications would be considered against national policy, other building stone policies in the Joint Plan and any relevant Development Management policies only. The NPPF does not place any restrictions on the use of building stone but does require planning authorities to consider how to meet any demand for small-scale extraction of building stone at, or close to, relic quarries needed for the repair of heritage assets, taking acc
	Option 3: No restrictions to be placed on the use of building stone – planning applications would be considered against national policy, other building stone policies in the Joint Plan and any relevant Development Management policies only. The NPPF does not place any restrictions on the use of building stone but does require planning authorities to consider how to meet any demand for small-scale extraction of building stone at, or close to, relic quarries needed for the repair of heritage assets, taking acc

	Option 4: Alongside any of options 1, 2 or 3, this option would support the limited extraction of stone for use in building projects on the same site, acknowledging that in some instances this may in fact be Permitted Development and not require planning permission. 
	Option 4: Alongside any of options 1, 2 or 3, this option would support the limited extraction of stone for use in building projects on the same site, acknowledging that in some instances this may in fact be Permitted Development and not require planning permission. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	The assessment has revealed that Options 1 and 2 would be beneficial in terms of protecting the environment. However, Option 2 may result in negative effects on the local economy should there be less extraction across the area (though this is uncertain). Option 3 would result in no additional effects from building stone extraction. Option 4 is likely to have positive effects in terms of supply of building stone and reducing the effects of transportation, and any negative effects are likely to be minor and v
	The assessment has revealed that Options 1 and 2 would be beneficial in terms of protecting the environment. However, Option 2 may result in negative effects on the local economy should there be less extraction across the area (though this is uncertain). Option 3 would result in no additional effects from building stone extraction. Option 4 is likely to have positive effects in terms of supply of building stone and reducing the effects of transportation, and any negative effects are likely to be minor and v

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	16 

	Question 53: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 53: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 3(SC/MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 
	Option 4: 1 

	Option 2: 1 
	Option 2: 1 
	Combination: 5 (1SC/MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 

	Option 3: 2 (2MWI) 
	Option 3: 2 (2MWI) 
	Did Not Specify: 1 (1SC) 

	Question 54: Are there any other options the Authorities should consider in relation to the use of building stone? 
	Question 54: Are there any other options the Authorities should consider in relation to the use of building stone? 
	Number of respondents: 3 (1 LA) 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q53: Views received from respondents in relation to the use of building stone were mixed. A number of respondents suggested approaches based on a combination of the Options presented but no consensus view, about which combination would be most appropriate, could be drawn. The combinations which were suggested included combinations of Option 1 and 2, Options 1 and 4, Option 3 and 4, and Options 2 and 4. One respondent (Mineral Product Association) considered that Options 1 and 2 would be unworka
	Key Messages Q53: Views received from respondents in relation to the use of building stone were mixed. A number of respondents suggested approaches based on a combination of the Options presented but no consensus view, about which combination would be most appropriate, could be drawn. The combinations which were suggested included combinations of Option 1 and 2, Options 1 and 4, Option 3 and 4, and Options 2 and 4. One respondent (Mineral Product Association) considered that Options 1 and 2 would be unworka


	proposed to be used. Key Messages Q54 A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why they have or have not been taken forward. Any realistic alternatives have been worked up and are detailed below Proposed Option 5  Combine options 1 and 2. Suggested approach Support applications for the extraction of building stone within the Joint Plan area for use only within the Joint Plan ar
	proposed to be used. Key Messages Q54 A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why they have or have not been taken forward. Any realistic alternatives have been worked up and are detailed below Proposed Option 5  Combine options 1 and 2. Suggested approach Support applications for the extraction of building stone within the Joint Plan area for use only within the Joint Plan ar
	proposed to be used. Key Messages Q54 A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why they have or have not been taken forward. Any realistic alternatives have been worked up and are detailed below Proposed Option 5  Combine options 1 and 2. Suggested approach Support applications for the extraction of building stone within the Joint Plan area for use only within the Joint Plan ar

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of assessment The assessment has revealed that Options 1 and 2 would be beneficial in terms of protecting the environment. However, Option 2 may result in negative effects on the local economy should there be less extraction across the area (though this is uncertain). Option 3 would result in no additional effects from building stone extraction. Option 4 is likely to have positive effects in terms of supply of building stone and reducing the effects of transportation, and any negative effects are li
	Summary of assessment The assessment has revealed that Options 1 and 2 would be beneficial in terms of protecting the environment. However, Option 2 may result in negative effects on the local economy should there be less extraction across the area (though this is uncertain). Option 3 would result in no additional effects from building stone extraction. Option 4 is likely to have positive effects in terms of supply of building stone and reducing the effects of transportation, and any negative effects are li

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The narrowest majority of respondents considered a combination of the proposed options as being the most suitable. On one hand statutory consultees such as RSPB and EH are concerned that building stone is a finite resources and should be limited in its use while on the other hand a number of operators have raised concerns about the viability of quarries if they are restricted in terms of areas they can sell to. The preferred option is considered to comply with the approach set out in paragraph 142 which say
	The narrowest majority of respondents considered a combination of the proposed options as being the most suitable. On one hand statutory consultees such as RSPB and EH are concerned that building stone is a finite resources and should be limited in its use while on the other hand a number of operators have raised concerns about the viability of quarries if they are restricted in terms of areas they can sell to. The preferred option is considered to comply with the approach set out in paragraph 142 which say

	of the plan area. The preferred option policy also responds to concerns from the Howardian Hills AONB that stone from the National Park should be made available to this area as the character of the building stone is the same. 
	of the plan area. The preferred option policy also responds to concerns from the Howardian Hills AONB that stone from the National Park should be made available to this area as the character of the building stone is the same. 

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	Outline any changes to national , local policy or guidance since Issues and Options which may influence the policy approach Outline any new evidence base / since Issues and Options which may influence the policy approach There have been no changes to the evidence base as of January 2015.  
	Outline any changes to national , local policy or guidance since Issues and Options which may influence the policy approach Outline any new evidence base / since Issues and Options which may influence the policy approach There have been no changes to the evidence base as of January 2015.  

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this is a DtC matter: yes/no? No 
	Is this is a DtC matter: yes/no? No 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	A number of respondents preferred option 1 over options 2, 3 or 4, however a greater number suggested that a combination of options would be preferable. The SA also concludes that options 1 and 2 would be beneficial in terms of protecting the environment, but option 4 would have positive effects in terms of supply of building stone and reducing the effects of transportation.  National Park Building Conservation staff informed Officers that Local builders in the National Park have raised concerns that there 
	A number of respondents preferred option 1 over options 2, 3 or 4, however a greater number suggested that a combination of options would be preferable. The SA also concludes that options 1 and 2 would be beneficial in terms of protecting the environment, but option 4 would have positive effects in terms of supply of building stone and reducing the effects of transportation.  National Park Building Conservation staff informed Officers that Local builders in the National Park have raised concerns that there 

	Preferred policy approach – incorporated into M15: Continuity of supply of building stone 
	Preferred policy approach – incorporated into M15: Continuity of supply of building stone 

	The preferred policy approach is set in the response to id20 continuity of supply of building stone. 
	The preferred policy approach is set in the response to id20 continuity of supply of building stone. 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	N/A  
	N/A  


	Policy id22: Safeguarding building stone 
	Policy id22: Safeguarding building stone 
	Policy id22: Safeguarding building stone 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: Safeguard all known resources with potential for use as building stone. 

	Option 2: Safeguard all the scarcer resources with potential for use as building stone. 
	Option 2: Safeguard all the scarcer resources with potential for use as building stone. 

	Option 3: Safeguard both active and known important former building stone quarries. 
	Option 3: Safeguard both active and known important former building stone quarries. 

	Option 4: This option would operate in parallel with the other options and would safeguard any additional resources of building stone (not identified in current BGS minerals resource information) proposed in site allocations and preferred areas, where supported by adequate resource information. 
	Option 4: This option would operate in parallel with the other options and would safeguard any additional resources of building stone (not identified in current BGS minerals resource information) proposed in site allocations and preferred areas, where supported by adequate resource information. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	As safeguarding does not infer building stone extraction will take place there is generally no predicted direct effect. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan. All options would contribute positively to safeguarding minerals and providing minerals to meet the needs of the population, although Option 1 would perform better than Option 2 in this respect. In other ways positive indirect effects are noted, such as in terms of contributing to the future supply of b
	As safeguarding does not infer building stone extraction will take place there is generally no predicted direct effect. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan. All options would contribute positively to safeguarding minerals and providing minerals to meet the needs of the population, although Option 1 would perform better than Option 2 in this respect. In other ways positive indirect effects are noted, such as in terms of contributing to the future supply of b

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	12 

	Question 55: Do you have a preference for any of the options set out above? 
	Question 55: Do you have a preference for any of the options set out above? 
	Option 1: 2 
	Option 4: 0 

	Option 2: 0 
	Option 2: 0 
	Combination : 6 (1 SC, 2 MWI, 2 LA) 

	Option 3: 1 
	Option 3: 1 
	Did Not Specify: 0 

	Question 56: Are there any other options the Authorities should consider in relation to the safeguarding of building stone resources? 
	Question 56: Are there any other options the Authorities should consider in relation to the safeguarding of building stone resources? 
	Number of respondents: 1 (1 SC) 

	Question 57: Are there any particular former building stone quarries which you consider should be safeguarded if Option 3 is followed? 
	Question 57: Are there any particular former building stone quarries which you consider should be safeguarded if Option 3 is followed? 
	Number of respondents: 0 

	Question 58: Should different options be applied to each of the different planning authority areas, bearing in mind the differing recommendations in the Minerals Safeguarding Area reports? 
	Question 58: Should different options be applied to each of the different planning authority areas, bearing in mind the differing recommendations in the Minerals Safeguarding Area reports? 
	Number of respondents: 2 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q55: The majority of respondents identified a preference for a combination of Options. Three respondents expressed a preference for Option 3 combined with Option 4. One respondent suggested a combination of Option 2 and 3, one respondent suggested a combination of Options 1 and 3 and one respondent suggested a combination of Options 1, 3 and 4. Key Messages Q56: The one respondent to this question suggested the MWJP adopt an approach which requires applicants proposing development which could a
	Key Messages Q55: The majority of respondents identified a preference for a combination of Options. Three respondents expressed a preference for Option 3 combined with Option 4. One respondent suggested a combination of Option 2 and 3, one respondent suggested a combination of Options 1 and 3 and one respondent suggested a combination of Options 1, 3 and 4. Key Messages Q56: The one respondent to this question suggested the MWJP adopt an approach which requires applicants proposing development which could a


	Table
	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	N/A 
	N/A 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	There was a general consensus from consultees that building stone resources should be safeguarded with different views on whether this should apply to existing or all sources. The MPA state that all sources should be safeguarded due to the cost implications involved in searching for new building stone.  
	There was a general consensus from consultees that building stone resources should be safeguarded with different views on whether this should apply to existing or all sources. The MPA state that all sources should be safeguarded due to the cost implications involved in searching for new building stone.  

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	There has been no new evidence as of January 2015.  
	There has been no new evidence as of January 2015.  

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this is a DtC matter: yes/no? No 
	Is this is a DtC matter: yes/no? No 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	The majority of respondents preferred a combination of the options suggested, particularly of options 3 and 4. The SA concluded that all options would contribute positively to safeguarding minerals and providing minerals to meet the needs of the population, although option 1 would perform better than option 2 in this respect. A combination of options 3 and 4 will be taken forward.  Cross reference will be made to the need to consider the preferred policy approach set out in id70 (Development in Minerals Saf
	The majority of respondents preferred a combination of the options suggested, particularly of options 3 and 4. The SA concluded that all options would contribute positively to safeguarding minerals and providing minerals to meet the needs of the population, although option 1 would perform better than option 2 in this respect. A combination of options 3 and 4 will be taken forward.  Cross reference will be made to the need to consider the preferred policy approach set out in id70 (Development in Minerals Saf

	Preferred policy approach – title change to S01: Safeguarding mineral resources 
	Preferred policy approach – title change to S01: Safeguarding mineral resources 

	All building stone resources and active and former building stone quarries identified on the Policies map will be safeguarded to preserve their availability for the future.  An additional 250m buffer zone around each resource area or active or former site will also be safeguarded to protect the resource from encroaching development. COMBINED MINERALS SAFEGUARDING POLICY from PREFERRED OPTIONS DOCUMENT Part one- Surface mineral resources: The following surface minerals resources and associated buffer zones i
	All building stone resources and active and former building stone quarries identified on the Policies map will be safeguarded to preserve their availability for the future.  An additional 250m buffer zone around each resource area or active or former site will also be safeguarded to protect the resource from encroaching development. COMBINED MINERALS SAFEGUARDING POLICY from PREFERRED OPTIONS DOCUMENT Part one- Surface mineral resources: The following surface minerals resources and associated buffer zones i

	iii) Underground gypsum deposits within the former Sherburn in Elmet Mine planning permission area; iv) Vein mineral reserves within extant planning permissions with an additional 250m buffer Part three – protecting deep mineral resources from other underground minerals development: Reserves and resources of potash and polyhalite identified on the Policies Map, including a 2km buffer zone, will be protected from sterilisation by other forms of underground minerals extraction and the underground storage of g
	iii) Underground gypsum deposits within the former Sherburn in Elmet Mine planning permission area; iv) Vein mineral reserves within extant planning permissions with an additional 250m buffer Part three – protecting deep mineral resources from other underground minerals development: Reserves and resources of potash and polyhalite identified on the Policies Map, including a 2km buffer zone, will be protected from sterilisation by other forms of underground minerals extraction and the underground storage of g

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives Objective 3 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id20: Continuity of supply of building stone Id21: Use of building stone Id70: Developments proposed within mineral safeguarding areas Id71: Consideration of applications in mineral consultation areas 
	Link to Objectives Objective 3 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id20: Continuity of supply of building stone Id21: Use of building stone Id70: Developments proposed within mineral safeguarding areas Id71: Consideration of applications in mineral consultation areas 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment As safeguarding does not infer that minerals extraction will take place there are generally no predicted direct effects. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan.  This policy is likely to result in minor to major positive impacts in relation to encouraging the safeguarding of resources, economic growth and meeting the needs of a changing population as future mineral resource sterilisation is avoided, thus conserving resources for future ec
	Summary of assessment As safeguarding does not infer that minerals extraction will take place there are generally no predicted direct effects. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan.  This policy is likely to result in minor to major positive impacts in relation to encouraging the safeguarding of resources, economic growth and meeting the needs of a changing population as future mineral resource sterilisation is avoided, thus conserving resources for future ec


	Policy id23: Overall spatial options for Oil and Gas  
	Policy id23: Overall spatial options for Oil and Gas  
	Policy id23: Overall spatial options for Oil and Gas  

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: Aim to direct all gas developments (including production and processing) to locations outside of the National Park and AONBs, where viable alternatives to these locations exist. 

	Option 2: Support the principle of gas developments (including production and processing) across the whole of the Joint Plan area provided that, within the National Park and AONBs, and in locations which may impact on the townscape and setting of the historic City of York, particularly high standards of siting, design and mitigation are applied. 
	Option 2: Support the principle of gas developments (including production and processing) across the whole of the Joint Plan area provided that, within the National Park and AONBs, and in locations which may impact on the townscape and setting of the historic City of York, particularly high standards of siting, design and mitigation are applied. 

	Option 3: Support the principle of exploration, appraisal and production of gas across the whole of the Joint Plan area, but aim to direct the siting of any processing or electricity generating facilities to locations outside National Parks and AONBs, where viable alternatives to these locations exist. 
	Option 3: Support the principle of exploration, appraisal and production of gas across the whole of the Joint Plan area, but aim to direct the siting of any processing or electricity generating facilities to locations outside National Parks and AONBs, where viable alternatives to these locations exist. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	The assessment has revealed that Option 1 is likely to provide the most benefits in terms of both protecting the natural and historic environment and landscapes and also supporting local economies, although this option could direct gas developments to areas of highest agricultural land quality and areas where water sources are protected as well as having negative effects in terms of meeting the energy needs of the population. Under Options 2 and 3 there may be negative effects on the landscape and on recrea
	The assessment has revealed that Option 1 is likely to provide the most benefits in terms of both protecting the natural and historic environment and landscapes and also supporting local economies, although this option could direct gas developments to areas of highest agricultural land quality and areas where water sources are protected as well as having negative effects in terms of meeting the energy needs of the population. Under Options 2 and 3 there may be negative effects on the landscape and on recrea

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	42 

	Question 59: Do you have an initial preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 59: Do you have an initial preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 16 (2 SC) 
	Combination: 1(1 Local Authorities) 

	Option 2: 5(3 MWI) 
	Option 2: 5(3 MWI) 
	Did Not Specify: 1(1LA) 

	Option 3: 3 
	Option 3: 3 
	None: 4 

	Question 60: Are there any other options the Authorities should consider in relation to the overall spatial options for oil and gas? 
	Question 60: Are there any other options the Authorities should consider in relation to the overall spatial options for oil and gas? 
	Number of respondents: 12 (1 SC/2 MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key messages Q59: The Majority of respondents expressed a preference for Option 1. However some respondents considered that Option 1 should not be considered as gas exploration and production has been taking place in the National Park for nearly 50 years. Those respondents who expressed a preference for Option 2 considered that with appropriate location, mitigation and design, development could take place with the National Park and AONBs. There was some concern that an approach which directed developments a
	Key messages Q59: The Majority of respondents expressed a preference for Option 1. However some respondents considered that Option 1 should not be considered as gas exploration and production has been taking place in the National Park for nearly 50 years. Those respondents who expressed a preference for Option 2 considered that with appropriate location, mitigation and design, development could take place with the National Park and AONBs. There was some concern that an approach which directed developments a


	that the setting and townscape of the City of York should not take precedence over the setting of other historic towns and other historic towns and villages, and clarification is need on this. Several respondents did not express support for any of the options as they were considered to be contrary to National Policy. Key Message Q60: A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why 
	that the setting and townscape of the City of York should not take precedence over the setting of other historic towns and other historic towns and villages, and clarification is need on this. Several respondents did not express support for any of the options as they were considered to be contrary to National Policy. Key Message Q60: A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why 
	that the setting and townscape of the City of York should not take precedence over the setting of other historic towns and other historic towns and villages, and clarification is need on this. Several respondents did not express support for any of the options as they were considered to be contrary to National Policy. Key Message Q60: A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why 

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of assessment The assessment has revealed that Option 1 is likely to provide the most benefits in terms of both protecting the natural environment and landscapes and also supporting local economies, although this option could potentially direct gas developments to areas of highest agricultural land quality and areas where water sources are protected as well as having negative effects in terms of meeting the energy needs of the population. Under Options 2, 3, 4 and 5 there may be negative effects on 
	Summary of assessment The assessment has revealed that Option 1 is likely to provide the most benefits in terms of both protecting the natural environment and landscapes and also supporting local economies, although this option could potentially direct gas developments to areas of highest agricultural land quality and areas where water sources are protected as well as having negative effects in terms of meeting the energy needs of the population. Under Options 2, 3, 4 and 5 there may be negative effects on 

	supports the extraction of a wider range of hydrocarbons, Recommendations It is acknowledged that whilst Option 1 performs best overall, Options 2 and 3 would provide a better framework for ensuing sufficient gas developments can come forward. A combination of options whereby license holders, whose license(s) cover land both within and outside National Parks and AONBs, must investigate possibilities outside of these areas first and all operators must aim to locate processing facilities outside of these area
	supports the extraction of a wider range of hydrocarbons, Recommendations It is acknowledged that whilst Option 1 performs best overall, Options 2 and 3 would provide a better framework for ensuing sufficient gas developments can come forward. A combination of options whereby license holders, whose license(s) cover land both within and outside National Parks and AONBs, must investigate possibilities outside of these areas first and all operators must aim to locate processing facilities outside of these area

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	A number of respondents suggested that no fracking should be supported within the entire plan area not just the AONBs and National Park. In light of the amendments to the Infrastructure Bill it is considered that the only option is to draft a policy which is not supportive of proposals for fracking in the national parks, AONBS, SACs, SPAs and SSSIs but in relation to National Parks and AONBs is still supportive of proposals for conventional oil and gas exploitation where the major development test is met. S
	A number of respondents suggested that no fracking should be supported within the entire plan area not just the AONBs and National Park. In light of the amendments to the Infrastructure Bill it is considered that the only option is to draft a policy which is not supportive of proposals for fracking in the national parks, AONBS, SACs, SPAs and SSSIs but in relation to National Parks and AONBs is still supportive of proposals for conventional oil and gas exploitation where the major development test is met. S

	Evidence base 
	Evidence base 

	Since the consultation on the Issues and Options took place the Government has issued a Ministerial Statement, which said that applications for major development for unconventional hydrocarbons should be refused in National Parks and AONBs except in exceptional circumstances and where it can be demonstrated that they are in the public interest. Although the guidance is not clear on the treatment of unconventional hydrocarbons it is considered that major developments for these resources should also need to d
	Since the consultation on the Issues and Options took place the Government has issued a Ministerial Statement, which said that applications for major development for unconventional hydrocarbons should be refused in National Parks and AONBs except in exceptional circumstances and where it can be demonstrated that they are in the public interest. Although the guidance is not clear on the treatment of unconventional hydrocarbons it is considered that major developments for these resources should also need to d

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this is a DtC matter: No 
	Is this is a DtC matter: No 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	Many comments received suggested that Shale Gas should not be supported, however this would be contrary to the Government’s policies so is not considered an appropriate option. The majority of respondents said that option 1 was their preferred approach “aim to direct all gas developments (including production and processing) to locations outside of the National Parks and AONBs, where viable alternatives to these locations exist” Those who responded with option 2 as their preferred option were concerned that
	Many comments received suggested that Shale Gas should not be supported, however this would be contrary to the Government’s policies so is not considered an appropriate option. The majority of respondents said that option 1 was their preferred approach “aim to direct all gas developments (including production and processing) to locations outside of the National Parks and AONBs, where viable alternatives to these locations exist” Those who responded with option 2 as their preferred option were concerned that

	option, however it will be made clear that hydraulic fracturing in these areas will not be supported. National planning guidance is clear that minerals plans should include criteria based policies for the exploration, appraisal and production phases of hydrocarbon extraction. The guidance goes on to say that these policies should set clear guidance and criteria for the location and assessment of hydrocarbon extraction within the Petroleum Licence Areas. For this reason it is considered that four policies sh
	option, however it will be made clear that hydraulic fracturing in these areas will not be supported. National planning guidance is clear that minerals plans should include criteria based policies for the exploration, appraisal and production phases of hydrocarbon extraction. The guidance goes on to say that these policies should set clear guidance and criteria for the location and assessment of hydrocarbon extraction within the Petroleum Licence Areas. For this reason it is considered that four policies sh
	-


	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M16: Overall spatial policy for hydrocarbon development 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M16: Overall spatial policy for hydrocarbon development 

	Proposals for development of unconventional hydrocarbons, including proposals involving hydraulic fracturing, will not be supported where they are located within the National Park, AONBs, Special Areas of Conservation, Special Protection Areas or Sites of Special Scientific Interest.   For conventional hydrocarbons development, applicants will need to demonstrate that all options for undertaking the development in other, non-designated, areas licenced to the applicant by DECC have been fully considered befo
	Proposals for development of unconventional hydrocarbons, including proposals involving hydraulic fracturing, will not be supported where they are located within the National Park, AONBs, Special Areas of Conservation, Special Protection Areas or Sites of Special Scientific Interest.   For conventional hydrocarbons development, applicants will need to demonstrate that all options for undertaking the development in other, non-designated, areas licenced to the applicant by DECC have been fully considered befo

	Natural gas was first discovered in the geology of the North York Moors in the 1940’s. In the 1970’s gas was extracted from a wellhead in the National Park and processed at a processing plant in Pickering, however the operation ceased after a short period of time as a result of the wells producing water. In 1994 the Knapton gas and power generation plant was commissioned by Scottish Power with its gas supplies sourced from outside the National park within the Vale of Pickering at Kirby Misperton, Marishes, 
	Natural gas was first discovered in the geology of the North York Moors in the 1940’s. In the 1970’s gas was extracted from a wellhead in the National Park and processed at a processing plant in Pickering, however the operation ceased after a short period of time as a result of the wells producing water. In 1994 the Knapton gas and power generation plant was commissioned by Scottish Power with its gas supplies sourced from outside the National park within the Vale of Pickering at Kirby Misperton, Marishes, 

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 5 
	Link to Objectives: Objective 5 

	Objective 6 Objective 9 Objective 10 Objective 12 Links to other relevant policies: Id25: Exploration and appraisal of hydrocarbon resources Id26: Production and processing of hydrocarbon resources Id28: Carbon and gas storage Id56: Locations for ancillary infrastructure Id57: Minerals ancillary infrastructure safeguarding Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id61: North York Moor National Park and AONBs Id62: Minerals and waste development in the Green Belt Id63: Landscape Id64: Biodiversity and geod
	Objective 6 Objective 9 Objective 10 Objective 12 Links to other relevant policies: Id25: Exploration and appraisal of hydrocarbon resources Id26: Production and processing of hydrocarbon resources Id28: Carbon and gas storage Id56: Locations for ancillary infrastructure Id57: Minerals ancillary infrastructure safeguarding Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id61: North York Moor National Park and AONBs Id62: Minerals and waste development in the Green Belt Id63: Landscape Id64: Biodiversity and geod

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment This preferred option exhibits a range of mostly minor effects, some positive and some negative. Most positive effects occur because the preferred policy steers development away from protected areas such as National Parka and Green Belt, either by not supporting it in such areas or requiring proposals for conventional hydrocarbons in National Parks / AONBs to meet the requirements for major development set out in Policy D04. Negative effects tend to occur because development may concen
	Summary of assessment This preferred option exhibits a range of mostly minor effects, some positive and some negative. Most positive effects occur because the preferred policy steers development away from protected areas such as National Parka and Green Belt, either by not supporting it in such areas or requiring proposals for conventional hydrocarbons in National Parks / AONBs to meet the requirements for major development set out in Policy D04. Negative effects tend to occur because development may concen


	Policy id24: Co-ordination of gas extraction and processing 
	Policy id24: Co-ordination of gas extraction and processing 
	Policy id24: Co-ordination of gas extraction and processing 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: Support a co-ordinated approach to gas extraction and processing through supporting, where viable, the preferential use and/or adaptation of existing permitted processing infrastructure for the processing of any new gas finds and, in relation to any development of new gas resources not accessible to existing processing infrastructure, support co-ordination between licence operators and encourage the development of shared processing infrastructure where this would help reduce overall environmental 

	Option 2: Do not express specific support for a co-ordinated approach to gas extraction and processing. 
	Option 2: Do not express specific support for a co-ordinated approach to gas extraction and processing. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	The approach outlined in Option 1 is likely to have more positive effects than option 2 in relation to making use of existing infrastructure and supporting shared infrastructure where environmental impacts can be minimised. This is likely to reduce the need for additional land, reduce disturbance to wildlife and any additional impacts on the landscape/historic environment as well as reduce the cumulative impacts of processing across the plan area. The majority of effects from Option 2 are uncertain given th
	The approach outlined in Option 1 is likely to have more positive effects than option 2 in relation to making use of existing infrastructure and supporting shared infrastructure where environmental impacts can be minimised. This is likely to reduce the need for additional land, reduce disturbance to wildlife and any additional impacts on the landscape/historic environment as well as reduce the cumulative impacts of processing across the plan area. The majority of effects from Option 2 are uncertain given th

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 


	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	25 

	Question 61: Do you have an initial preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 61: Do you have an initial preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 17 (SC/MWI/ LA) 
	Did not Specify: 0 

	Option 2: 3 (3 MWI) 
	Option 2: 3 (3 MWI) 
	None: 1(1 SC) 

	Question 62: Are there any other options the Authorities should consider in relation to the co-ordination of gas extraction and processing? 
	Question 62: Are there any other options the Authorities should consider in relation to the co-ordination of gas extraction and processing? 
	Number of respondents: 4 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key messages Q61: The Majority of respondents expressed a preference for Option 1. Some respondents considered that the policy wording could be strengthened as the use of ‘support’ and ‘encourage’ being considered as weak. Option 2 provides flexibility to developers to identify sites for new infrastructure. It was considered that an approach seeking coordination could be restrictive and could only be achieved where realistic and commercially viable. One respondent who did not express a preference for either
	Key messages Q61: The Majority of respondents expressed a preference for Option 1. Some respondents considered that the policy wording could be strengthened as the use of ‘support’ and ‘encourage’ being considered as weak. Option 2 provides flexibility to developers to identify sites for new infrastructure. It was considered that an approach seeking coordination could be restrictive and could only be achieved where realistic and commercially viable. One respondent who did not express a preference for either

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	N/A 
	N/A 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	One respondent suggested that the plan should remain flexibility and it is considered that the wording of the preferred policy now provides a balance between directing development to appropriate locations and supporting development in the new licence areas. The majority of respondents supported the approach set out in option 1 and this has been carried forward into a merged extraction and processing policy. One respondent raised concern about the use of the words support and encourage and this has also be s
	One respondent suggested that the plan should remain flexibility and it is considered that the wording of the preferred policy now provides a balance between directing development to appropriate locations and supporting development in the new licence areas. The majority of respondents supported the approach set out in option 1 and this has been carried forward into a merged extraction and processing policy. One respondent raised concern about the use of the words support and encourage and this has also be s

	Evidence base 
	Evidence base 

	There has been new national policy which considers this issue specifically (January 2015) 
	There has been new national policy which considers this issue specifically (January 2015) 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this is a DtC matter: no This is not considered to be a matter which requires addressing through the Duty to Co-operate. 
	Is this is a DtC matter: no This is not considered to be a matter which requires addressing through the Duty to Co-operate. 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	The preferred option of the majority of respondents was option 1, which supported a co-ordinated approach to gas extraction and processing. Option 1 was also considered to have more positive effects in terms of the Sustainability Appraisal. It is difficult to separate out this requirement from the overall approach to gas extraction and processing and therefore it is considered that the criteria of this is incorporate into id 26 to avoid duplication. The wording of this preferred policy has been changed to i
	The preferred option of the majority of respondents was option 1, which supported a co-ordinated approach to gas extraction and processing. Option 1 was also considered to have more positive effects in terms of the Sustainability Appraisal. It is difficult to separate out this requirement from the overall approach to gas extraction and processing and therefore it is considered that the criteria of this is incorporate into id 26 to avoid duplication. The wording of this preferred policy has been changed to i


	also been strengthened from “support” and “encourage” to “should be adopted”.  
	also been strengthened from “support” and “encourage” to “should be adopted”.  
	also been strengthened from “support” and “encourage” to “should be adopted”.  

	Preferred policy approach – been incorporated into M18: Production and processing of hydrocarbon resources 
	Preferred policy approach – been incorporated into M18: Production and processing of hydrocarbon resources 

	This policy is only relevant to the extraction and processing of gas and therefore to provide clarity it is considered appropriate to merge the requirements of option 1 into the preferred option on Gas Developments (exploration and appraisal), which was id 26 in the issues and options document. 
	This policy is only relevant to the extraction and processing of gas and therefore to provide clarity it is considered appropriate to merge the requirements of option 1 into the preferred option on Gas Developments (exploration and appraisal), which was id 26 in the issues and options document. 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	N/A  
	N/A  


	Policy id25: Gas development (exploration and appraisal)  
	Policy id25: Gas development (exploration and appraisal)  
	Policy id25: Gas development (exploration and appraisal)  

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option1: This option would support development for the purposes of exploration and appraisal for gas (where such development would be consistent with other strategic policies in the Plan) where the site has been selected to minimise any adverse impacts on the environment, amenity and on transport considerations resulting from the exploration and appraisal activity, so far as practicable taking into account the geological target being explored or appraised, and subject to particularly high standards of sitin

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	This option requires the consideration of environmental, amenity and transport effects in relation to gas exploration and appraisal. This, when considered alongside the regulatory regime, is likely to have predominantly positive effects in ensuring that any adverse impacts as result of this are minimised and locations are chosen which are not significantly affected, though some residual effects may remain. However, due to the nature of exploration, development may be proposed in locations which conflict wit
	This option requires the consideration of environmental, amenity and transport effects in relation to gas exploration and appraisal. This, when considered alongside the regulatory regime, is likely to have predominantly positive effects in ensuring that any adverse impacts as result of this are minimised and locations are chosen which are not significantly affected, though some residual effects may remain. However, due to the nature of exploration, development may be proposed in locations which conflict wit

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	42 

	Question 63: Do you agree with the option presented above? 
	Question 63: Do you agree with the option presented above? 
	Yes: 9 
	No: 7 

	Did Not Specify: 3 
	Did Not Specify: 3 

	Question 64: Are there any alternatives that you would like the Authorities to consider in relation to gas developments (exploration and appraisal)? 
	Question 64: Are there any alternatives that you would like the Authorities to consider in relation to gas developments (exploration and appraisal)? 
	Number of respondents: 12 (SC/ 2 MWI/ Local Authorities) 

	Question 65: Are there any additional specific criteria that should be included? 
	Question 65: Are there any additional specific criteria that should be included? 
	Number of respondents: 11 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	General: One respondent considered this id box to contradict Option 1 of id23 and expressed no further views. Key Messages Q63: Opinion was broadly mixed regarding the suitability of the Option presented. One respondent highlighted that the landscape and visual intrusion impacts of exploration and appraisal are temporary and reversible. 
	General: One respondent considered this id box to contradict Option 1 of id23 and expressed no further views. Key Messages Q63: Opinion was broadly mixed regarding the suitability of the Option presented. One respondent highlighted that the landscape and visual intrusion impacts of exploration and appraisal are temporary and reversible. 


	Key Messages Q64: A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why they have or have not been taken forward.  Any realistic alternatives are summarised and worked up below. Proposed Option 2  Do not include any specific criteria within the Plan for the exploration and appraisal of oil and gas, instead rely on National Policy in the NPPF. Suggested approach This option would not set
	Key Messages Q64: A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why they have or have not been taken forward.  Any realistic alternatives are summarised and worked up below. Proposed Option 2  Do not include any specific criteria within the Plan for the exploration and appraisal of oil and gas, instead rely on National Policy in the NPPF. Suggested approach This option would not set
	Key Messages Q64: A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why they have or have not been taken forward.  Any realistic alternatives are summarised and worked up below. Proposed Option 2  Do not include any specific criteria within the Plan for the exploration and appraisal of oil and gas, instead rely on National Policy in the NPPF. Suggested approach This option would not set

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of assessment Option 1 requires the consideration of environmental, amenity and transport effects in relation to gas exploration and appraisal.  This, when considered alongside the regulatory regime,  is likely to have predominantly positive effects in ensuring that any adverse impacts as a result of this are minimised and locations are chosen which are not significantly affected, though some residual effects may remain.  However, due to the nature of exploration, development may be proposed in loca
	Summary of assessment Option 1 requires the consideration of environmental, amenity and transport effects in relation to gas exploration and appraisal.  This, when considered alongside the regulatory regime,  is likely to have predominantly positive effects in ensuring that any adverse impacts as a result of this are minimised and locations are chosen which are not significantly affected, though some residual effects may remain.  However, due to the nature of exploration, development may be proposed in loca

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The views of many respondents were that fracking should not be supported at all. Although the Government has set out its intention to ban fracking in National Parks, AONB’s and on SSSIs they 
	The views of many respondents were that fracking should not be supported at all. Although the Government has set out its intention to ban fracking in National Parks, AONB’s and on SSSIs they 

	remain clear that fracking in other areas remains a priority. If the Joint Minerals and Waste Plan included a policy which banned fracking across the plan area it would be considered contrary to National Policy Guidance. The preferred option policy is considered to set robust criteria against which proposals will be considered. Although this policy does not ban fracking it will ensure that a robust assessment is undertaken to address the fears that are associated with the process of fracking.  One of the co
	remain clear that fracking in other areas remains a priority. If the Joint Minerals and Waste Plan included a policy which banned fracking across the plan area it would be considered contrary to National Policy Guidance. The preferred option policy is considered to set robust criteria against which proposals will be considered. Although this policy does not ban fracking it will ensure that a robust assessment is undertaken to address the fears that are associated with the process of fracking.  One of the co

	Evidence Base Updates 
	Evidence Base Updates 

	Since the consultation on the Issues and Options took place the Government has issued a Ministerial Statement, which said that applications for major development for unconventional hydrocarbons should be refused in National Parks and AONBs except in exceptional circumstances and where it can be demonstrated that they are in the public interest. Although the guidance is not clear on the treatment of unconventional hydrocarbons it is considered that major developments for these resources should also need to d
	Since the consultation on the Issues and Options took place the Government has issued a Ministerial Statement, which said that applications for major development for unconventional hydrocarbons should be refused in National Parks and AONBs except in exceptional circumstances and where it can be demonstrated that they are in the public interest. Although the guidance is not clear on the treatment of unconventional hydrocarbons it is considered that major developments for these resources should also need to d

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No This policy is not considered to raise any issues in relation to the duty to co-operate. 
	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No This policy is not considered to raise any issues in relation to the duty to co-operate. 

	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 

	Only one option was consulted upon and the majority of respondents agreed with the approach. Many of the respondents did not support unconventional gas development, however as this is contrary to the Government’s aims in areas outside National Parks, AONBs, SACs, SPAs and SSSIs a general presumption against development is not considered an appropriate option. Nevertheless the preferred option will include criteria to protect water sources and the other issues raised by respondents.  Exploration and appraisa
	Only one option was consulted upon and the majority of respondents agreed with the approach. Many of the respondents did not support unconventional gas development, however as this is contrary to the Government’s aims in areas outside National Parks, AONBs, SACs, SPAs and SSSIs a general presumption against development is not considered an appropriate option. Nevertheless the preferred option will include criteria to protect water sources and the other issues raised by respondents.  Exploration and appraisa

	harm to the area, proposals should be supported in principle. This follows the advice set out in the Planning Guidance which states that planning authorities should not take account of future activities at the exploration stage, although where EIA is required it may be necessary to consider this. This approach is consistent with the comments to the consultation at Issues and Options stage. References to the setting of proposals will be clarified in the Development Management Section particularly in referenc
	harm to the area, proposals should be supported in principle. This follows the advice set out in the Planning Guidance which states that planning authorities should not take account of future activities at the exploration stage, although where EIA is required it may be necessary to consider this. This approach is consistent with the comments to the consultation at Issues and Options stage. References to the setting of proposals will be clarified in the Development Management Section particularly in referenc

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M17: Exploration and appraisal for hydrocarbon resources 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M17: Exploration and appraisal for hydrocarbon resources 

	Proposals for the exploration and appraisal of hydrocarbon resources will be supported where they are considered to be in accordance with the overall spatial policy as set out in Policy M16 for onshore hydrocarbon development and the following requirements are met: i. any unacceptable adverse impact on the environment, local amenity, and heritage assets is avoided or can be appropriately mitigated so far as practicable taking into account the geological target being explored or appraised; and ii. a robust a
	Proposals for the exploration and appraisal of hydrocarbon resources will be supported where they are considered to be in accordance with the overall spatial policy as set out in Policy M16 for onshore hydrocarbon development and the following requirements are met: i. any unacceptable adverse impact on the environment, local amenity, and heritage assets is avoided or can be appropriately mitigated so far as practicable taking into account the geological target being explored or appraised; and ii. a robust a

	best and most versatile agricultural land; blast vibration; flood risk; land stability/subsidence including as a result of the presence of faults; internationally, nationally or locally designated wildlife sites, protected habitats and species, and ecological networks; impacts on nationally protected landscapes (National Parks, the Broads and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty); nationally protected geological and geo-morphological sites and features; site restoration and aftercare;  surface and ground wat
	best and most versatile agricultural land; blast vibration; flood risk; land stability/subsidence including as a result of the presence of faults; internationally, nationally or locally designated wildlife sites, protected habitats and species, and ecological networks; impacts on nationally protected landscapes (National Parks, the Broads and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty); nationally protected geological and geo-morphological sites and features; site restoration and aftercare;  surface and ground wat

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 5 Objective 6 Objective 9 Objective 10 Links to other relevant policies Id25:Overall spatial policy for hydrocarbon development Id26: Production and processing of hydrocarbon resources Id28: Carbon and gas storage Id56: Locations for ancillary infrastructure Id57:Minerals ancillary infrastructure safeguarding Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id61: North York Moor National Park and AONBs Id62: Minerals and waste development in the Green Belt Id63: Landscape Id64: Biodi
	Link to Objectives: Objective 5 Objective 6 Objective 9 Objective 10 Links to other relevant policies Id25:Overall spatial policy for hydrocarbon development Id26: Production and processing of hydrocarbon resources Id28: Carbon and gas storage Id56: Locations for ancillary infrastructure Id57:Minerals ancillary infrastructure safeguarding Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id61: North York Moor National Park and AONBs Id62: Minerals and waste development in the Green Belt Id63: Landscape Id64: Biodi

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment The preferred policy mostly acts as a positive safeguard against the main impacts of hydrocarbon exploration and appraisal, particularly as it combines with preferred policy M16 and other policies such as the development control policies, though uncertainty is noted as these other policies are as yet unadopted.  There are, however, some minor negative effects. These stem largely from the fact that despite the strong protection in the policy combined with other plan policies, residual e
	Summary of assessment The preferred policy mostly acts as a positive safeguard against the main impacts of hydrocarbon exploration and appraisal, particularly as it combines with preferred policy M16 and other policies such as the development control policies, though uncertainty is noted as these other policies are as yet unadopted.  There are, however, some minor negative effects. These stem largely from the fact that despite the strong protection in the policy combined with other plan policies, residual e


	A potential approach to reducing resource intensity, waste and climate change impacts could be through better links to policy  D11 ‘Sustainable Design, Construction and Operation of Development  (which requires ‘minimisation of waste generated by new minerals and waste development’ and ‘reduction or minimisation of greenhouse gases’) by listing it in the ‘key links to other relevant policies and objectives’. 
	Policy id26: Gas developments (production and processing) 
	Policy id26: Gas developments (production and processing) 
	Policy id26: Gas developments (production and processing) 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would support the development of new gas production and processing facilities (where such development would be consistent with other strategic policies in the Plan including any policy seeking the co-ordinated use of gas processing infrastructure) where the site has been selected to minimise any adverse impacts on the environment, amenity and public safety and on transport considerations. Preference would be given to the siting of any significant new processing facilities on brownfield

	Option 2: This option would be the same as Option 1 but would also support gas production and processing on greenfield sites and at locations away from existing industrial and employment land. 
	Option 2: This option would be the same as Option 1 but would also support gas production and processing on greenfield sites and at locations away from existing industrial and employment land. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	The assessment reveals that Option 1 would score more positively than Option 2 in a range of areas due to the preference for use of brownfield land over greenfield land. In particular, Option 2 would lead to the loss of soils and, potentially, high quality agricultural land. It may also exacerbate rainwater runoff through loss of permeable land and, in some circumstances, the loss of the areas of habitat that provide a climate regulation function. Some uncertainties, but no negative effects, are identified 
	The assessment reveals that Option 1 would score more positively than Option 2 in a range of areas due to the preference for use of brownfield land over greenfield land. In particular, Option 2 would lead to the loss of soils and, potentially, high quality agricultural land. It may also exacerbate rainwater runoff through loss of permeable land and, in some circumstances, the loss of the areas of habitat that provide a climate regulation function. Some uncertainties, but no negative effects, are identified 
	-


	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	27 

	Question 66: Do you have an initial preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 66: Do you have an initial preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 10 (1 SC) 
	None: 1 

	Option 2: 6 (1 SC/3 MWI) 
	Option 2: 6 (1 SC/3 MWI) 
	Did Not Specify: 4 

	Question 67: Are there any alternatives that you would like the Authorities to consider in relation to gas developments (production and processing)? 
	Question 67: Are there any alternatives that you would like the Authorities to consider in relation to gas developments (production and processing)? 
	Number of respondents: 6 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q66: Several respondents suggested specific wording which should be incorporated into the policy if policy 2 were to be taken forward, including replacement of ‘minimise’ with ‘mitigate’ and removal of the phrase ‘or in close proximity to...’ (Referring to the National Park or AONBs). It was considered that the requirement for ‘particular high standards’ (Option 1) should be applied consistently across the whole Plan area. It was also considered that the Plan should be flexible to allow schemes
	Key Messages Q66: Several respondents suggested specific wording which should be incorporated into the policy if policy 2 were to be taken forward, including replacement of ‘minimise’ with ‘mitigate’ and removal of the phrase ‘or in close proximity to...’ (Referring to the National Park or AONBs). It was considered that the requirement for ‘particular high standards’ (Option 1) should be applied consistently across the whole Plan area. It was also considered that the Plan should be flexible to allow schemes


	considered but some points were raised which need to be considered during the progression to Preferred Options. The term ‘hydrocarbons’ instead of gas, the word ‘minimise’ in the policy should be replaced with ‘mitigate’ and consideration should be given to the issue of coal mining legacy when developers are considering processing and production of gas. 
	considered but some points were raised which need to be considered during the progression to Preferred Options. The term ‘hydrocarbons’ instead of gas, the word ‘minimise’ in the policy should be replaced with ‘mitigate’ and consideration should be given to the issue of coal mining legacy when developers are considering processing and production of gas. 
	considered but some points were raised which need to be considered during the progression to Preferred Options. The term ‘hydrocarbons’ instead of gas, the word ‘minimise’ in the policy should be replaced with ‘mitigate’ and consideration should be given to the issue of coal mining legacy when developers are considering processing and production of gas. 

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	N/A 
	N/A 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	Some respondents felt that the wording which requires particularly high standards of design within or in close proximity to the National Park, AONBs or the setting of York essentially waters down the standards expected elsewhere in the plan area. This issue is now addressed in the policy for the overall spatial options for hydrocarbons but now refers to the “special care” which needs to be taken where proposals are in close proximity to these areas. More explicit reference is now also given in the policy on
	Some respondents felt that the wording which requires particularly high standards of design within or in close proximity to the National Park, AONBs or the setting of York essentially waters down the standards expected elsewhere in the plan area. This issue is now addressed in the policy for the overall spatial options for hydrocarbons but now refers to the “special care” which needs to be taken where proposals are in close proximity to these areas. More explicit reference is now also given in the policy on

	Evidence base 
	Evidence base 

	Since consultation on the Issues and Options took place the Government has issued a Ministerial Statement, which says that applications for major development for unconventional hydrocarbons should be refused in National Parks, the Broads and AONBs except in exceptional circumstances and where it can be demonstrated that they are in the public interest. This guidance has subsequently been amended by changes to the Infrastructure Bill which says that proposals for fracking should not be supported in National 
	Since consultation on the Issues and Options took place the Government has issued a Ministerial Statement, which says that applications for major development for unconventional hydrocarbons should be refused in National Parks, the Broads and AONBs except in exceptional circumstances and where it can be demonstrated that they are in the public interest. This guidance has subsequently been amended by changes to the Infrastructure Bill which says that proposals for fracking should not be supported in National 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No This policy is not considered to raise any issues in relation to the Duty to Co-operate. 
	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No This policy is not considered to raise any issues in relation to the Duty to Co-operate. 

	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 

	Many comments received suggested that Shale Gas development should not be supported. However this approach would not be consistent with National Policy so is not considered an appropriate option unless the sites are located in the National Park, AONBs or on SSSIs. The majority of respondents said that option 1 was their preferred approach “aim to direct all gas developments (including production and processing) to locations outside of the National Parks and AONBs, where viable alternatives to these location
	Many comments received suggested that Shale Gas development should not be supported. However this approach would not be consistent with National Policy so is not considered an appropriate option unless the sites are located in the National Park, AONBs or on SSSIs. The majority of respondents said that option 1 was their preferred approach “aim to direct all gas developments (including production and processing) to locations outside of the National Parks and AONBs, where viable alternatives to these location

	SPAs, SACs and SSSI sites and therefore it is not considered appropriate to repeat this approach in the preferred option policy. At issues and options the extraction and processing of hydrocarbon resources were separated out between conventional and unconventional resources. However from a planning decision making point of view the issues which need to be considered are similar and therefore the options have been combined in the preferred option policy with specific mention being made of the particular issu
	SPAs, SACs and SSSI sites and therefore it is not considered appropriate to repeat this approach in the preferred option policy. At issues and options the extraction and processing of hydrocarbon resources were separated out between conventional and unconventional resources. However from a planning decision making point of view the issues which need to be considered are similar and therefore the options have been combined in the preferred option policy with specific mention being made of the particular issu

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M18: Production and processing of hydrocarbon resources 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M18: Production and processing of hydrocarbon resources 

	Proposals for the production and processing of hydrocarbon resources will be supported where they are in accordance with the overall spatial policy as set out in Policy M16 for onshore hydrocarbon development and the following requirements are met:i. Any unacceptable impact on the environment, local amenity and heritage assets is avoided or can be appropriately mitigated. Where proposals are for unconventional resources particular care will need to be given to demonstrate that there will be no harm to the q
	Proposals for the production and processing of hydrocarbon resources will be supported where they are in accordance with the overall spatial policy as set out in Policy M16 for onshore hydrocarbon development and the following requirements are met:i. Any unacceptable impact on the environment, local amenity and heritage assets is avoided or can be appropriately mitigated. Where proposals are for unconventional resources particular care will need to be given to demonstrate that there will be no harm to the q
	-


	Parks, the Broads and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty); nationally protected geological and geomorphological sites and features; site restoration and aftercare;  surface and groundwater resource and pollution issues.  The production of an oil or gas field can last up to 20 years, however it is important to ensure the applicants provide appropriate details setting out how the site will be restored to an appropriate after use when operations cease.  Once the hydrocarbons are extracted they will need to be
	Parks, the Broads and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty); nationally protected geological and geomorphological sites and features; site restoration and aftercare;  surface and groundwater resource and pollution issues.  The production of an oil or gas field can last up to 20 years, however it is important to ensure the applicants provide appropriate details setting out how the site will be restored to an appropriate after use when operations cease.  Once the hydrocarbons are extracted they will need to be
	-


	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 5 Objective 6 Objective 9 Objective 10 Objective 12 Links to other relevant policies Id23: Overall spatial policy for hydrocarbon development Id25: Exploration and appraisal of hydrocarbon resources Id28: Carbon and gas storage Id56: Locations for ancillary infrastructure Id57: Minerals ancillary infrastructure safeguarding Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id61: North York Moor National Park and AONBs Id62: Minerals and waste development in the Green Belt Id63: Landsc
	Link to Objectives: Objective 5 Objective 6 Objective 9 Objective 10 Objective 12 Links to other relevant policies Id23: Overall spatial policy for hydrocarbon development Id25: Exploration and appraisal of hydrocarbon resources Id28: Carbon and gas storage Id56: Locations for ancillary infrastructure Id57: Minerals ancillary infrastructure safeguarding Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id61: North York Moor National Park and AONBs Id62: Minerals and waste development in the Green Belt Id63: Landsc

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment There are a range of mixed effects from this option, though it is more positive than negative. The preferred policy mostly acts as a positive safeguard against the main impacts of hydrocarbon extraction, particularly as it combines with preferred policy M16 and other policies such as the development control policies, though uncertainty is noted as these other policies are as yet unadopted. There are, however, some negative effects. These stem largely from the fact that despite the stro
	Summary of assessment There are a range of mixed effects from this option, though it is more positive than negative. The preferred policy mostly acts as a positive safeguard against the main impacts of hydrocarbon extraction, particularly as it combines with preferred policy M16 and other policies such as the development control policies, though uncertainty is noted as these other policies are as yet unadopted. There are, however, some negative effects. These stem largely from the fact that despite the stro


	objective also recorded some positive effects as it seeks to make good use of land and existing infrastructure where available which would reduce the overall resource use. 
	Recommendations: 
	A potential approach to reducing resource intensity, waste and climate change impacts could be through better links to policy  D11 ‘Sustainable Design, Construction and Operation of Development  (which requires ‘minimisation of waste generated by new minerals and waste development’ and ‘reduction or minimisation of greenhouse gases’) by listing it in the ‘key links to other relevant policies and objectives’. 
	Policy id27: Coal Mine Methane 
	Policy id27: Coal Mine Methane 
	Policy id27: Coal Mine Methane 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would support the ongoing extraction and utilisation of CMM at existing sites, including the utilisation of additional generating equipment. 

	Option 2: This option would support the extraction and utilisation of CMM at other locations as well as existing sites, with a preference that any new plant and equipment is located on brownfield, industrial or employment land and operational coal mining sites where practicable and where the choice of location would enable the efficient utilisation of the energy produced. 
	Option 2: This option would support the extraction and utilisation of CMM at other locations as well as existing sites, with a preference that any new plant and equipment is located on brownfield, industrial or employment land and operational coal mining sites where practicable and where the choice of location would enable the efficient utilisation of the energy produced. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	Both Option 1 and Option 2 exhibit broadly positive effects on the sustainability objectives, though there remains some potential for minor negative effects on biodiversity / geodiversity, historic environment, landscape / townscape for both options. Some limited uncertainty with effects on land / soil is observed under Option 1 as it is not clear whether the option would result in a preference for brownfield land. However, notwithstanding these issues, both options, and especially Option 2, will result in 
	Both Option 1 and Option 2 exhibit broadly positive effects on the sustainability objectives, though there remains some potential for minor negative effects on biodiversity / geodiversity, historic environment, landscape / townscape for both options. Some limited uncertainty with effects on land / soil is observed under Option 1 as it is not clear whether the option would result in a preference for brownfield land. However, notwithstanding these issues, both options, and especially Option 2, will result in 

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	18 

	Question 68: Do you have an initial preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 68: Do you have an initial preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 5  

	Option 2: 9 (1 SC/1 MWI) 
	Option 2: 9 (1 SC/1 MWI) 

	None:  1 (1 SC) 
	None:  1 (1 SC) 

	Question 69: Are there any alternatives that you would like the Authorities to consider in relation to coal mine methane? 
	Question 69: Are there any alternatives that you would like the Authorities to consider in relation to coal mine methane? 
	Number of respondents: 3 (1 LA) 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q68: Limited comments were received in relation Q68. However, three respondents did express support for CCM. One respondent considered that the Plan should remain flexible to take account of new licences which may be granted. Key Message Q69: Two alternative comments were put forward, one suggested banning gas extraction and the other suggested supporting development on greenfield sites. Banning gas extraction cannot be taken forward as it is against Government policy; the second suggestion can
	Key Messages Q68: Limited comments were received in relation Q68. However, three respondents did express support for CCM. One respondent considered that the Plan should remain flexible to take account of new licences which may be granted. Key Message Q69: Two alternative comments were put forward, one suggested banning gas extraction and the other suggested supporting development on greenfield sites. Banning gas extraction cannot be taken forward as it is against Government policy; the second suggestion can

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 


	Summary of assessment All options exhibit broadly positive effects on the sustainability objectives, though there remains some potential for minor negative effects on biodiversity / geodiversity, historic environment, landscape / townscape in all cases. Some limited uncertainty with effects on land / soil is observed under Options 1 and 3 as it is not clear whether the option would result in a preference for brownfield land.  However, notwithstanding these issues, both options, and especially Options 2 and 
	Summary of assessment All options exhibit broadly positive effects on the sustainability objectives, though there remains some potential for minor negative effects on biodiversity / geodiversity, historic environment, landscape / townscape in all cases. Some limited uncertainty with effects on land / soil is observed under Options 1 and 3 as it is not clear whether the option would result in a preference for brownfield land.  However, notwithstanding these issues, both options, and especially Options 2 and 
	Summary of assessment All options exhibit broadly positive effects on the sustainability objectives, though there remains some potential for minor negative effects on biodiversity / geodiversity, historic environment, landscape / townscape in all cases. Some limited uncertainty with effects on land / soil is observed under Options 1 and 3 as it is not clear whether the option would result in a preference for brownfield land.  However, notwithstanding these issues, both options, and especially Options 2 and 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	As set out in the responses to comments on other hydrocarbon options the government has made it clear that Minerals Planning Authorities should support proposals in principle for hydraulic fracking where they are outside of designated areas. Any policies which are contrary to this approach would not be considered sound.  In response to the comments made the preferred options policies refer to hydrocarbons rather than oil and gas. 
	As set out in the responses to comments on other hydrocarbon options the government has made it clear that Minerals Planning Authorities should support proposals in principle for hydraulic fracking where they are outside of designated areas. Any policies which are contrary to this approach would not be considered sound.  In response to the comments made the preferred options policies refer to hydrocarbons rather than oil and gas. 

	Evidence base 
	Evidence base 

	Since the consultation on the Issues and Options took place the Government has issued a Ministerial Statement, which said that applications for major development for unconventional hydrocarbons should be refused in National Parks and AONBs except in exceptional circumstances and where it can be demonstrated that they are in the public interest. Although the guidance is not clear on the treatment of unconventional hydrocarbons it is considered that major developments for these resources should also need to d
	Since the consultation on the Issues and Options took place the Government has issued a Ministerial Statement, which said that applications for major development for unconventional hydrocarbons should be refused in National Parks and AONBs except in exceptional circumstances and where it can be demonstrated that they are in the public interest. Although the guidance is not clear on the treatment of unconventional hydrocarbons it is considered that major developments for these resources should also need to d

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No These options are not considered to raise any issues in relation to the Duty to Co-operate. 
	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No These options are not considered to raise any issues in relation to the Duty to Co-operate. 

	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 

	The majority of respondents supported option 2. Although an alternative option was to ban gas extraction, this cannot be taken forward as it is contrary to policy unless it is in relation to hydraulic fracturing in designated areas. The policy approach for Coal Mine Methane is considered to be identical to that of other unconventional oil and gas resources and therefore it is considered appropriate to merge this policy with the other hydrocarbon policies. 
	The majority of respondents supported option 2. Although an alternative option was to ban gas extraction, this cannot be taken forward as it is contrary to policy unless it is in relation to hydraulic fracturing in designated areas. The policy approach for Coal Mine Methane is considered to be identical to that of other unconventional oil and gas resources and therefore it is considered appropriate to merge this policy with the other hydrocarbon policies. 

	Preferred policy approach 
	Preferred policy approach 

	By utilising  a criteria based approach for the assessment all hydrocarbon development it is not considered necessary for Minerals Plan to include policies for each particular type of hydrocarbon 
	By utilising  a criteria based approach for the assessment all hydrocarbon development it is not considered necessary for Minerals Plan to include policies for each particular type of hydrocarbon 

	resource, so Coal Mine Methane is covered by other polices in this section. 
	resource, so Coal Mine Methane is covered by other polices in this section. 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	N/A 
	N/A 


	Policy id28: Coal Bed Methane, Underground Coal Gasification, Shale Gas and Carbon and Gas Storage 
	Policy id28: Coal Bed Methane, Underground Coal Gasification, Shale Gas and Carbon and Gas Storage 
	Policy id28: Coal Bed Methane, Underground Coal Gasification, Shale Gas and Carbon and Gas Storage 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would support the principle of development of CBM, UCG and shale gas resources and the underground storage of carbon and gas subject, where relevant, to the other gas policies in the Joint Plan but would also in particular require robust assessment of, and the prevention of potential impacts on, a range of other matters including in relation to the integrity of geological or hydrogeological resources and processes (including groundwater and land stability), availability of water resour

	Option 2: This option would not express support in principle for the development of CBM, UCG and shale gas resources, or the underground storage of carbon or gas due to the uncertain nature of the impacts and risks involved within the Plan area. Any proposals which come forward would be considered against other relevant policies in the Plan and relevant national policy. The NPPF states that minerals planning authorities should encourage underground gas and carbon storage, taking into account the integrity a
	Option 2: This option would not express support in principle for the development of CBM, UCG and shale gas resources, or the underground storage of carbon or gas due to the uncertain nature of the impacts and risks involved within the Plan area. Any proposals which come forward would be considered against other relevant policies in the Plan and relevant national policy. The NPPF states that minerals planning authorities should encourage underground gas and carbon storage, taking into account the integrity a

	Option 3: This option would represent an extension to the precautionary principle in Option 1 by requiring applications for permission for the development of CBM, UCG and shale gas resources and the underground storage of carbon and gas to demonstrate that the proposed site has been identified so as to avoid sensitive locations and designations, including residential areas, important environmental designations and other important assets which require protection under the planning system. 
	Option 3: This option would represent an extension to the precautionary principle in Option 1 by requiring applications for permission for the development of CBM, UCG and shale gas resources and the underground storage of carbon and gas to demonstrate that the proposed site has been identified so as to avoid sensitive locations and designations, including residential areas, important environmental designations and other important assets which require protection under the planning system. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	The assessment has revealed that under Option 1 there is more potential for negative effects on the environment, and communities of the Joint Plan area yet more potential for wider gains including reduced CO2 emissions. Option 2 would create greater uncertainties in the medium and long term as the approach would largely be controlled by national policy rather than a local approach. In combination with Option 1, Option 3 would lead to positive effects on the environment and communities but may have negative 
	The assessment has revealed that under Option 1 there is more potential for negative effects on the environment, and communities of the Joint Plan area yet more potential for wider gains including reduced CO2 emissions. Option 2 would create greater uncertainties in the medium and long term as the approach would largely be controlled by national policy rather than a local approach. In combination with Option 1, Option 3 would lead to positive effects on the environment and communities but may have negative 

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	108 

	Question 70: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 70: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 9 (3 MWI) 
	Combination: 14 

	Option 2: 28 (1SC) 
	Option 2: 28 (1SC) 
	Did not Specify: 7 (1 LA) 

	Option 3: 11 (2 LA) 
	Option 3: 11 (2 LA) 
	None: 5 (1 SC) 


	Question 71: Are there any alternatives that you would like the authorities to consider? 
	Question 71: Are there any alternatives that you would like the authorities to consider? 
	Question 71: Are there any alternatives that you would like the authorities to consider? 
	Number of respondents: 34 (3 MWI/1 LA) 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	General Comments against id 28: Concerned about fracking and the risks associated with developments, including water contamination, impact on the environment and the impact on climate change (20) as well as the impacts from gas related development. Key messages Q70: Mixed views were received in relation to which option is preferred. 14 respondents suggested an approach based on a combination of Option 1 and Option 3. However, several respondents considered that Option 3 could be strengthened by including gr
	General Comments against id 28: Concerned about fracking and the risks associated with developments, including water contamination, impact on the environment and the impact on climate change (20) as well as the impacts from gas related development. Key messages Q70: Mixed views were received in relation to which option is preferred. 14 respondents suggested an approach based on a combination of Option 1 and Option 3. However, several respondents considered that Option 3 could be strengthened by including gr


	and id28a covers CCS only.  The worked up new ids are detailed below: 
	New id28 - Coal Bed Methane, Underground Coal Gasification and Shale Gas 
	New Option 1 This option would support the principle of development of CBM, UCG and shale gas resources subject, where relevant, to the other gas policies in the Joint Plan but would also in particular require robust assessment of, and the prevention of potential impacts on, a range of other matters including in relation to the integrity of geological or hydrogeological resources and processes (including groundwater and land stability), availability of water resources and local amenity and public safety iss
	New Option 2 This option would not express support in principle for the development of CBM, UCG and shale gas resources due to the uncertain nature of the impacts and risks involved within the Plan area. Any proposals which come forward would be considered against other relevant policies in the Plan and relevant national policy.  The NPPF states that minerals planning authorities should encourage extraction of Coal Mine Methane. 
	New Option 3 This option would represent an extension to the precautionary principle in Option 1 by requiring applications for permission for the development of CBM, UCG and shale gas resources to demonstrate that the proposed site has been identified so as to avoid sensitive locations and designations, including residential areas, important environmental designations and other important assets which require protection under the planning system. 
	Proposed Option 4 
	 Variation of Option 1, but remove reference to high standards of siting, design and mitigation being required in close proximity to the National Park and AONBs. 
	Suggested approach for new id28 This option would support the principle of development of CBM, UCG and shale gas resources subject, where relevant, to the other gas policies in the Joint Plan but would also in particular require robust assessment of, and the prevention of potential impacts on, a range of other matters including in relation to the integrity of geological or hydrogeological resources and processes (including groundwater and land stability), availability of water resources and local amenity an
	Proposed Option 5 
	 Support is given and reliance is placed on the development management policies of the Plan to mitigate any effects. 
	Suggested approach for new id28 This option would support the principle of development for CBM, UCG and shale gas provided proposals comply with other policies in the Plan. 
	New Id28a – Carbon Capture and Storage (CCS) 
	New Option 1 This option would support the principle of development of the underground storage of carbon and gas subject, where relevant, to the other gas policies in the Joint Plan but would also in particular require robust assessment of, and the prevention of potential impacts on, a range of other matters including in relation to the integrity of geological or hydrogeological resources and processes (including groundwater and land stability), local amenity and public safety issues. Transport of gas or ca
	New Option 2 This option would not express support in principle for the underground storage of carbon or gas due to the uncertain nature of the impacts and risks involved within the Plan area.  Any proposals which come forward would be considered against other relevant policies in the Plan and relevant national policy.  The NPPF states that minerals planning authorities should encourage underground gas and carbon storage, taking into account the integrity and safety of such facilities. 
	New Option 3 This option would represent an extension to the precautionary principle in Option 1 by requiring applications for permission for the development of underground storage of carbon and gas to demonstrate that the proposed site has been identified so as to avoid sensitive locations and designations, including residential areas, important environmental designations and other important assets which require protection under the planning system 
	Proposed Option 4 
	 Variation of Option 1, but remove reference to high standards of siting, design and mitigation being required in close proximity to the National Park and AONBs. 
	Suggested approach for new id28a This option would support the principle of development of the underground storage of carbon and gas subject, where relevant, to the other gas policies in the Joint Plan but would also in particular require robust assessment of, and the prevention of potential impacts on, a range of other matters including in relation to the integrity of geological or hydrogeological resources and processes (including groundwater and land stability), local amenity and public safety issues. Tr
	Proposed Option 5 
	 Support is given and reliance is placed on the development management policies of the Plan to mitigate any effects. 
	Suggested approach for new id28a This option would support the principle of development for carbon and gas storage provided proposals comply with other policies in the Plan. 
	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of assessment (new id28) The assessment has revealed that under Options 1 and 4 there is potential for negative effects on the environment, and communities of the Joint Plan area yet more potential for wider gains including reduced CO2 emissions.  Option 1 performs slightly better than Option 4 in terms of protection of the landscape. Option 2 would create greater uncertainties in the medium and long term as the approach would largely be controlled by national policy rather than a local approach. Th
	Summary of assessment (new id28) The assessment has revealed that under Options 1 and 4 there is potential for negative effects on the environment, and communities of the Joint Plan area yet more potential for wider gains including reduced CO2 emissions.  Option 1 performs slightly better than Option 4 in terms of protection of the landscape. Option 2 would create greater uncertainties in the medium and long term as the approach would largely be controlled by national policy rather than a local approach. Th

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	Many of the respondents expressed concerns about fracking and the associated risks. Although the Government has recently set out its intention to ban fracking in designated areas through the Infrastructure Bill, the exploitation of unconventional hydrocarbon resources remains a priority for the government. The National Planning Guidance states that Local Plans should take account of 
	Many of the respondents expressed concerns about fracking and the associated risks. Although the Government has recently set out its intention to ban fracking in designated areas through the Infrastructure Bill, the exploitation of unconventional hydrocarbon resources remains a priority for the government. The National Planning Guidance states that Local Plans should take account of 

	Government energy policy, which makes it clear that energy supplies should come from a variety of sources and therefore it a plan which does not support fracking would be contrary to national policy. However the concerns of respondents in relation to the associated risks of fracking have now been set out in the preferred option policies. Further information has also been set out in the preferred policies supporting text which explains the role of the other regulatory regimes which will be involved in any pr
	Government energy policy, which makes it clear that energy supplies should come from a variety of sources and therefore it a plan which does not support fracking would be contrary to national policy. However the concerns of respondents in relation to the associated risks of fracking have now been set out in the preferred option policies. Further information has also been set out in the preferred policies supporting text which explains the role of the other regulatory regimes which will be involved in any pr

	Evidence base 
	Evidence base 

	Since the consultation on the Issues and Options took place the Government has issued a Ministerial Statement, which said that applications for major development for unconventional hydrocarbons should be refused in National Parks and AONBs except in exceptional circumstances and where it can be demonstrated that they are in the public interest. Although the guidance is not clear on the treatment of unconventional hydrocarbons it is considered that major developments for these resources should also need to d
	Since the consultation on the Issues and Options took place the Government has issued a Ministerial Statement, which said that applications for major development for unconventional hydrocarbons should be refused in National Parks and AONBs except in exceptional circumstances and where it can be demonstrated that they are in the public interest. Although the guidance is not clear on the treatment of unconventional hydrocarbons it is considered that major developments for these resources should also need to d

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No This is not considered to be a Duty to Co-operate matter. 
	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No This is not considered to be a Duty to Co-operate matter. 

	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 

	There were a high level of responses in relation to this option, with the preferred option being option 2, which would not express support in principle for CBM, UCG, shale gas resources and underground carbon/gas storage. The SA of this option showed that it would create greater uncertainties in the medium and long term. However option 2 is no longer considered appropriate in light of recent ministerial statements as they would be contrary to government objectives unless located in designated areas. Followi
	There were a high level of responses in relation to this option, with the preferred option being option 2, which would not express support in principle for CBM, UCG, shale gas resources and underground carbon/gas storage. The SA of this option showed that it would create greater uncertainties in the medium and long term. However option 2 is no longer considered appropriate in light of recent ministerial statements as they would be contrary to government objectives unless located in designated areas. Followi

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M19: Carbon and gas storage 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M19: Carbon and gas storage 

	Proposals for carbon capture and storage and the underground storage of gas will be permitted where it has been demonstrated that: i) The local geological circumstances are suitable; and ii) There will be no harm to the quality and availability of ground and surface water resources, land stability and public safety; iii) There would be no unacceptable impact on the environment or local amenity; 
	Proposals for carbon capture and storage and the underground storage of gas will be permitted where it has been demonstrated that: i) The local geological circumstances are suitable; and ii) There will be no harm to the quality and availability of ground and surface water resources, land stability and public safety; iii) There would be no unacceptable impact on the environment or local amenity; 

	iv) The proposals are consistent with other relevant policies in the plan. Transport of carbon or gas is expected to be via pipeline with the routing of lines selected to give rise to the least environmental or amenity impact. Supporting text Carbon capture and storage is a method which can be used for reducing carbon dioxide emissions into the atmosphere from sources such as fossil fuel power stations and Underground Coal Gasification. It involves capturing carbon dioxide, either before or after burning, t
	iv) The proposals are consistent with other relevant policies in the plan. Transport of carbon or gas is expected to be via pipeline with the routing of lines selected to give rise to the least environmental or amenity impact. Supporting text Carbon capture and storage is a method which can be used for reducing carbon dioxide emissions into the atmosphere from sources such as fossil fuel power stations and Underground Coal Gasification. It involves capturing carbon dioxide, either before or after burning, t

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives Objective 9 Objective 10 Objective 11 Objective 12 Links to other relevant policies Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id63: Landscape Id64: Biodiversity and geodiversity Id66: Water environment 
	Link to Objectives Objective 9 Objective 10 Objective 11 Objective 12 Links to other relevant policies Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id63: Landscape Id64: Biodiversity and geodiversity Id66: Water environment 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment This preferred policy has strong positive effects for the economy (in terms of energy security of gas storage and the business opportunities associated with CCS technology) as well as for climate change mitigation. Other effects tend to be location specific though could be negative due to factors such as the land footprint of buildings and pipelines and the risk that leaks could occur. Recommendations No further mitigation proposed. 
	Summary of assessment This preferred policy has strong positive effects for the economy (in terms of energy security of gas storage and the business opportunities associated with CCS technology) as well as for climate change mitigation. Other effects tend to be location specific though could be negative due to factors such as the land footprint of buildings and pipelines and the risk that leaks could occur. Recommendations No further mitigation proposed. 


	Policy id29: Continuity of supply of deep coal 
	Policy id29: Continuity of supply of deep coal 
	Policy id29: Continuity of supply of deep coal 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would support the principle of lateral extensions to the permitted underground working area for Kellingley Colliery, in locations accessible from the current colliery site, and would set out criteria against which proposals would be assessed. Criteria could include a requirement for the mineral planning authority to be satisfied that the arrangements for managing and mitigating the effects of subsidence and the disposal of mining waste materials arising from the development are accepta


	Table
	TR
	Option 2: This option would not express support for the principle of further lateral extensions to the underground working area for Kellingley Colliery and would seek the maximum exploitation of the resource within the current permitted area. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	Both options show a range of environmental, social and economic effects, with negative effects being observed for Options 1 and 2 for a wide range of environmental objectives including climate change, resource use and waste generation, with the latter option showing some falling off of effects if levels of coal mining decline in the longer term. Other negative effects associated with Option 2 include a longer term negative effects on the economy and community viability. Option 1 shows very positive economic
	Both options show a range of environmental, social and economic effects, with negative effects being observed for Options 1 and 2 for a wide range of environmental objectives including climate change, resource use and waste generation, with the latter option showing some falling off of effects if levels of coal mining decline in the longer term. Other negative effects associated with Option 2 include a longer term negative effects on the economy and community viability. Option 1 shows very positive economic

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	15 

	Question 74: Do you have an initial preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 74: Do you have an initial preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 6  (1 SC/1 MWI/ LA) 
	None: 2 (1 SC) 

	Option 2: 3  (SC/MWI/ LA) 
	Option 2: 3  (SC/MWI/ LA) 
	Did Not Specify: 1 

	Question 75: Are there any alternatives that you would like the authorities to consider in relation to continuity of deep coal supply? 
	Question 75: Are there any alternatives that you would like the authorities to consider in relation to continuity of deep coal supply? 
	Number of respondents: 3 (1 LA) 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q74: Mixed views were received in relation to the ongoing extraction of fossil fuels, some comments expressing a preference for limited extraction and conversely some support for ongoing extraction should be encouraged. It was considered that the plan should recognise the uncertainty over the future of Kellingley Colliery and provide sufficient flexibility to reflect this. Key Messages Q75: A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new 
	Key Messages Q74: Mixed views were received in relation to the ongoing extraction of fossil fuels, some comments expressing a preference for limited extraction and conversely some support for ongoing extraction should be encouraged. It was considered that the plan should recognise the uncertainty over the future of Kellingley Colliery and provide sufficient flexibility to reflect this. Key Messages Q75: A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new 

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	N/A 
	N/A 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	Whilst it is recognised that some organisations and individuals have concerns about the principle of fossil fuel extraction national planning policy does not support a position where all further working of such minerals is resisted.  It is also recognised that coal mining supports significant numbers of jobs and makes a substantial contribution to the local and wider economy.  Since undertaking consultation at Issues and Options stage the intended closure of Kellingley Colliery at the end of 2015 has been a
	Whilst it is recognised that some organisations and individuals have concerns about the principle of fossil fuel extraction national planning policy does not support a position where all further working of such minerals is resisted.  It is also recognised that coal mining supports significant numbers of jobs and makes a substantial contribution to the local and wider economy.  Since undertaking consultation at Issues and Options stage the intended closure of Kellingley Colliery at the end of 2015 has been a

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	The NPPG was published subsequently to the drafting of the Options above and provides more in depth guidance on land stability issues in relation to coal extraction, including the important role played 
	The NPPG was published subsequently to the drafting of the Options above and provides more in depth guidance on land stability issues in relation to coal extraction, including the important role played 


	by the Coal Authority. The NPPG also highlights considerations specific to underground coal mining including ‘potential effects of subsidence, including the potential hazard of old mine workings; the treatment and pumping of underground water; monitoring and preventative measures for potential gas emissions; and the method of disposal of colliery spoil.’ Subsequent to undertaking Issues and Options consultation, the intended closure of Kellingley Colliery at the end of 2015 has been announced.  If closure t
	by the Coal Authority. The NPPG also highlights considerations specific to underground coal mining including ‘potential effects of subsidence, including the potential hazard of old mine workings; the treatment and pumping of underground water; monitoring and preventative measures for potential gas emissions; and the method of disposal of colliery spoil.’ Subsequent to undertaking Issues and Options consultation, the intended closure of Kellingley Colliery at the end of 2015 has been announced.  If closure t
	by the Coal Authority. The NPPG also highlights considerations specific to underground coal mining including ‘potential effects of subsidence, including the potential hazard of old mine workings; the treatment and pumping of underground water; monitoring and preventative measures for potential gas emissions; and the method of disposal of colliery spoil.’ Subsequent to undertaking Issues and Options consultation, the intended closure of Kellingley Colliery at the end of 2015 has been announced.  If closure t

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No 
	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No 

	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 

	Option 1 was the subject of most support from respondents and was preferred in the SA, although the SA also recommended a number of additional policy criteria relating to water pollution impacts, considering the potential for a secondary use for spoil and considering the utilisation of coal mine methane. Some respondents supported Option 2 as this would be likely to help minimise extraction of fossil fuels. Since identification of the options the closure of Kellingley Colliery has been announced. As a resul
	Option 1 was the subject of most support from respondents and was preferred in the SA, although the SA also recommended a number of additional policy criteria relating to water pollution impacts, considering the potential for a secondary use for spoil and considering the utilisation of coal mine methane. Some respondents supported Option 2 as this would be likely to help minimise extraction of fossil fuels. Since identification of the options the closure of Kellingley Colliery has been announced. As a resul

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M20: Continuity of supply of deep coal 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M20: Continuity of supply of deep coal 

	Proposals for lateral extensions to the permitted underground working area for Kellingley Colliery, in locations accessible from the current colliery site, will be supported where it can be demonstrated that the following criteria have been satisfactorily addressed;  i. the effects of subsidence upon land stability and important surface structures, infrastructure (including flood defences) and environmental and cultural designations, will be monitored and controlled so as to prevent unacceptable impacts; ii
	Proposals for lateral extensions to the permitted underground working area for Kellingley Colliery, in locations accessible from the current colliery site, will be supported where it can be demonstrated that the following criteria have been satisfactorily addressed;  i. the effects of subsidence upon land stability and important surface structures, infrastructure (including flood defences) and environmental and cultural designations, will be monitored and controlled so as to prevent unacceptable impacts; ii

	extraction of more viable areas of coal and therefore help provide support for the economic and other benefits that have been provided through former and current mining activity.  Underground mining of coal is often associated with surface subsidence which can have adverse impacts on certain structures and other infrastructure and assets.  Whilst separate legislation exists to compensate landowners or undertake remediation for any damage caused, there may also be wider public interest considerations in ensu
	extraction of more viable areas of coal and therefore help provide support for the economic and other benefits that have been provided through former and current mining activity.  Underground mining of coal is often associated with surface subsidence which can have adverse impacts on certain structures and other infrastructure and assets.  Whilst separate legislation exists to compensate landowners or undertake remediation for any damage caused, there may also be wider public interest considerations in ensu

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 5 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id32: Safeguarding of deep coal Id33: Disposal of colliery spoil Id72: Coal mining legacy 
	Link to Objectives: Objective 5 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id32: Safeguarding of deep coal Id33: Disposal of colliery spoil Id72: Coal mining legacy 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment This preferred policy exhibits a mixture of mainly minor positive and negative effects. Most minor negative effects occur because, while the preferred policy combines with the development control policies in the plan, because of the nature of deep coal development, residual effects may remain. This is the case for flooding, health and wellbeing, landscape, historic environment, soils, traffic and water objectives. More significant minor effects occurred in relation to the resource use 
	Summary of assessment This preferred policy exhibits a mixture of mainly minor positive and negative effects. Most minor negative effects occur because, while the preferred policy combines with the development control policies in the plan, because of the nature of deep coal development, residual effects may remain. This is the case for flooding, health and wellbeing, landscape, historic environment, soils, traffic and water objectives. More significant minor effects occurred in relation to the resource use 


	Policy id30: Shallow coal 
	Policy id30: Shallow coal 
	Policy id30: Shallow coal 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would not express specific support for the principle of shallow coal mining in the Joint Plan area (except where extraction would take place as part of an agreed programme of development to avoid sterilisation of shallow coal as a result of the implementation of other permitted surface development). 

	Option 2: This option would support the principle of extraction of shallow coal where it would be consistent with the development management policies in the Plan. 
	Option 2: This option would support the principle of extraction of shallow coal where it would be consistent with the development management policies in the Plan. 


	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	Both options are associated with a number of negative effects, and Option 1 records a significant amount of uncertainty in relation to several environmental and social factors – though effects would be dependent upon the scale and location of extraction. Potential effects on the North York Moors are unlikely under Option 1 as it is unlikely that other development of a sufficient scale would be permitted in the area of shallow coal resource. There is, however, greater certainty that Option 2 would at least c
	Both options are associated with a number of negative effects, and Option 1 records a significant amount of uncertainty in relation to several environmental and social factors – though effects would be dependent upon the scale and location of extraction. Potential effects on the North York Moors are unlikely under Option 1 as it is unlikely that other development of a sufficient scale would be permitted in the area of shallow coal resource. There is, however, greater certainty that Option 2 would at least c

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	13 

	Question 76: Do you have an initial preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 76: Do you have an initial preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 4  
	None: 3 (1 SC) 

	Option 2: 3  (1SC) 
	Option 2: 3  (1SC) 
	Did not Specify: 2 (1SC) 

	Question 77: Are there any alternatives that you would like the authorities to consider in relation to shallow coal? 
	Question 77: Are there any alternatives that you would like the authorities to consider in relation to shallow coal? 
	Number of respondents: 1 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q76: The majority of respondents did not express support for open cast mining. One respondent did not support either of the options put forward as it was considered the environmental impacts of shallow coal working will depend on the location of proposals. Support was also expressed for Option 2 as it would allow flexibility for both prior extraction (to avoid sterilisation) and stand-alone working of shallow coal.  One consultee suggested that flexibility is desirable because of the expected c
	Key Messages Q76: The majority of respondents did not express support for open cast mining. One respondent did not support either of the options put forward as it was considered the environmental impacts of shallow coal working will depend on the location of proposals. Support was also expressed for Option 2 as it would allow flexibility for both prior extraction (to avoid sterilisation) and stand-alone working of shallow coal.  One consultee suggested that flexibility is desirable because of the expected c

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	N/A 
	N/A 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	It is acknowledged that working of shallow coal can give rise to significant impacts on the environment and amenity, as well as bringing benefits in terms of contributing to the economy and employment.  Environment and amenity impacts in particular will be determined by the scale and location of any development.  Although there is no recent history of working of shallow coal in the Plan area, and no expectation of future development, it is nevertheless considered important to include a policy in the Plan to
	It is acknowledged that working of shallow coal can give rise to significant impacts on the environment and amenity, as well as bringing benefits in terms of contributing to the economy and employment.  Environment and amenity impacts in particular will be determined by the scale and location of any development.  Although there is no recent history of working of shallow coal in the Plan area, and no expectation of future development, it is nevertheless considered important to include a policy in the Plan to

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	The online NPPG was published subsequently to the drafting of the Options above and provides more in depth guidance on land stability issues in relation to coal extraction, including the important role played by the Coal Authority. In all other respects there are no changes to the evidence base for planning policy relating to coal extraction as of January 2015. 
	The online NPPG was published subsequently to the drafting of the Options above and provides more in depth guidance on land stability issues in relation to coal extraction, including the important role played by the Coal Authority. In all other respects there are no changes to the evidence base for planning policy relating to coal extraction as of January 2015. 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No 
	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No 

	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 


	Responses to consultation was divided, with some support for a more restrictive approach to shallow coal as well as support for a more positive and flexible approach. Although it is considered relatively unlikely that proposals for surface mining of coal will come forward during the Plan period (other than potentially for prior extraction of coal to avoid sterilisation by other development), it is considered preferable to have a policy to provide a local policy framework in case proposals for stand-alone ex
	Responses to consultation was divided, with some support for a more restrictive approach to shallow coal as well as support for a more positive and flexible approach. Although it is considered relatively unlikely that proposals for surface mining of coal will come forward during the Plan period (other than potentially for prior extraction of coal to avoid sterilisation by other development), it is considered preferable to have a policy to provide a local policy framework in case proposals for stand-alone ex
	Responses to consultation was divided, with some support for a more restrictive approach to shallow coal as well as support for a more positive and flexible approach. Although it is considered relatively unlikely that proposals for surface mining of coal will come forward during the Plan period (other than potentially for prior extraction of coal to avoid sterilisation by other development), it is considered preferable to have a policy to provide a local policy framework in case proposals for stand-alone ex

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M21: Shallow coal 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M21: Shallow coal 

	Proposals for the extraction of shallow coal will be supported where extraction would take place as part of an agreed programme of development to avoid sterilisation of the resource as a result of the implementation of other permitted surface development; and where the proposal would be consistent with the development management policies in the Plan. Other proposals for the working of shallow coal will be permitted where all the following criteria are met: i. The site is located outside the National Park an
	Proposals for the extraction of shallow coal will be supported where extraction would take place as part of an agreed programme of development to avoid sterilisation of the resource as a result of the implementation of other permitted surface development; and where the proposal would be consistent with the development management policies in the Plan. Other proposals for the working of shallow coal will be permitted where all the following criteria are met: i. The site is located outside the National Park an

	those requirements set out in the general development management policies elsewhere in the Plan. In some instances it may be practicable to carry out prior extraction of shallow coal to avoid its sterilisation by other forms of surface development.  This can be a particular opportunity for shallow coal as it is a relatively high value product and its working in relatively small quantities can be viable. Such prior extraction can be beneficial to avoid sterilisation of a valuable resource and can be in the o
	those requirements set out in the general development management policies elsewhere in the Plan. In some instances it may be practicable to carry out prior extraction of shallow coal to avoid its sterilisation by other forms of surface development.  This can be a particular opportunity for shallow coal as it is a relatively high value product and its working in relatively small quantities can be viable. Such prior extraction can be beneficial to avoid sterilisation of a valuable resource and can be in the o

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 5 Objective 9 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id31: Safeguarding shallow coal Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id60: Transport of minerals and waste and associated traffic impacts Id61: North York Moors National Park and the AONBs Id62: Minerals and waste development in the green belt Id63: Landscape Id64: Biodiversity and geodiversity Id71: Consideration of applications in mineral consultation areas 
	Link to Objectives: Objective 5 Objective 9 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id31: Safeguarding shallow coal Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id60: Transport of minerals and waste and associated traffic impacts Id61: North York Moors National Park and the AONBs Id62: Minerals and waste development in the green belt Id63: Landscape Id64: Biodiversity and geodiversity Id71: Consideration of applications in mineral consultation areas 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment This preferred option mainly reports minor negative effects against the SA objectives that result from the potential for shallow coal to create large scale holes in the ground or generate impacts such as traffic, dust and water pollution. While development management policies elsewhere in the plan will help mitigate these impacts (though uncertainty is noted until these are finalised), the possibility that one or more large scale sites could result from the policy may leave some minor 
	Summary of assessment This preferred option mainly reports minor negative effects against the SA objectives that result from the potential for shallow coal to create large scale holes in the ground or generate impacts such as traffic, dust and water pollution. While development management policies elsewhere in the plan will help mitigate these impacts (though uncertainty is noted until these are finalised), the possibility that one or more large scale sites could result from the policy may leave some minor 


	Policy id31: Safeguarding Shallow coal 
	Policy id31: Safeguarding Shallow coal 
	Policy id31: Safeguarding Shallow coal 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would safeguard the whole of the known shallow coal resource, with a 500m buffer zone to help ensure maximum protection of the resource from proximal sterilisation. A buffer of 250m would be applied in the NYMNP. 

	Option 2: This option would only safeguard the shallow coal resource without a buffer zone, given the absence of expectation of working of shallow coal during the plan period. 
	Option 2: This option would only safeguard the shallow coal resource without a buffer zone, given the absence of expectation of working of shallow coal during the plan period. 


	Table
	TR
	Option 3: This option would only safeguard shallow resources outside urban areas and National Park and AONB designations as working in these areas are less likely to be acceptable. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	As safeguarding does not infer shallow coal extraction will take place there is generally no predicted direct effect. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan. Safeguarding contributes positively, however, to the SA objective ‘to minimise the use of resources and encourage their re-use and safeguarding’. In other ways positive indirect effects are noted for all options, such as benefits for the economy. Option 1, as it safeguards land with a buffer zone, shows a
	As safeguarding does not infer shallow coal extraction will take place there is generally no predicted direct effect. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan. Safeguarding contributes positively, however, to the SA objective ‘to minimise the use of resources and encourage their re-use and safeguarding’. In other ways positive indirect effects are noted for all options, such as benefits for the economy. Option 1, as it safeguards land with a buffer zone, shows a

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	10 

	Question 78: Do you have an initial preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 78: Do you have an initial preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 2 
	Did not Specify: 1 

	Option 2: 1 (1 SC) 
	Option 2: 1 (1 SC) 
	None: 1 

	Option 3: 3  (1 LA) 
	Option 3: 3  (1 LA) 

	Question 79: Are there any alternative options we should consider in relation to the safeguarding of shallow coal? 
	Question 79: Are there any alternative options we should consider in relation to the safeguarding of shallow coal? 
	Number of respondents: 2 

	Question 80: Do you have any view on the extent of any buffer zone that should be applied to the safeguarding of shallow coal? 
	Question 80: Do you have any view on the extent of any buffer zone that should be applied to the safeguarding of shallow coal? 
	Number of respondents: 0 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q78: The Coal Authority considered Option 3 to be unsound and would not be consistent with the NPPF. Mixed views in relation to the inclusion of a buffer were received. One respondent considered it appropriate to extend the presumption against extraction in protected landscapes to include international and nationally protects sites. Key Message Q79: A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along 
	Key Messages Q78: The Coal Authority considered Option 3 to be unsound and would not be consistent with the NPPF. Mixed views in relation to the inclusion of a buffer were received. One respondent considered it appropriate to extend the presumption against extraction in protected landscapes to include international and nationally protects sites. Key Message Q79: A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along 

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of assessment As safeguarding does not infer shallow coal extraction will take place there is generally no predicted direct effect. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the plan.  Safeguarding contributes positively, however, to the SA objective ‘to minimise the use of resources and encourage their re-use and safeguarding’. In other ways positive indirect effects are noted for all 
	Summary of assessment As safeguarding does not infer shallow coal extraction will take place there is generally no predicted direct effect. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the plan.  Safeguarding contributes positively, however, to the SA objective ‘to minimise the use of resources and encourage their re-use and safeguarding’. In other ways positive indirect effects are noted for all 


	options, such as benefits for the economy. Options 1 and 4, as they safeguard land with a buffer zone, show additional positive effects through avoiding proximal sterilisation of the resource (Option 1 more so than Option 4 as the buffer zone is larger). Option 3 shows some additional indirect positive effects as it prevents land with little prospect of development being safeguarded. This is likely to positively contribute to the needs of the population and community vitality sub objectives. Under the optio
	options, such as benefits for the economy. Options 1 and 4, as they safeguard land with a buffer zone, show additional positive effects through avoiding proximal sterilisation of the resource (Option 1 more so than Option 4 as the buffer zone is larger). Option 3 shows some additional indirect positive effects as it prevents land with little prospect of development being safeguarded. This is likely to positively contribute to the needs of the population and community vitality sub objectives. Under the optio
	options, such as benefits for the economy. Options 1 and 4, as they safeguard land with a buffer zone, show additional positive effects through avoiding proximal sterilisation of the resource (Option 1 more so than Option 4 as the buffer zone is larger). Option 3 shows some additional indirect positive effects as it prevents land with little prospect of development being safeguarded. This is likely to positively contribute to the needs of the population and community vitality sub objectives. Under the optio

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	It is acknowledged that excluding certain areas, such as environmental designations and urban areas, from safeguarding would not be consistent with good practice guidance on minerals safeguarding (BGS 2011).  Whilst mixed views on buffer zones were received, a 250m buffer zone was recommended in evidence work for minerals safeguarding undertaken for NYCC and NYMNPA by BGS in 2011, which included consultation with the minerals industry and certain other stakeholders. 
	It is acknowledged that excluding certain areas, such as environmental designations and urban areas, from safeguarding would not be consistent with good practice guidance on minerals safeguarding (BGS 2011).  Whilst mixed views on buffer zones were received, a 250m buffer zone was recommended in evidence work for minerals safeguarding undertaken for NYCC and NYMNPA by BGS in 2011, which included consultation with the minerals industry and certain other stakeholders. 

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	No new evidence as of January 2015. 
	No new evidence as of January 2015. 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? Yes Consideration of safeguarding of minerals where they occur in close proximity to the Plan area boundary has taken place via the production of, and consultation on, a cross-boundary minerals safeguarding paper. This did not lead to the need for any changes to the proposed safeguarding areas for shallow coal. 
	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? Yes Consideration of safeguarding of minerals where they occur in close proximity to the Plan area boundary has taken place via the production of, and consultation on, a cross-boundary minerals safeguarding paper. This did not lead to the need for any changes to the proposed safeguarding areas for shallow coal. 

	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 

	With regard to the policy options for safeguarding shallow coal, a key consultee is the Coal Authority, who support Option 2, but would not object to Option 1. BGS recommend in Minerals Safeguarding reports that the whole of the shallow coal resource is safeguarded, reiterating that this is supported by the Coal Authority, and recommending a buffer zone of 250m.  The Coal Authority strongly objects to ‘only safeguarding shallow resources outside urban areas and National Park and AONB designations’ (Option 3
	With regard to the policy options for safeguarding shallow coal, a key consultee is the Coal Authority, who support Option 2, but would not object to Option 1. BGS recommend in Minerals Safeguarding reports that the whole of the shallow coal resource is safeguarded, reiterating that this is supported by the Coal Authority, and recommending a buffer zone of 250m.  The Coal Authority strongly objects to ‘only safeguarding shallow resources outside urban areas and National Park and AONB designations’ (Option 3

	During the progression of the Preferred Options document a combined minerals safeguarding policy was developed to cover all minerals resources rather than having 11 separate policies. The original policy text is included below followed by the combined policy which is displayed in the Preferred Options document. 
	During the progression of the Preferred Options document a combined minerals safeguarding policy was developed to cover all minerals resources rather than having 11 separate policies. The original policy text is included below followed by the combined policy which is displayed in the Preferred Options document. 

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to S01: Safeguarding of mineral resources 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to S01: Safeguarding of mineral resources 

	All shallow coal resources identified on the policies map will be safeguarded for the future.  An additional 250m buffer zone around each resource area will also be safeguarded to protect the resource from encroaching development. COMBINED MINERALS SAFEGUARDING POLICY from PREFERRED OPTIONS DOCUMENT Part one- Surface mineral resources: The following surface minerals resources and associated buffer zones identified on the policies map will be safeguarded from other forms of surface development to protect the
	All shallow coal resources identified on the policies map will be safeguarded for the future.  An additional 250m buffer zone around each resource area will also be safeguarded to protect the resource from encroaching development. COMBINED MINERALS SAFEGUARDING POLICY from PREFERRED OPTIONS DOCUMENT Part one- Surface mineral resources: The following surface minerals resources and associated buffer zones identified on the policies map will be safeguarded from other forms of surface development to protect the

	certain other forms of development, with the potential to sterilise minerals resources, are proposed in a safeguarded area.  Consultation criteria, including details of those types of development which are exempt from safeguarding, are set out in id71: Consideration of applications in mineral consultation areas. 
	certain other forms of development, with the potential to sterilise minerals resources, are proposed in a safeguarded area.  Consultation criteria, including details of those types of development which are exempt from safeguarding, are set out in id71: Consideration of applications in mineral consultation areas. 

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Links to Objectives: Objective 3 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id30: Shallow coal Id70: Development proposed within mineral safeguarding areas Id71: Consideration of applications in minerals consultation areas 
	Links to Objectives: Objective 3 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id30: Shallow coal Id70: Development proposed within mineral safeguarding areas Id71: Consideration of applications in minerals consultation areas 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment As safeguarding does not infer that minerals extraction will take place there are generally no predicted direct effects. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan.  This policy is likely to result in minor to major positive impacts in relation to encouraging the safeguarding of resources, economic growth and meeting the needs of a changing population as future mineral resource sterilisation is avoided, thus conserving resources for future ec
	Summary of assessment As safeguarding does not infer that minerals extraction will take place there are generally no predicted direct effects. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan.  This policy is likely to result in minor to major positive impacts in relation to encouraging the safeguarding of resources, economic growth and meeting the needs of a changing population as future mineral resource sterilisation is avoided, thus conserving resources for future ec


	Policy id32: Safeguarding deep coal 
	Policy id32: Safeguarding deep coal 
	Policy id32: Safeguarding deep coal 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would not support the safeguarding of deep coal resources. OR 

	Option 2: This option would safeguard the whole of the deep coal resource. OR 
	Option 2: This option would safeguard the whole of the deep coal resource. OR 

	Option 3: This option would only safeguard deep coal resources within extant coal mining licence areas for Kellingley Colliery and within the Selby Coalfield. OR 
	Option 3: This option would only safeguard deep coal resources within extant coal mining licence areas for Kellingley Colliery and within the Selby Coalfield. OR 

	Option 4: This option would only safeguard deep coal resources within the Kellingley Colliery licensed area. AND 
	Option 4: This option would only safeguard deep coal resources within the Kellingley Colliery licensed area. AND 

	Option 5: In association with any safeguarding of deep coal, this option would include an additional 700m buffer zone to help protect the resource from sterilisation through proximal development. 
	Option 5: In association with any safeguarding of deep coal, this option would include an additional 700m buffer zone to help protect the resource from sterilisation through proximal development. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	As safeguarding does not infer deep coal extraction will take place there is generally no predicted direct effect. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan. Safeguarding contributes positively, however, to the SA objective ‘to minimise the use of resources and encourage their re-use and safeguarding’. This positive effect occurs with options 2, 3, 4 and 5, with option 2 performing the best in this respect. Option 5, as it safeguards land with a buffer zone, show
	As safeguarding does not infer deep coal extraction will take place there is generally no predicted direct effect. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan. Safeguarding contributes positively, however, to the SA objective ‘to minimise the use of resources and encourage their re-use and safeguarding’. This positive effect occurs with options 2, 3, 4 and 5, with option 2 performing the best in this respect. Option 5, as it safeguards land with a buffer zone, show


	Under each option, effects from displacement of development which would have taken place are uncertain as this will depend upon the stringency of any policy approach applied. This will need to be considered when assessing policies at the Preferred Options stage. 
	Under each option, effects from displacement of development which would have taken place are uncertain as this will depend upon the stringency of any policy approach applied. This will need to be considered when assessing policies at the Preferred Options stage. 
	Under each option, effects from displacement of development which would have taken place are uncertain as this will depend upon the stringency of any policy approach applied. This will need to be considered when assessing policies at the Preferred Options stage. 

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	9 

	Question 81: Do you have an initial preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 81: Do you have an initial preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 2 
	Option 5: 2 (1SC, 1 MWI) 

	Option 2: 2 
	Option 2: 2 
	Combination: Opt. 4+5: 1 (1 SC) 

	Option 3: 1 
	Option 3: 1 
	Did Not Specify: 1 

	Option 4: 0 
	Option 4: 0 

	Question 82: Are there any alternative options we should consider in relation to the safeguarding of deep coal? 
	Question 82: Are there any alternative options we should consider in relation to the safeguarding of deep coal? 
	Number of respondents: 1 

	Question 83: Do you have any view on the extent of any buffer zone that should be applied to the safeguarding of deep coal? 
	Question 83: Do you have any view on the extent of any buffer zone that should be applied to the safeguarding of deep coal? 
	Number of respondents: 1 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q81: The Coal Authority recommends only safeguarding areas under licence in combination with Option 5 which seeks to apply a buffer zone. Key Messages Q82: A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why they have or have not been taken forward. No realistic alternative options were put forward. Key Messages Q83: One comment was received, in relation to this question, 
	Key Messages Q81: The Coal Authority recommends only safeguarding areas under licence in combination with Option 5 which seeks to apply a buffer zone. Key Messages Q82: A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why they have or have not been taken forward. No realistic alternative options were put forward. Key Messages Q83: One comment was received, in relation to this question, 

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	N/A 
	N/A 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	Whilst a range of options were put forward, it is considered that significant weight should be given to the views of the Coal Authority, who support a combination of Options 4 and 5.  It is acknowledged that justification will be required if a buffer zone is to be included in relation to the safeguarding of an underground resource. In this particular case, deep mining of coal can lead to surface subsidence which extends outward beyond the extent of the area actually undermined.  Any safeguarding of the reso
	Whilst a range of options were put forward, it is considered that significant weight should be given to the views of the Coal Authority, who support a combination of Options 4 and 5.  It is acknowledged that justification will be required if a buffer zone is to be included in relation to the safeguarding of an underground resource. In this particular case, deep mining of coal can lead to surface subsidence which extends outward beyond the extent of the area actually undermined.  Any safeguarding of the reso

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	The NPPG was published subsequently to the drafting of the Options above and provides more in depth guidance on land stability issues in relation to coal extraction, including the important role played by the Coal Authority. The NPPG also highlights considerations specific to underground coal mining including ‘potential effects of subsidence, including the potential hazard of old mine workings; the treatment and pumping of underground water; monitoring and preventative measures for potential gas emissions; 
	The NPPG was published subsequently to the drafting of the Options above and provides more in depth guidance on land stability issues in relation to coal extraction, including the important role played by the Coal Authority. The NPPG also highlights considerations specific to underground coal mining including ‘potential effects of subsidence, including the potential hazard of old mine workings; the treatment and pumping of underground water; monitoring and preventative measures for potential gas emissions; 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? Yes In the two tier part of the Joint Plan area safeguarding of minerals resources requires cooperation between County and District Councils in relation to consultation on and implementation of safeguarding 
	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? Yes In the two tier part of the Joint Plan area safeguarding of minerals resources requires cooperation between County and District Councils in relation to consultation on and implementation of safeguarding 


	arrangements. 
	arrangements. 
	arrangements. 

	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 

	Safeguarding of underground minerals resources is not a specific requirement of national planning policy.  However, options for safeguarding of deep coal were presented at Issues and Options stage following discussion with UK Coal and the Coal Authority. This was partly in response to a known issue of the potential sterilisation of coal within the Kellingely Colliery permitted area as a result of development of a sensitive surface structure in the Eggborough area and the potential for similar circumstances 
	Safeguarding of underground minerals resources is not a specific requirement of national planning policy.  However, options for safeguarding of deep coal were presented at Issues and Options stage following discussion with UK Coal and the Coal Authority. This was partly in response to a known issue of the potential sterilisation of coal within the Kellingely Colliery permitted area as a result of development of a sensitive surface structure in the Eggborough area and the potential for similar circumstances 

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to S01: Safeguarding mineral resources 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to S01: Safeguarding mineral resources 

	Deep coal resources within the Kellingley Colliery licensed area identified on the policies map will be safeguarded for the future.  An additional 700m buffer zone around the licensed area will also be safeguarded to help protect the resource from sterilisation through proximal development. 
	Deep coal resources within the Kellingley Colliery licensed area identified on the policies map will be safeguarded for the future.  An additional 700m buffer zone around the licensed area will also be safeguarded to help protect the resource from sterilisation through proximal development. 


	COMBINED MINERALS SAFEGUARDING POLICY from PREFERRED OPTIONS DOCUMENT 
	Part one- Surface mineral resources: 
	The following surface minerals resources and associated buffer zones identified on the policies map will be safeguarded from other forms of surface development to protect the resource for the future : 
	i) All crushed rock and silica sand resources with an additional 500m buffer 
	ii) All sand and gravel, clay and shallow coal resources with an additional 250m buffer 
	iii) Building stone resources and active and former building stone quarries with an additional 250m buffer 
	Part two – Deep mineral resources: 
	The following deep mineral resources and associated buffer zones identified on the policies map will be safeguarded from surface development to protect the resource for the future: 
	i) Underground coal resources within the Kellingley Colliery licensed area with an additional 700m buffer; 
	ii)  Underground potash and polyhalite resources within the Boulby Mine licensed area and Doves Nest Farm indicated and inferred resource area; 
	iii) Underground gypsum deposits within the former Sherburn in Elmet Mine planning permission area; 
	iv) Vein mineral reserves within extant planning permissions with an additional 250m buffer 
	Part three – protecting deep mineral resources from other underground minerals development: 
	Reserves and resources of potash and polyhalite identified on the Policies Map, including a 2km buffer zone, will be protected from sterilisation by other forms of underground minerals extraction and the underground storage of gas or carbon in order to protect the resource for the future. 
	Supporting text 
	Underground coal resources are not at direct risk of sterilisation through surface development in the same way as surface resources.  However, certain forms of surface development, particularly large structures or those with sensitive processes taking place in them may be particularly vulnerable to subsidence damage.  The presence of more vulnerable forms of surface development in areas where underground coal mining occurs can therefore lead to indirect sterilisation of coal.  As subsidence effects at the s
	There is no specific requirement in national policy to safeguard underground minerals resources.  Resources of coal are relatively extensive in the southern part of the Plan area and it is not considered appropriate to safeguard the whole of the potential resource area.  However, discussion with the Coal Authority, along with advice from British Geological Survey, suggests that it would be appropriate to safeguard coal reserves within the area licensed for extraction from Kellingley Colliery.  Kellingley Co
	the relevant area but to ensure that the potential implications for sterilisation of coal can be taken into account. Consultation criteria for relevant forms of development are addressed in Policy id71: Consideration of applications in mineral consultation areas. 
	the relevant area but to ensure that the potential implications for sterilisation of coal can be taken into account. Consultation criteria for relevant forms of development are addressed in Policy id71: Consideration of applications in mineral consultation areas. 
	the relevant area but to ensure that the potential implications for sterilisation of coal can be taken into account. Consultation criteria for relevant forms of development are addressed in Policy id71: Consideration of applications in mineral consultation areas. 

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 3 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id29: Continuity of supply of deep coal Id38: Safeguarding of deep mineral resources Id70: Developments proposed within minerals safeguarding areas Id71: Consideration of applications in Mineral Consultation Areas 
	Link to Objectives: Objective 3 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id29: Continuity of supply of deep coal Id38: Safeguarding of deep mineral resources Id70: Developments proposed within minerals safeguarding areas Id71: Consideration of applications in Mineral Consultation Areas 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment As safeguarding does not infer that minerals extraction will take place there are generally no predicted direct effects. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan.  This policy is likely to result in minor to major positive impacts in relation to encouraging the safeguarding of resources, economic growth and meeting the needs of a changing population as future mineral resource sterilisation is avoided, thus conserving resources for future ec
	Summary of assessment As safeguarding does not infer that minerals extraction will take place there are generally no predicted direct effects. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan.  This policy is likely to result in minor to major positive impacts in relation to encouraging the safeguarding of resources, economic growth and meeting the needs of a changing population as future mineral resource sterilisation is avoided, thus conserving resources for future ec


	Policy id33: Disposal of colliery spoil 
	Policy id33: Disposal of colliery spoil 
	Policy id33: Disposal of colliery spoil 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would support the principle of maximising the availability of disposal capacity at the existing Womersley spoil disposal site and the utilisation of any available capacity at the Gale Common ash disposal site. 

	Option 2: This option would not express support for any further increase in capacity 
	Option 2: This option would not express support for any further increase in capacity 

	TR
	at the Womersley spoil disposal site, which has already been subject of recent 

	TR
	proposals for the further raising of tipping levels, and would instead seek the 

	TR
	utilisation of any available capacity at the Gale Common ash disposal site, as well as 

	TR
	support the principle of development of a new disposal facility for the colliery if 

	TR
	necessary, and would set out criteria against which any proposals for a new facility 

	TR
	would be assessed. 

	TR
	Criteria could include the requirement for proposals to utilise quarry voids or, if not 

	TR
	possible, derelict or degraded land wherever possible; and, provide a detailed 

	TR
	justification for proposals which, in exceptional circumstances, seek to utilise best 

	TR
	and most versatile agricultural land. Proposals could also be required to provide 

	TR
	satisfactory arrangements for transport of spoil from the colliery to point of disposal, 

	TR
	with preference being given to options that would use alternatives to road transport, 

	TR
	or road haulage routes which minimise any impacts on local communities. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	There is significant uncertainty around both options. Overall the most major negative effects are reported under Option 2 where a new site in particular may affect biodiversity, soil and land, waste generation, heritage, landscape, recreation and leisure and health and wellbeing; though negative effects are recorded under both options. Positive effects are generally minor, however, utilisation of available capacity under both options may, to a degree, incentivise the extraction of secondary aggregate from t
	There is significant uncertainty around both options. Overall the most major negative effects are reported under Option 2 where a new site in particular may affect biodiversity, soil and land, waste generation, heritage, landscape, recreation and leisure and health and wellbeing; though negative effects are recorded under both options. Positive effects are generally minor, however, utilisation of available capacity under both options may, to a degree, incentivise the extraction of secondary aggregate from t


	Table
	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	18 

	Question 84: Do you have an initial preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 84: Do you have an initial preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 4  (1 MWI) 
	None: 1 

	Option 2: 0 
	Option 2: 0 
	Did Not Specify: 9 (2 SC) 

	Question 85: Are there any alternative options we should consider in relation to the disposal of colliery spoil? 
	Question 85: Are there any alternative options we should consider in relation to the disposal of colliery spoil? 
	Number of respondents: 4 (1 LA, 1 SC) 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q84: Option 1 was considered by 7 respondents to be unacceptable on the basis of environmental and amenity impacts. UK Coal indicated that without adequate disposal capacity the remaining future of the Colliery is in doubt. One respondent considered that operators should have to provide clear evidence of the short, medium and long term disposal options. Key Messages Q85: A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – 
	Key Messages Q84: Option 1 was considered by 7 respondents to be unacceptable on the basis of environmental and amenity impacts. UK Coal indicated that without adequate disposal capacity the remaining future of the Colliery is in doubt. One respondent considered that operators should have to provide clear evidence of the short, medium and long term disposal options. Key Messages Q85: A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – 

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of assessment There is significant uncertainty around all four options. Overall the most major negative effects are reported under Option 2 and 3 where new sites in particular may affect biodiversity, water, soil and land, waste generation, heritage, landscape, community vitality, recreation and leisure and health and wellbeing depending on future site location; though a number of negative effects are recorded under each of options 1, 2 and 3. Positive effects are generally minor (for instance job c
	Summary of assessment There is significant uncertainty around all four options. Overall the most major negative effects are reported under Option 2 and 3 where new sites in particular may affect biodiversity, water, soil and land, waste generation, heritage, landscape, community vitality, recreation and leisure and health and wellbeing depending on future site location; though a number of negative effects are recorded under each of options 1, 2 and 3. Positive effects are generally minor (for instance job c


	Revised Recommendations Option 1 performs better than option 2 and 3. However, it should be noted that there is significant uncertainty around this assessment as the outcome of a major planning application at the Womersley site is still to be determined and the location of a new site or new sites under options 2 and 3 is unknown.  There is some potential to mitigate some negative effects for option 2 and 3, particularly through detailed criteria and if a new facility is developed to encourage the utilisatio
	Revised Recommendations Option 1 performs better than option 2 and 3. However, it should be noted that there is significant uncertainty around this assessment as the outcome of a major planning application at the Womersley site is still to be determined and the location of a new site or new sites under options 2 and 3 is unknown.  There is some potential to mitigate some negative effects for option 2 and 3, particularly through detailed criteria and if a new facility is developed to encourage the utilisatio
	Revised Recommendations Option 1 performs better than option 2 and 3. However, it should be noted that there is significant uncertainty around this assessment as the outcome of a major planning application at the Womersley site is still to be determined and the location of a new site or new sites under options 2 and 3 is unknown.  There is some potential to mitigate some negative effects for option 2 and 3, particularly through detailed criteria and if a new facility is developed to encourage the utilisatio

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	Significant concern was expressed by some respondents about environmental and amenity impacts associated with continued utilisation of the Womersley spoil disposal site. At the time of drafting preferred options a planning application for a relatively small increase in capacity is under consideration.  If permitted this scheme would provide sufficient capacity for the expected remaining life of Kellingley Colliery. It is expected that this application will be determined before the Plan is finalised and any 
	Significant concern was expressed by some respondents about environmental and amenity impacts associated with continued utilisation of the Womersley spoil disposal site. At the time of drafting preferred options a planning application for a relatively small increase in capacity is under consideration.  If permitted this scheme would provide sufficient capacity for the expected remaining life of Kellingley Colliery. It is expected that this application will be determined before the Plan is finalised and any 
	-


	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	Evidence updates as at January 2015 The NPPG was published subsequently to the drafting of the Options above and highlights considerations specific to underground coal mining including ‘potential effects of subsidence, including the potential hazard of old mine workings; the treatment and pumping of underground water; monitoring and preventative measures for potential gas emissions; and the method of disposal of colliery spoil.’ New national waste policy was published in October 2014 which indicates a more 
	Evidence updates as at January 2015 The NPPG was published subsequently to the drafting of the Options above and highlights considerations specific to underground coal mining including ‘potential effects of subsidence, including the potential hazard of old mine workings; the treatment and pumping of underground water; monitoring and preventative measures for potential gas emissions; and the method of disposal of colliery spoil.’ New national waste policy was published in October 2014 which indicates a more 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No 
	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No 

	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 

	Since development of options at Issues and Options stage the closure of Kellingley Colliery has been announced.  As a result the operator of the Colliery has submitted revised proposals for a limited increase in disposal capacity at the Womersley disposal site.  If this application, which is subject to objections, is eventually permitted then sufficient capacity will be available at Womersley to provide for the remaining expected life of the Colliery.  If the application is not permitted then the implicatio
	Since development of options at Issues and Options stage the closure of Kellingley Colliery has been announced.  As a result the operator of the Colliery has submitted revised proposals for a limited increase in disposal capacity at the Womersley disposal site.  If this application, which is subject to objections, is eventually permitted then sufficient capacity will be available at Womersley to provide for the remaining expected life of the Colliery.  If the application is not permitted then the implicatio

	remaining life of the Colliery.  Such an approach would also be in line with the outcome of the SA.  At Issues and Options stage Option 1 also referred to utilisation of capacity at the Gale Common ash disposal site.  It is now understood that this option is not available as a result of revised ash disposal practice at the Gale Common site. Whilst the intended closure of Kellingley Colliery means that it is now not expected that significant new disposal capacity for colliery spoil will be required during th
	remaining life of the Colliery.  Such an approach would also be in line with the outcome of the SA.  At Issues and Options stage Option 1 also referred to utilisation of capacity at the Gale Common ash disposal site.  It is now understood that this option is not available as a result of revised ash disposal practice at the Gale Common site. Whilst the intended closure of Kellingley Colliery means that it is now not expected that significant new disposal capacity for colliery spoil will be required during th

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M22: Disposal of colliery spoil 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M22: Disposal of colliery spoil 

	Disposal of spoil from Kellingley Colliery at the Womersley spoil disposal site, including proposals for increased capacity required to provide for the expected remaining life of the Colliery to the end of 2015, will be supported subject to compliance with development management policies in the Plan. Any additional spoil disposal capacity requiring development of new disposal facilities in the Joint Plan area will be considered in relation to the following order of preference: i) Infilling of quarry voids w
	Disposal of spoil from Kellingley Colliery at the Womersley spoil disposal site, including proposals for increased capacity required to provide for the expected remaining life of the Colliery to the end of 2015, will be supported subject to compliance with development management policies in the Plan. Any additional spoil disposal capacity requiring development of new disposal facilities in the Joint Plan area will be considered in relation to the following order of preference: i) Infilling of quarry voids w

	In order to ensure consistency with recent national policy for waste, it is also important to ensure that preference is given to locations outside the Green Belt, unless it can be demonstrated that the development would not be inappropriate in the specific location proposed.  Colliery spoil is a bulky material which can arise in large volumes.  Transportation of spoil can therefore give rise to significant impacts on communities and on the environment, particularly when road haulage is involved. It is there
	In order to ensure consistency with recent national policy for waste, it is also important to ensure that preference is given to locations outside the Green Belt, unless it can be demonstrated that the development would not be inappropriate in the specific location proposed.  Colliery spoil is a bulky material which can arise in large volumes.  Transportation of spoil can therefore give rise to significant impacts on communities and on the environment, particularly when road haulage is involved. It is there

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 2 Objective 4 Objective 6 Objective 8 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id14: Supply of alternatives to land won primary aggregates Id29: Continuity of supply of deep coal Id46: Meeting waste management capacity requirements- Construction, demolition and excavation waste (including CD&E waste) Id54: Transport infrastructure Id60: Transport of minerals and waste and associated traffic impacts Id62: Minerals and waste development in the Green Belt Id67: Strategic appr
	Link to Objectives: Objective 2 Objective 4 Objective 6 Objective 8 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id14: Supply of alternatives to land won primary aggregates Id29: Continuity of supply of deep coal Id46: Meeting waste management capacity requirements- Construction, demolition and excavation waste (including CD&E waste) Id54: Transport infrastructure Id60: Transport of minerals and waste and associated traffic impacts Id62: Minerals and waste development in the Green Belt Id67: Strategic appr

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment Minor negative effects were observed for almost all sustainability objectives as most of the potentially major effects of colliery spoil disposal would be mitigated to a large degree by the development management policies. Effects may temporarily rise to major negative for the biodiversity and landscape objectives largely due to the potential loss of a SINC site at Womersley (though this uncertain as it relates to an as yet undetermined application). For any new site there is, however,
	Summary of assessment Minor negative effects were observed for almost all sustainability objectives as most of the potentially major effects of colliery spoil disposal would be mitigated to a large degree by the development management policies. Effects may temporarily rise to major negative for the biodiversity and landscape objectives largely due to the potential loss of a SINC site at Womersley (though this uncertain as it relates to an as yet undetermined application). For any new site there is, however,


	Policy id34: Potash and polyhalite supply 
	Policy id34: Potash and polyhalite supply 
	Policy id34: Potash and polyhalite supply 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: Support an indigenous supply of potash from one location only. 

	Option 2: Support the principle of multiple sources of potash supply from within the Plan area. 
	Option 2: Support the principle of multiple sources of potash supply from within the Plan area. 

	Option 3: Support new locations for potash extraction outside of the North York Moors National Park only. 
	Option 3: Support new locations for potash extraction outside of the North York Moors National Park only. 

	Option 4: Support extraction of potash from under the National Park as well as outside of the National Park but only support siting of surface infrastructure outside the National Park. 
	Option 4: Support extraction of potash from under the National Park as well as outside of the National Park but only support siting of surface infrastructure outside the National Park. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	Option 1 would enable the economic and minerals supply benefits associated with having a potash mine in the Plan area to be maintained, whilst limiting the environmental effects. However, the scale of potential negative environmental, community and recreational effects in the longer term may vary depending on whether the option would lead to the development of a new mine. The environmental effects include effects on landscape, biodiversity / geodiversity, the historic environment, water and air quality. Of 
	Option 1 would enable the economic and minerals supply benefits associated with having a potash mine in the Plan area to be maintained, whilst limiting the environmental effects. However, the scale of potential negative environmental, community and recreational effects in the longer term may vary depending on whether the option would lead to the development of a new mine. The environmental effects include effects on landscape, biodiversity / geodiversity, the historic environment, water and air quality. Of 

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	32 

	Question 86: Do you have an initial preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 86: Do you have an initial preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 1 
	Option 4: 3 

	Option 2: 16 
	Option 2: 16 
	Did Not Specify: 3 

	Option 3: 4 
	Option 3: 4 

	Question 87: Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to potash supply? 
	Question 87: Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to potash supply? 
	Number of respondents: 5 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q86: Option 2 received greatest support, as it was considered that providing several sources of supply would mitigate risk to supply. Option 2 was considered to be the only option consistent with national policy. Option 4 was considered to be unworkable as Boulby would require new infrastructure in the longer term to continue working. Key Messages Q87: A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ alo
	Key Messages Q86: Option 2 received greatest support, as it was considered that providing several sources of supply would mitigate risk to supply. Option 2 was considered to be the only option consistent with national policy. Option 4 was considered to be unworkable as Boulby would require new infrastructure in the longer term to continue working. Key Messages Q87: A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ alo


	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of assessment Option 1 would enable the economic and minerals supply benefits associated with having a potash mine in the Plan area to be maintained, whilst limiting the environmental and social effects. However, the scale of potential negative environmental, community and recreational effects in the longer term may vary depending on whether the option would lead to the development of a new mine. The environmental effects include effects on landscape, biodiversity / geodiversity, the historic enviro
	Summary of assessment Option 1 would enable the economic and minerals supply benefits associated with having a potash mine in the Plan area to be maintained, whilst limiting the environmental and social effects. However, the scale of potential negative environmental, community and recreational effects in the longer term may vary depending on whether the option would lead to the development of a new mine. The environmental effects include effects on landscape, biodiversity / geodiversity, the historic enviro

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The support for Option 2 is noted.   Whilst this option may perform well in relation to national policy concerning the supply of minerals and the provision of support for the economy, it could potentially lead to the most significant adverse impacts on the environment if it resulted in increased development in the National Park.    The limited scope for provision of surface infrastructure outside the National park area is also noted.  National policy indicates that it is not appropriate to identify site all
	The support for Option 2 is noted.   Whilst this option may perform well in relation to national policy concerning the supply of minerals and the provision of support for the economy, it could potentially lead to the most significant adverse impacts on the environment if it resulted in increased development in the National Park.    The limited scope for provision of surface infrastructure outside the National park area is also noted.  National policy indicates that it is not appropriate to identify site all

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	Since Issues and Options consultation in Spring 2014 a revised planning application for development of a new potash (polyhalite) mine in the NYMNP area has been submitted and is under consideration. This evidence is accurate as of January 2015. 
	Since Issues and Options consultation in Spring 2014 a revised planning application for development of a new potash (polyhalite) mine in the NYMNP area has been submitted and is under consideration. This evidence is accurate as of January 2015. 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? Yes Development of potash/polyhalite resources in the Joint Plan area may impact on more than one authority area and was relevant to the initial decision to prepare a joint Minerals and Waste Plan. 
	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? Yes Development of potash/polyhalite resources in the Joint Plan area may impact on more than one authority area and was relevant to the initial decision to prepare a joint Minerals and Waste Plan. 

	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 

	The majority of respondents supported option 2, which was the principle of multiple sources of potash/polyhalite supply from within the Plan area. In order to provide a robust policy basis for assessing multiple sources of potash supply it is considered necessary to take a criteria based approach. As there is already a site at Boulby and there may be an approval in place at Doves Nest Farm it will be necessary to have a criteria based policy for the continuation and expansion of these 
	The majority of respondents supported option 2, which was the principle of multiple sources of potash/polyhalite supply from within the Plan area. In order to provide a robust policy basis for assessing multiple sources of potash supply it is considered necessary to take a criteria based approach. As there is already a site at Boulby and there may be an approval in place at Doves Nest Farm it will be necessary to have a criteria based policy for the continuation and expansion of these 

	sites with a separate policy which address the approach for new proposals elsewhere in the Plan area. Reference should be made in the policy that proposals for sites in the National Park and AONBs will be assessed against the major development test. Option 2 was least favoured by the SA due to the increased potential for impacts on a range of environmental and other objectives but along with a number of other options performed more positively in relation to economic impacts.  The SA also notes that Option 5
	sites with a separate policy which address the approach for new proposals elsewhere in the Plan area. Reference should be made in the policy that proposals for sites in the National Park and AONBs will be assessed against the major development test. Option 2 was least favoured by the SA due to the increased potential for impacts on a range of environmental and other objectives but along with a number of other options performed more positively in relation to economic impacts.  The SA also notes that Option 5

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M23: Potash, polyhalite and salt supply 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M23: Potash, polyhalite and salt supply 

	Proposals for the exploration and extraction of potash, salt or polyhalite from new sites within the North York Moors National Park will be assessed against the criteria for major development set out in Policy D04. Proposals for lateral extensions to the permitted working area for Boulby Potash Mine and the Doves Nest Farm site (when permitted) in locations accessible from the existing site, proposals for extensions to the permitted operating period at permitted sites as well as proposals for new sites outs
	Proposals for the exploration and extraction of potash, salt or polyhalite from new sites within the North York Moors National Park will be assessed against the criteria for major development set out in Policy D04. Proposals for lateral extensions to the permitted working area for Boulby Potash Mine and the Doves Nest Farm site (when permitted) in locations accessible from the existing site, proposals for extensions to the permitted operating period at permitted sites as well as proposals for new sites outs

	amount transported by road to local authorities for use on roads. 
	amount transported by road to local authorities for use on roads. 

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives Objective 5 Objective 6 Objective 9 Objective 10 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id35: Safeguarding potash Id38: Safeguarding deep mineral resources Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id61: North York Moors National Park and the AONBs Id63: Landscape 
	Link to Objectives Objective 5 Objective 6 Objective 9 Objective 10 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id35: Safeguarding potash Id38: Safeguarding deep mineral resources Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id61: North York Moors National Park and the AONBs Id63: Landscape 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment Most SA objectives have negative effects resulting from application of the major development test, which significantly moderates effects, but may still allow some development in the National Parks and AONBs. Support for new development outside of designated landscapes (albeit subject to specific criteria and the development management policies) could lead to negative effects (with significant uncertainty) for most SA objectives. In addition, lateral extensions could lead to subsidence 
	Summary of assessment Most SA objectives have negative effects resulting from application of the major development test, which significantly moderates effects, but may still allow some development in the National Parks and AONBs. Support for new development outside of designated landscapes (albeit subject to specific criteria and the development management policies) could lead to negative effects (with significant uncertainty) for most SA objectives. In addition, lateral extensions could lead to subsidence 


	Policy id35: Safeguarding potash and polyhalite 
	Policy id35: Safeguarding potash and polyhalite 
	Policy id35: Safeguarding potash and polyhalite 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: Safeguard land above the area permitted for potash working only. 

	Option 2: Safeguard land above all of the potash resource. 
	Option 2: Safeguard land above all of the potash resource. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	As safeguarding does not infer deep mineral extraction will take place there is generally no predicted direct effect. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan. The assessment has concluded that all options may have indirect benefits for the environment and communities should the extraction of potash preclude certain types of development from taking place on the surface above. However, Option 1 may not have positive effects in terms of the supply of minerals as l
	As safeguarding does not infer deep mineral extraction will take place there is generally no predicted direct effect. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan. The assessment has concluded that all options may have indirect benefits for the environment and communities should the extraction of potash preclude certain types of development from taking place on the surface above. However, Option 1 may not have positive effects in terms of the supply of minerals as l


	of potash below. Option 2 would provide benefits in terms of ensuring potash supply could be maintained. Under each option, effects from displacement of development which would have taken place are uncertain as this will depend upon the stringency of any policy approach applied. 
	of potash below. Option 2 would provide benefits in terms of ensuring potash supply could be maintained. Under each option, effects from displacement of development which would have taken place are uncertain as this will depend upon the stringency of any policy approach applied. 
	of potash below. Option 2 would provide benefits in terms of ensuring potash supply could be maintained. Under each option, effects from displacement of development which would have taken place are uncertain as this will depend upon the stringency of any policy approach applied. 

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	17 

	Question 88: Do you have an initial preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Question 88: Do you have an initial preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 1 
	None: 1 

	Option 2: 14 
	Option 2: 14 
	Did not Specify: 1 

	Question 89: Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to safeguarding potash? 
	Question 89: Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to safeguarding potash? 
	Number of respondents: 0 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q88: Option 2 received the greatest support. One respondent considered that neither Option were satisfactory as they are predicated on the assumption that subsidence will occur and one respondent considered that Option 1 does not comply with paragraph 143 of the NPPF. Key Messages Q89: No alternative options were put forward 
	Key Messages Q88: Option 2 received the greatest support. One respondent considered that neither Option were satisfactory as they are predicated on the assumption that subsidence will occur and one respondent considered that Option 1 does not comply with paragraph 143 of the NPPF. Key Messages Q89: No alternative options were put forward 

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	N/A 
	N/A 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The majority support for Option 2 is noted.  It is acknowledged that the potential for subsidence damage as a result of the underground working of potash and polyhalite is low, and the likelihood of major or sensitive surface development proposals, potentially vulnerable to subsidence effects, coming forward are relatively low taking into account the highly constrained nature of much of the area. However, potash and polyhalite is a scarce resource and the deposits in the Plan area are of strategic significa
	The majority support for Option 2 is noted.  It is acknowledged that the potential for subsidence damage as a result of the underground working of potash and polyhalite is low, and the likelihood of major or sensitive surface development proposals, potentially vulnerable to subsidence effects, coming forward are relatively low taking into account the highly constrained nature of much of the area. However, potash and polyhalite is a scarce resource and the deposits in the Plan area are of strategic significa

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	Since Issues and Options consultation a revised application for development of a new polyhalite mine in the North York Moors National Park area has been submitted and is currently under consideration. 
	Since Issues and Options consultation a revised application for development of a new polyhalite mine in the North York Moors National Park area has been submitted and is currently under consideration. 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? Yes, safeguarding of minerals may require actions by more than one planning authority. 
	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? Yes, safeguarding of minerals may require actions by more than one planning authority. 

	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 

	In the consultations that were undertaken during the preparation of draft MSAs for NYCC, potash and polyhalite had not been included among the initial list of proposed minerals for safeguarding due to the low risk of sterilisation of the mineral by surface development. However during consultation the issue of subsidence was raised and the potential for impact on surface structures. It was considered that sterilisation may occur due to the risk of cost and reputation associated with any detrimental impacts f
	In the consultations that were undertaken during the preparation of draft MSAs for NYCC, potash and polyhalite had not been included among the initial list of proposed minerals for safeguarding due to the low risk of sterilisation of the mineral by surface development. However during consultation the issue of subsidence was raised and the potential for impact on surface structures. It was considered that sterilisation may occur due to the risk of cost and reputation associated with any detrimental impacts f


	future development.  In view of the size of the areas proposed to be safeguarded and the absence of a specific evidence base from which to identify additional buffer zones around safeguarded undergrounded potash and polyhalite, it is not proposed to incorporate any additional buffer zone for safeguarding.  Views on this specific matter are requested from consultees at Preferred options consultations stage. During the progression of the Preferred Options document a combined minerals safeguarding policy was d
	future development.  In view of the size of the areas proposed to be safeguarded and the absence of a specific evidence base from which to identify additional buffer zones around safeguarded undergrounded potash and polyhalite, it is not proposed to incorporate any additional buffer zone for safeguarding.  Views on this specific matter are requested from consultees at Preferred options consultations stage. During the progression of the Preferred Options document a combined minerals safeguarding policy was d
	future development.  In view of the size of the areas proposed to be safeguarded and the absence of a specific evidence base from which to identify additional buffer zones around safeguarded undergrounded potash and polyhalite, it is not proposed to incorporate any additional buffer zone for safeguarding.  Views on this specific matter are requested from consultees at Preferred options consultations stage. During the progression of the Preferred Options document a combined minerals safeguarding policy was d

	Preferred policy approach – tile changed to S01: Safeguarding of mineral resources 
	Preferred policy approach – tile changed to S01: Safeguarding of mineral resources 

	Underground potash and polyhalite resources within the Boulby Mine licensed area and York Potash Indicated and Inferred resource areas, identified on the policies map, will be safeguarded for the future. COMBINED MINERALS SAFEGUARDING POLICY from PREFERRED OPTIONS DOCUMENT Part one- Surface mineral resources: The following surface minerals resources and associated buffer zones identified on the policies map will be safeguarded from other forms of surface development to protect the resource for the future : 
	Underground potash and polyhalite resources within the Boulby Mine licensed area and York Potash Indicated and Inferred resource areas, identified on the policies map, will be safeguarded for the future. COMBINED MINERALS SAFEGUARDING POLICY from PREFERRED OPTIONS DOCUMENT Part one- Surface mineral resources: The following surface minerals resources and associated buffer zones identified on the policies map will be safeguarded from other forms of surface development to protect the resource for the future : 

	sterilisation but also helps ensure that new, vulnerable surface development is protected from potential subsidence impacts . There is no specific requirement in national policy to safeguard underground minerals resources.  Resources of potash/polyhalite cover a relatively large area in the north eastern part of the Plan area and it is not considered appropriate to safeguard the whole of the potential resource area.  However, it is considered that it would be appropriate to safeguard reserves and resources 
	sterilisation but also helps ensure that new, vulnerable surface development is protected from potential subsidence impacts . There is no specific requirement in national policy to safeguard underground minerals resources.  Resources of potash/polyhalite cover a relatively large area in the north eastern part of the Plan area and it is not considered appropriate to safeguard the whole of the potential resource area.  However, it is considered that it would be appropriate to safeguard reserves and resources 

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 3 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id34: Potash supply Id38: Safeguarding of deep mineral resources Id70: Developments proposed within Minerals Safeguarding Areas Id71: Consideration of applications in Minerals Consultation Areas 
	Link to Objectives: Objective 3 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id34: Potash supply Id38: Safeguarding of deep mineral resources Id70: Developments proposed within Minerals Safeguarding Areas Id71: Consideration of applications in Minerals Consultation Areas 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment As safeguarding does not infer that minerals extraction will take place there are generally no predicted direct effects. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan.  This policy is likely to result in minor to major positive impacts in relation to encouraging the safeguarding of resources, economic growth and meeting the needs of a changing population as future mineral resource sterilisation is avoided, thus conserving resources for future ec
	Summary of assessment As safeguarding does not infer that minerals extraction will take place there are generally no predicted direct effects. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan.  This policy is likely to result in minor to major positive impacts in relation to encouraging the safeguarding of resources, economic growth and meeting the needs of a changing population as future mineral resource sterilisation is avoided, thus conserving resources for future ec


	Policy id36: Supply of gypsum 
	Policy id36: Supply of gypsum 
	Policy id36: Supply of gypsum 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would support the principle of the extraction of natural gypsum subject to suitable proposals coming forward and would set out a range of environmental criteria against which proposals would be assessed. 

	Option 2: This option would not express support for the principle of working of natural gypsum. 
	Option 2: This option would not express support for the principle of working of natural gypsum. 

	Option 3: This option would operate independently of Options 1 and 2 above and would support the principle of continued supply of desulphogypsum from power stations in the Joint Plan area. 
	Option 3: This option would operate independently of Options 1 and 2 above and would support the principle of continued supply of desulphogypsum from power stations in the Joint Plan area. 

	Option 4: This option would operate independently of Options 1 and 2 above and would not express support for the principle of continued supply of desulphogypsum from power stations in the Joint Plan area. 
	Option 4: This option would operate independently of Options 1 and 2 above and would not express support for the principle of continued supply of desulphogypsum from power stations in the Joint Plan area. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 


	Comparatively, Options 1 and 2 result in similar effects given that over the last few years natural gypsum has not been extracted in the Plan area. In the long-term, not expressly supporting the extraction of gypsum through Option 2 may have a minor negative impact on the economy should demand increase while supporting Option 1 would ensure that this is considered more favourably. The effects from the extraction of gypsum on environmental and social objectives would be location specific and commensurate to 
	Comparatively, Options 1 and 2 result in similar effects given that over the last few years natural gypsum has not been extracted in the Plan area. In the long-term, not expressly supporting the extraction of gypsum through Option 2 may have a minor negative impact on the economy should demand increase while supporting Option 1 would ensure that this is considered more favourably. The effects from the extraction of gypsum on environmental and social objectives would be location specific and commensurate to 
	Comparatively, Options 1 and 2 result in similar effects given that over the last few years natural gypsum has not been extracted in the Plan area. In the long-term, not expressly supporting the extraction of gypsum through Option 2 may have a minor negative impact on the economy should demand increase while supporting Option 1 would ensure that this is considered more favourably. The effects from the extraction of gypsum on environmental and social objectives would be location specific and commensurate to 

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	3 

	Question 90: Do you have an initial preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Question 90: Do you have an initial preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 1 
	Option 4: 0 

	Option 2: 0 
	Option 2: 0 
	Did Not Specify: 0 

	Option 3: 1 
	Option 3: 1 
	None: 0 

	Question 91: Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to the continuity of gypsum supply? 
	Question 91: Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to the continuity of gypsum supply? 
	Number of respondents: 1 (1 Local Authority) 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q90: Only very limited views were received in relation to which option respondents preferred and no additional comments were received. Key Messages Q91: One comment was received which considered the Plan should support employment opportunities at power stations, sustainable growth and the use of by-products. The continued supply of gypsum from power stations is covered by proposed Option 3 and so does not provide an added alternative option. 
	Key Messages Q90: Only very limited views were received in relation to which option respondents preferred and no additional comments were received. Key Messages Q91: One comment was received which considered the Plan should support employment opportunities at power stations, sustainable growth and the use of by-products. The continued supply of gypsum from power stations is covered by proposed Option 3 and so does not provide an added alternative option. 

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	N/A 
	N/A 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	It is agreed that provision of support for the economic benefits of minerals and waste development and the sustainable use of materials should be included in the Plan.  This is likely to be relevant to a range of policy areas addressed in the Plan. 
	It is agreed that provision of support for the economic benefits of minerals and waste development and the sustainable use of materials should be included in the Plan.  This is likely to be relevant to a range of policy areas addressed in the Plan. 

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	No new evidence as of January 2015. 
	No new evidence as of January 2015. 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No 
	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No 

	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 

	Only one response was received in relation to the options for the supply of natural gypsum, with a preference for option 1. Of the options for supply of synthetic gypsum, again only one response was received, supporting option 3. Only limited differences between the approached was indicated by the SA.  Overall it is considered that the inclusion of policy supporting the principle of extraction of natural gypsum, and the supply of desulphogypsum, would be more in line with national policy and the presumption
	Only one response was received in relation to the options for the supply of natural gypsum, with a preference for option 1. Of the options for supply of synthetic gypsum, again only one response was received, supporting option 3. Only limited differences between the approached was indicated by the SA.  Overall it is considered that the inclusion of policy supporting the principle of extraction of natural gypsum, and the supply of desulphogypsum, would be more in line with national policy and the presumption

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M24: Supply of gypsum 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M24: Supply of gypsum 

	The extraction of natural gypsum and the supply of desulphogypsum will be supported where the proposal complies with the development management policies in the Plan. Supporting text The potential for gypsum deposits to dissolve in water means that their distribution is unpredictable and no specific information is available for the Plan area. No mining of natural gypsum has taken place in the Plan area since 1988, with the cessation of working at the former mine at Sherburn in 
	The extraction of natural gypsum and the supply of desulphogypsum will be supported where the proposal complies with the development management policies in the Plan. Supporting text The potential for gypsum deposits to dissolve in water means that their distribution is unpredictable and no specific information is available for the Plan area. No mining of natural gypsum has taken place in the Plan area since 1988, with the cessation of working at the former mine at Sherburn in 


	Elmet.  Permission for working at Sherburn Mine remains extant, although the workings are now flooded.  There has been no indication of any commercial interest in reactivating workings or the opening of new gypsum mines in the Plan area.  BGS have indicated that gypsum and anhydrite bearing units occur at depth under the NYMNPA area and as a result gypsum is unlikely to have formed and anhydrite is not considered to be an economic resource.    Therefore, whilst it is considered relatively unlikely that prop
	Elmet.  Permission for working at Sherburn Mine remains extant, although the workings are now flooded.  There has been no indication of any commercial interest in reactivating workings or the opening of new gypsum mines in the Plan area.  BGS have indicated that gypsum and anhydrite bearing units occur at depth under the NYMNPA area and as a result gypsum is unlikely to have formed and anhydrite is not considered to be an economic resource.    Therefore, whilst it is considered relatively unlikely that prop
	Elmet.  Permission for working at Sherburn Mine remains extant, although the workings are now flooded.  There has been no indication of any commercial interest in reactivating workings or the opening of new gypsum mines in the Plan area.  BGS have indicated that gypsum and anhydrite bearing units occur at depth under the NYMNPA area and as a result gypsum is unlikely to have formed and anhydrite is not considered to be an economic resource.    Therefore, whilst it is considered relatively unlikely that prop

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 5 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id37: Safeguarding gypsum Id38: Safeguarding deep mineral resources 
	Link to Objectives: Objective 5 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id37: Safeguarding gypsum Id38: Safeguarding deep mineral resources 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment The consideration of future gypsum and DSG proposals against the development control policies should have broadly minor positive effects as future development will need to take account of a range of environment and amenity criteria. It will also have more major positive effects on the economic growth and changing population needs objectives as gypsum supply will be more secure going forward as both gypsum and DSG are supported. This will underpin future development due to gypsum’s impo
	Summary of assessment The consideration of future gypsum and DSG proposals against the development control policies should have broadly minor positive effects as future development will need to take account of a range of environment and amenity criteria. It will also have more major positive effects on the economic growth and changing population needs objectives as gypsum supply will be more secure going forward as both gypsum and DSG are supported. This will underpin future development due to gypsum’s impo


	Policy id37: Safeguarding gypsum  
	Policy id37: Safeguarding gypsum  
	Policy id37: Safeguarding gypsum  

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would safeguard gypsum based on the area covered by the extant permission for gypsum extraction in the Sherburn-in Elmet area. 

	Option 2: This option would not safeguard gypsum given the absence of expectation of significant additional working of natural gypsum during the plan period. 
	Option 2: This option would not safeguard gypsum given the absence of expectation of significant additional working of natural gypsum during the plan period. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	As safeguarding does not infer gypsum extraction will take place there is generally no predicted direct effect. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the plan. 
	As safeguarding does not infer gypsum extraction will take place there is generally no predicted direct effect. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the plan. 


	In most cases effects of both options are neutral. However, Option 1 shows positive effects associated with soil / land, resource use and sustainable economic growth. This is because minerals will not be sterilised or under threat under this option. The inverse is true for Option 2, with negative effects reported for the same objectives. Under Option 1, effects from displacement of development which would have taken place are uncertain as this will depend upon the stringency of any policy approach applied. 
	In most cases effects of both options are neutral. However, Option 1 shows positive effects associated with soil / land, resource use and sustainable economic growth. This is because minerals will not be sterilised or under threat under this option. The inverse is true for Option 2, with negative effects reported for the same objectives. Under Option 1, effects from displacement of development which would have taken place are uncertain as this will depend upon the stringency of any policy approach applied. 
	In most cases effects of both options are neutral. However, Option 1 shows positive effects associated with soil / land, resource use and sustainable economic growth. This is because minerals will not be sterilised or under threat under this option. The inverse is true for Option 2, with negative effects reported for the same objectives. Under Option 1, effects from displacement of development which would have taken place are uncertain as this will depend upon the stringency of any policy approach applied. 

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	4 

	Question 92: Do you have an initial preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Question 92: Do you have an initial preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 3 

	Option 2: 1 
	Option 2: 1 

	Question 93: Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to safeguarding gypsum? 
	Question 93: Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to safeguarding gypsum? 
	Number of respondents: 0 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q92: The majority of respondents preferred options 1, no specific comments were received. Key Messages Q93: No comments were received. 
	Key Messages Q92: The majority of respondents preferred options 1, no specific comments were received. Key Messages Q93: No comments were received. 

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	N/A 
	N/A 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	No specific comments were received.  The majority support for Option 1 is noted.   
	No specific comments were received.  The majority support for Option 1 is noted.   

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	No new evidence as of January 2015. 
	No new evidence as of January 2015. 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? Yes Consideration of safeguarding of minerals where they occur in close proximity to the Plan area boundary has taken place via the production of, and consultation on, a cross-boundary minerals safeguarding paper. This did not lead to the need for any changes to the proposed safeguarding areas for gypsum, although a difference in approach to safeguarding gypsum in the Darlington area was noted. 
	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? Yes Consideration of safeguarding of minerals where they occur in close proximity to the Plan area boundary has taken place via the production of, and consultation on, a cross-boundary minerals safeguarding paper. This did not lead to the need for any changes to the proposed safeguarding areas for gypsum, although a difference in approach to safeguarding gypsum in the Darlington area was noted. 

	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 

	The majority of respondents supported option 1 and no alternative options have been suggested. Option 1 was also supported by the SA.  Safeguarding of gypsum was not addressed specifically in minerals safeguarding work carried out by BGS for NYCC due to the limited information available on the distribution of the resource, although it was addressed in work carried out by BGS for the NYMNP area.  There is no known commercial interest in the working of gypsum in the Plan area.  Although any surface subsidence
	The majority of respondents supported option 1 and no alternative options have been suggested. Option 1 was also supported by the SA.  Safeguarding of gypsum was not addressed specifically in minerals safeguarding work carried out by BGS for NYCC due to the limited information available on the distribution of the resource, although it was addressed in work carried out by BGS for the NYMNP area.  There is no known commercial interest in the working of gypsum in the Plan area.  Although any surface subsidence

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to S01: Safeguarding of mineral resources 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to S01: Safeguarding of mineral resources 

	Underground gypsum deposits within the former Sherburn Mine permission area identified on the policies map will be safeguarded to preserve their availability for the future. 
	Underground gypsum deposits within the former Sherburn Mine permission area identified on the policies map will be safeguarded to preserve their availability for the future. 


	COMBINED MINERALS SAFEGUARDING POLICY from PREFERRED OPTIONS DOCUMENT 
	Part one- Surface mineral resources: 
	The following surface minerals resources and associated buffer zones identified on the policies map will be safeguarded from other forms of surface development to protect the resource for the future : 
	i) All crushed rock and silica sand resources with an additional 500m buffer 
	ii)  All sand and gravel, clay and shallow coal resources with an additional 250m buffer 
	iii) Building stone resources and active and former building stone quarries with an additional 250m buffer 
	Part two – Deep mineral resources: 
	The following deep mineral resources and associated buffer zones identified on the policies map will be safeguarded from surface development to protect the resource for the future: 
	i) Underground coal resources within the Kellingley Colliery licensed area with an additional 700m buffer; 
	ii)  Underground potash and polyhalite resources within the Boulby Mine licensed area and Doves Nest Farm indicated and inferred resource area; 
	iii) Underground gypsum deposits within the former Sherburn in Elmet Mine planning permission area; 
	iv) Vein mineral reserves within extant planning permissions with an additional 250m buffer 
	Part three – protecting deep mineral resources from other underground minerals development: 
	Reserves and resources of potash and polyhalite identified on the Policies Map, including a 2km buffer zone, will be protected from sterilisation by other forms of underground minerals extraction and the underground storage of gas or carbon in order to protect the resource for the future. 
	Supporting text 
	Underground gypsum deposits are not at direct risk of sterilisation through surface development in the same way as surface resources.  However, certain forms of surface development, particularly large structures or those with sensitive processes taking place in them may be particularly vulnerable to subsidence damage.  The presence of more vulnerable forms of surface development in areas where underground working occurs can therefore lead to indirect sterilisation of gypsum.   Safeguarding in this way not o
	There is no specific requirement in national policy to safeguard underground minerals resources.  The distribution of resources of gypsum is not known with any certainty and it is not considered appropriate to safeguard the whole of the potential resource area.  However, it is considered appropriate to gypsum reserves within the area permitted for extraction from Sherburn Mine.  Although the Mine has been closed for a substantial period of time, the planning permission remains extant, with an expiry date of
	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 3 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id36: Supply of gypsum Id38: Safeguarding of deep mineral resources Id70: Developments proposed within Minerals Safeguarding Areas Id71: Consideration of applications in Minerals Consultation Areas 
	Link to Objectives: Objective 3 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id36: Supply of gypsum Id38: Safeguarding of deep mineral resources Id70: Developments proposed within Minerals Safeguarding Areas Id71: Consideration of applications in Minerals Consultation Areas 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment As safeguarding does not infer that minerals extraction will take place there are generally no predicted direct effects. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan.  This policy is likely to result in minor to major positive impacts in relation to encouraging the safeguarding of resources, economic growth and meeting the needs of a changing population as future mineral resource sterilisation is avoided, thus conserving resources for future ec
	Summary of assessment As safeguarding does not infer that minerals extraction will take place there are generally no predicted direct effects. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan.  This policy is likely to result in minor to major positive impacts in relation to encouraging the safeguarding of resources, economic growth and meeting the needs of a changing population as future mineral resource sterilisation is avoided, thus conserving resources for future ec


	Policy id38: Safeguarding deep mineral resources 
	Policy id38: Safeguarding deep mineral resources 
	Policy id38: Safeguarding deep mineral resources 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would include a policy which would require the developer to demonstrate that there would not be significant conflict with other areas and forms of deep minerals extraction. 

	Option 2: This option would identify ‘exclusion zones’ around areas of existing deep mineral extraction which would prevent the extraction of other resources where there is the potential for or there are known to be effects on these current areas of extraction. 
	Option 2: This option would identify ‘exclusion zones’ around areas of existing deep mineral extraction which would prevent the extraction of other resources where there is the potential for or there are known to be effects on these current areas of extraction. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	As safeguarding does not infer deep minerals extraction will take place there is generally no predicted direct effect. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan. Both options may indirectly provide protection for the environment and communities through potentially limiting the amount of extraction of deep minerals, although these benefits would be more certain and potentially greater under Option 2 whereby such development would definitely not be supported in cer
	As safeguarding does not infer deep minerals extraction will take place there is generally no predicted direct effect. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan. Both options may indirectly provide protection for the environment and communities through potentially limiting the amount of extraction of deep minerals, although these benefits would be more certain and potentially greater under Option 2 whereby such development would definitely not be supported in cer

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	9 

	Question 94: Do you have an initial preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Question 94: Do you have an initial preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 6 

	Option 2: 2 
	Option 2: 2 

	Question 95: Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to the safeguarding of deep mineral resources? 
	Question 95: Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to the safeguarding of deep mineral resources? 
	Number of respondents: 0 

	Question 96: If Option 2 is pursued, are there any particular ‘exclusion zones’ that 
	Question 96: If Option 2 is pursued, are there any particular ‘exclusion zones’ that 
	Number of respondents: 1 


	should apply? 
	should apply? 
	should apply? 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q94: Option 1 was considered most appropriate. It was raised that a key issue would be where potential conflict arises between the extraction of two minerals, greater weight should be given to the mineral which is scarcest and most economically significant. The purpose of the buffer zone is unclear. Key Messages Q95: Two alternative options were put forward included in the responses to Question 94 but only one is considered realistic in terms of this option and so can to be taken forward, the a
	Key Messages Q94: Option 1 was considered most appropriate. It was raised that a key issue would be where potential conflict arises between the extraction of two minerals, greater weight should be given to the mineral which is scarcest and most economically significant. The purpose of the buffer zone is unclear. Key Messages Q95: Two alternative options were put forward included in the responses to Question 94 but only one is considered realistic in terms of this option and so can to be taken forward, the a

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of assessment As safeguarding does not infer deep minerals extraction will take place there is generally no predicted direct effect. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the plan.  All options may indirectly provide protection for the environment and communities through potentially limiting the amount of extraction of deep minerals, although these benefits would be more certain and potentially greater under Option 2 whereby such development would definitely n
	Summary of assessment As safeguarding does not infer deep minerals extraction will take place there is generally no predicted direct effect. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the plan.  All options may indirectly provide protection for the environment and communities through potentially limiting the amount of extraction of deep minerals, although these benefits would be more certain and potentially greater under Option 2 whereby such development would definitely n

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	There is a need to ensure a reasonable balance between protecting important resources whilst not unnecessarily preventing extraction of other minerals that may exist in close proximity. It is considered that the main potential for conflict that could arise is between potash/polyhalite resources and gas.  Active extraction of both minerals takes place in the Plan area and there are current proposals for further development of both resources within the Joint Plan area. The purpose of a buffer zone would be to
	There is a need to ensure a reasonable balance between protecting important resources whilst not unnecessarily preventing extraction of other minerals that may exist in close proximity. It is considered that the main potential for conflict that could arise is between potash/polyhalite resources and gas.  Active extraction of both minerals takes place in the Plan area and there are current proposals for further development of both resources within the Joint Plan area. The purpose of a buffer zone would be to

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	The closure of Kellingley Colliery deep mine was announced in 2014, with closure expected at the end of 2015.  A revised planning application for the development of a new potash mine in the NYMNP area was submitted in September 2014.  This evidence is accurate as of January 2015. 
	The closure of Kellingley Colliery deep mine was announced in 2014, with closure expected at the end of 2015.  A revised planning application for the development of a new potash mine in the NYMNP area was submitted in September 2014.  This evidence is accurate as of January 2015. 


	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No 
	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No 

	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 

	The purpose of this option is to provide an approach which will address potential conflicts in the extraction of different deep mineral resources. The majority of respondents preferred Option 1 including industry. One industry comment stated that different resources may lie in different rock beds and the onus should be on the developer to demonstrate this and show there is no conflict. Another industry comment suggests that where one type of operation affects another there may be opportunities to phase extr
	The purpose of this option is to provide an approach which will address potential conflicts in the extraction of different deep mineral resources. The majority of respondents preferred Option 1 including industry. One industry comment stated that different resources may lie in different rock beds and the onus should be on the developer to demonstrate this and show there is no conflict. Another industry comment suggests that where one type of operation affects another there may be opportunities to phase extr

	Boulby Mine. In relation to resources associated with the York Potash project, the planning application submitted in 2014 identifies areas of indicated and inferred resources where the quantity and quality of resource is proven with a good degree of certainty.  These lie within a much wider overall area of interest where quality and quantity are less well understood.  The extent of the indicated and inferred resources themselves amount to several hundred million tonnes.  It is therefore considered that safe
	Boulby Mine. In relation to resources associated with the York Potash project, the planning application submitted in 2014 identifies areas of indicated and inferred resources where the quantity and quality of resource is proven with a good degree of certainty.  These lie within a much wider overall area of interest where quality and quantity are less well understood.  The extent of the indicated and inferred resources themselves amount to several hundred million tonnes.  It is therefore considered that safe

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to S01: Safeguarding of mineral resources 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to S01: Safeguarding of mineral resources 

	Reserves and resources of potash and polyhalite identified on the Policies Map, including a 2km buffer zone, will be protected from sterilisation by other forms of underground minerals extraction and the underground storage of gas or carbon.  Where the underground working of other minerals is proposed in the protected area, proposals will need to demonstrate that the development will not adversely affect the potential future extraction of the protected mineral. COMBINED MINERALS SAFEGUARDING POLICY from PRE
	Reserves and resources of potash and polyhalite identified on the Policies Map, including a 2km buffer zone, will be protected from sterilisation by other forms of underground minerals extraction and the underground storage of gas or carbon.  Where the underground working of other minerals is proposed in the protected area, proposals will need to demonstrate that the development will not adversely affect the potential future extraction of the protected mineral. COMBINED MINERALS SAFEGUARDING POLICY from PRE

	700m buffer; ii)  Underground potash and polyhalite resources within the Boulby Mine licensed area and Doves Nest Farm indicated and inferred resource area; iii) Underground gypsum deposits within the former Sherburn in Elmet Mine planning permission area; iv) Vein mineral reserves within extant planning permissions with an additional 250m buffer Part three – protecting deep mineral resources from other underground minerals development: Reserves and resources of potash and polyhalite identified on the Polic
	700m buffer; ii)  Underground potash and polyhalite resources within the Boulby Mine licensed area and Doves Nest Farm indicated and inferred resource area; iii) Underground gypsum deposits within the former Sherburn in Elmet Mine planning permission area; iv) Vein mineral reserves within extant planning permissions with an additional 250m buffer Part three – protecting deep mineral resources from other underground minerals development: Reserves and resources of potash and polyhalite identified on the Polic

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 3 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan. Id23: Overall spatial options for oil and gas Id24: Co-ordination of gas extraction and processing Id25: Gas developments (exploration and appraisal) Id26: Gas developments (production and processing) 
	Link to Objectives: Objective 3 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan. Id23: Overall spatial options for oil and gas Id24: Co-ordination of gas extraction and processing Id25: Gas developments (exploration and appraisal) Id26: Gas developments (production and processing) 

	Id27: Coal mine methane Id28: Coal bed methane, underground coal gasification, shale gas and carbon and gas storage Id29: Continuity of supply of deep coal Id32: Safeguarding of deep coal Id34: Potash supply Id35: Safeguarding potash Id36: Supply of gypsum Id37: Safeguarding of gypsum Id58: Presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste development Id70: Developments proposed within Mineral Safeguarding Areas Id71: Consideration of applications in Mineral Consultation Areas Id72: Coal mining legacy
	Id27: Coal mine methane Id28: Coal bed methane, underground coal gasification, shale gas and carbon and gas storage Id29: Continuity of supply of deep coal Id32: Safeguarding of deep coal Id34: Potash supply Id35: Safeguarding potash Id36: Supply of gypsum Id37: Safeguarding of gypsum Id58: Presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste development Id70: Developments proposed within Mineral Safeguarding Areas Id71: Consideration of applications in Mineral Consultation Areas Id72: Coal mining legacy

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment As safeguarding does not infer that minerals extraction will take place there are generally no predicted direct effects. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan.  This policy is likely to result in minor to major positive impacts in relation to encouraging the safeguarding of resources, economic growth and meeting the needs of a changing population as future mineral resource sterilisation is avoided, thus conserving resources for future ec
	Summary of assessment As safeguarding does not infer that minerals extraction will take place there are generally no predicted direct effects. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan.  This policy is likely to result in minor to major positive impacts in relation to encouraging the safeguarding of resources, economic growth and meeting the needs of a changing population as future mineral resource sterilisation is avoided, thus conserving resources for future ec


	Policy id39: Supply of vein minerals 
	Policy id39: Supply of vein minerals 
	Policy id39: Supply of vein minerals 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would support the principle of the further development of resources of vein minerals in suitable locations and would identify criteria to be applied to the consideration of such applications, including the need to protect important habitats and wildlife, landscapes, heritage and tourism assets. 

	Option 2: This option would not indicate support in principle for the development of vein minerals but would identify criteria to be applied to the consideration of such applications. Criteria could include the need to protect important nature conservation, landscape and tourism assets. 
	Option 2: This option would not indicate support in principle for the development of vein minerals but would identify criteria to be applied to the consideration of such applications. Criteria could include the need to protect important nature conservation, landscape and tourism assets. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	The assessment shows that there are numerous negative effects associated with both options, with Option 1 displaying the possibility of major negative effects for biodiversity / geodiversity, climate change, resource use, waste generation and landscape. This is largely because vein minerals occur close to sensitive receptors (such as wildlife sites and designated landscapes) and extraction techniques can utilise a significant area of land, and extraction is essentially non-renewable and energy intensive. Th
	The assessment shows that there are numerous negative effects associated with both options, with Option 1 displaying the possibility of major negative effects for biodiversity / geodiversity, climate change, resource use, waste generation and landscape. This is largely because vein minerals occur close to sensitive receptors (such as wildlife sites and designated landscapes) and extraction techniques can utilise a significant area of land, and extraction is essentially non-renewable and energy intensive. Th

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	8 

	Question 97: Do you have an initial 
	Question 97: Do you have an initial 
	Option 1: 2 


	preference for either of the options presented above? 
	preference for either of the options presented above? 
	preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Option 2: 4 

	Did Not Specify: 1 
	Did Not Specify: 1 

	Question 98: Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to the supply of vein minerals? 
	Question 98: Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to the supply of vein minerals? 
	Number of respondents: 1 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q97: The Plan should not support the extraction of vein minerals due to the overlap with such minerals and sensitive locations.  Key Messages Q98: One suggestion was put forward which stated that any proposal for extraction of vein minerals should be subject to a satisfactory outcome of an Appropriate Assessment under the Habitats Regulations. This has not been taken forward as an alternative as it can be applied to either Option and is not itself a different approach. 
	Key Messages Q97: The Plan should not support the extraction of vein minerals due to the overlap with such minerals and sensitive locations.  Key Messages Q98: One suggestion was put forward which stated that any proposal for extraction of vein minerals should be subject to a satisfactory outcome of an Appropriate Assessment under the Habitats Regulations. This has not been taken forward as an alternative as it can be applied to either Option and is not itself a different approach. 

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	N/A 
	N/A 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	It is acknowledged that development of vein mineral resources could impact on important assets and designations and could, potentially require Appropriate Assessment under the Habitats Regulations. It is considered that these matters could be addressed through appropriate caveats/criteria in any preferred policy approach. 
	It is acknowledged that development of vein mineral resources could impact on important assets and designations and could, potentially require Appropriate Assessment under the Habitats Regulations. It is considered that these matters could be addressed through appropriate caveats/criteria in any preferred policy approach. 

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	No new evidence as of January 2015. 
	No new evidence as of January 2015. 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No 
	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No 

	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 

	The majority of respondents supported Option 2.  This approach is that the Plan should not support the extraction of vein minerals, in principle, due to the overlap these minerals have with sensitive areas. Two respondents supported Option 1, but did not provide any comments. Four respondents supported option 2 including an AONB body and a Statutory Consultee. One comment was put forward against Option 2 which was that due to lack of commercial interest and the environmentally sensitive location of vein min
	The majority of respondents supported Option 2.  This approach is that the Plan should not support the extraction of vein minerals, in principle, due to the overlap these minerals have with sensitive areas. Two respondents supported Option 1, but did not provide any comments. Four respondents supported option 2 including an AONB body and a Statutory Consultee. One comment was put forward against Option 2 which was that due to lack of commercial interest and the environmentally sensitive location of vein min

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M25: Supply of vein minerals 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M25: Supply of vein minerals 

	Proposals for the extraction of vein minerals, including proposals for the reactivation of dormant permissions, will be determined in accordance with the development management 
	Proposals for the extraction of vein minerals, including proposals for the reactivation of dormant permissions, will be determined in accordance with the development management 


	policies in the Plan, having particular regard where relevant to any impacts on: i) important habitats and species ii) protected landscapes iii) heritage assets iv) tourism assets Supporting text National policy requires that mineral plans include policies for the extraction of mineral resources of local and national importance although, with the exception of fluorspar, vein minerals are not mentioned specifically. A small amount of flourspar, barytes and lead mineralisation occurs in association with other
	policies in the Plan, having particular regard where relevant to any impacts on: i) important habitats and species ii) protected landscapes iii) heritage assets iv) tourism assets Supporting text National policy requires that mineral plans include policies for the extraction of mineral resources of local and national importance although, with the exception of fluorspar, vein minerals are not mentioned specifically. A small amount of flourspar, barytes and lead mineralisation occurs in association with other
	policies in the Plan, having particular regard where relevant to any impacts on: i) important habitats and species ii) protected landscapes iii) heritage assets iv) tourism assets Supporting text National policy requires that mineral plans include policies for the extraction of mineral resources of local and national importance although, with the exception of fluorspar, vein minerals are not mentioned specifically. A small amount of flourspar, barytes and lead mineralisation occurs in association with other

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 5 Objective 9 Links to other relevant policies in the plan Id40: Safeguarding vein minerals Id58: Presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste development Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id62: Minerals and waste development in the Green Belt Id63: Landscape Id64: Biodiversity and geodiversity Id65: Historic environment Id66: Water environment Id68: Sustainable design, construction and operation of development Id72: Coal mining legacy  
	Link to Objectives: Objective 5 Objective 9 Links to other relevant policies in the plan Id40: Safeguarding vein minerals Id58: Presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste development Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id62: Minerals and waste development in the Green Belt Id63: Landscape Id64: Biodiversity and geodiversity Id65: Historic environment Id66: Water environment Id68: Sustainable design, construction and operation of development Id72: Coal mining legacy  

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment This policy does not provide support for the extraction of vein minerals in the plan area however should development come forward and gain consent, a number of negative impacts could result particularly in 
	Summary of assessment This policy does not provide support for the extraction of vein minerals in the plan area however should development come forward and gain consent, a number of negative impacts could result particularly in 


	relation to the environmental SA objectives. This is largely because vein minerals occur close to sensitive receptors (such as wildlife sites and designated landscapes) and extraction techniques can utilise a significant area of land and can be energy intensive. There may be positive economic benefits associated with this policy should new vein minerals development come forward and gain consent. An element of uncertainty is noted throughout the assessment as any proposal would be considered in line with the
	Recommendations 
	No further mitigation proposed. 
	Policy id40: Safeguarding vein minerals 
	Policy id40: Safeguarding vein minerals 
	Policy id40: Safeguarding vein minerals 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would safeguard the area of extant dormant permissions for vein minerals extraction. 

	Option 2: This option would not seek to safeguard vein minerals in the absence of sufficient information on the distribution of such resources, or commercial interest in their exploitation. 
	Option 2: This option would not seek to safeguard vein minerals in the absence of sufficient information on the distribution of such resources, or commercial interest in their exploitation. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	As safeguarding does not infer minerals extraction will take place there is generally no predicted direct effect. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan. In most cases effects of both options are neutral. However, Option 1 shows positive effects associated with soil / land, resource use and sustainable economic growth. This is because minerals will not be sterilised under this option. The inverse is true for Option 2, with negative effects reported for the sam
	As safeguarding does not infer minerals extraction will take place there is generally no predicted direct effect. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan. In most cases effects of both options are neutral. However, Option 1 shows positive effects associated with soil / land, resource use and sustainable economic growth. This is because minerals will not be sterilised under this option. The inverse is true for Option 2, with negative effects reported for the sam

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	4 

	Question 99: Do you have an initial preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Question 99: Do you have an initial preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 3 

	Option 2: 1 
	Option 2: 1 

	Question 100: Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to the safeguarding of vein minerals? 
	Question 100: Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to the safeguarding of vein minerals? 
	Number of respondents: 0 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q99: Durham CC intend to safeguard all known fluorspar vein minerals and undertake further work on vein minerals to prepare a DM Policy on vein minerals. Key Messages Q100: no alternative options were put forward. 
	Key Messages Q99: Durham CC intend to safeguard all known fluorspar vein minerals and undertake further work on vein minerals to prepare a DM Policy on vein minerals. Key Messages Q100: no alternative options were put forward. 

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	N/A 
	N/A 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The support of the majority of consultees to a policy approach which does safeguard vein minerals is noted. 
	The support of the majority of consultees to a policy approach which does safeguard vein minerals is noted. 

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	No new evidence as of January 2015. 
	No new evidence as of January 2015. 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No 
	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No 


	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 

	The majority of respondents supported Option 1 which was to safeguard the area of extant dormant permissions for vein minerals extraction. BGS have not identified any specific resource areas for vein minerals in safeguarding evidence work for the Joint Plan area. The SA states that Option 1 shows positive effects associated with soil/land, resource use and sustainable economic growth. Option 2 has negative effects for the same objectives. Under the recommendations the SA indicates that Option 1 is the most 
	The majority of respondents supported Option 1 which was to safeguard the area of extant dormant permissions for vein minerals extraction. BGS have not identified any specific resource areas for vein minerals in safeguarding evidence work for the Joint Plan area. The SA states that Option 1 shows positive effects associated with soil/land, resource use and sustainable economic growth. Option 2 has negative effects for the same objectives. Under the recommendations the SA indicates that Option 1 is the most 

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to S01: Safeguarding mineral resources 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to S01: Safeguarding mineral resources 

	Reserves of vein minerals identified on the policies map will be safeguarded for the future.  An additional 250m buffer zone around each area will also be safeguarded to protect the reserve from encroaching development. COMBINED MINERALS SAFEGUARDING POLICY from PREFERRED OPTIONS DOCUMENT Part one- Surface mineral resources: The following surface minerals resources and associated buffer zones identified on the policies map will be safeguarded from other forms of surface development to protect the resource f
	Reserves of vein minerals identified on the policies map will be safeguarded for the future.  An additional 250m buffer zone around each area will also be safeguarded to protect the reserve from encroaching development. COMBINED MINERALS SAFEGUARDING POLICY from PREFERRED OPTIONS DOCUMENT Part one- Surface mineral resources: The following surface minerals resources and associated buffer zones identified on the policies map will be safeguarded from other forms of surface development to protect the resource f

	extraction and the underground storage of gas or carbon in order to protect the resource for the future. Supporting text There are isolated resources of vein minerals present in the Joint Plan area. In the absence of more specific evidence it is only practicable to identify those areas of reserves covered by existing dormant planning permissions.  Inclusion of a buffer zone around these permissions would help ensure that the potential impacts of other forms of development proposed in proximity to the resour
	extraction and the underground storage of gas or carbon in order to protect the resource for the future. Supporting text There are isolated resources of vein minerals present in the Joint Plan area. In the absence of more specific evidence it is only practicable to identify those areas of reserves covered by existing dormant planning permissions.  Inclusion of a buffer zone around these permissions would help ensure that the potential impacts of other forms of development proposed in proximity to the resour

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 3 Links to other relevant policies in the plan Id39: Supply of vein minerals Id70: Developments proposed within Mineral Safeguarding Areas Id71: Consideration of applications in Mineral Consultation Areas Id72: Coal mining legacy 
	Link to Objectives: Objective 3 Links to other relevant policies in the plan Id39: Supply of vein minerals Id70: Developments proposed within Mineral Safeguarding Areas Id71: Consideration of applications in Mineral Consultation Areas Id72: Coal mining legacy 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment As safeguarding does not infer that minerals extraction will take place there are generally no predicted direct effects. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan.  This policy is likely to result in minor to major positive impacts in relation to encouraging the safeguarding of resources, economic growth and meeting the needs of a changing population as future mineral resource sterilisation is avoided, thus conserving resources for future ec
	Summary of assessment As safeguarding does not infer that minerals extraction will take place there are generally no predicted direct effects. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan.  This policy is likely to result in minor to major positive impacts in relation to encouraging the safeguarding of resources, economic growth and meeting the needs of a changing population as future mineral resource sterilisation is avoided, thus conserving resources for future ec


	Policy id41: Borrow Pits 
	Policy id41: Borrow Pits 
	Policy id41: Borrow Pits 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: Support borrow pits where all the following criteria can be met:  the site lies on, or immediately adjoins, the proposed construction scheme so that the mineral can be transported from the borrow pit to the point of use without transport on the public highway system;  the site can be landscaped and appropriately restored to an agreed end-use without the use of imported material other than that generated on the adjoining construction scheme;  the proposal meets all the criteria set out in other 

	Option 2: Only support borrow pits where the mineral cannot reasonably be supplied by existing quarries or alternative secondary or recycled sources within the area; or, the supply from such existing sources would be seriously detrimental to the amenities of the area due to the scale, location or timing of the development requiring the mineral and subject to criteria including:  the site being on, or immediately adjoining, the proposed construction scheme so that the mineral can be conveyed from the borrow
	Option 2: Only support borrow pits where the mineral cannot reasonably be supplied by existing quarries or alternative secondary or recycled sources within the area; or, the supply from such existing sources would be seriously detrimental to the amenities of the area due to the scale, location or timing of the development requiring the mineral and subject to criteria including:  the site being on, or immediately adjoining, the proposed construction scheme so that the mineral can be conveyed from the borrow


	Table
	TR
	 satisfactory landscaping and reclamation to an agreed end-use without the use of imported material other than that generated on the adjoining construction scheme;  the proposal meeting all the criteria set out in other relevant development policies. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	The assessment has shown that Option 1 would have positive effects in terms of reducing minerals transport miles and also in terms of ensuring that the most appropriate mineral can be sourced for the development. However, it would not help to reduce the overall use of minerals or to use more secondary and recycled minerals. Option 2 would have some, but fewer, benefits in terms of reducing minerals transport miles but would support the aim of reducing the use of primary minerals in favour of alternatives. R
	The assessment has shown that Option 1 would have positive effects in terms of reducing minerals transport miles and also in terms of ensuring that the most appropriate mineral can be sourced for the development. However, it would not help to reduce the overall use of minerals or to use more secondary and recycled minerals. Option 2 would have some, but fewer, benefits in terms of reducing minerals transport miles but would support the aim of reducing the use of primary minerals in favour of alternatives. R

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	11 

	Question 101: Do you have an initial preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Question 101: Do you have an initial preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 8 

	Option 2: 2 
	Option 2: 2 

	Question 102: Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation borrow pits? 
	Question 102: Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation borrow pits? 
	Number of respondents: 1 (SC/ 1 MWI/ Local Authorities) 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q101: Option 1 is preferred as it helps reduce transport distances. There is some concern that using existing quarries to supply additional material would distort local markets and lead to conflicts with local communities regarding traffic routing. Limited support for option 2 was received. One respondent highlighted the potential biodiversity benefits of borrow pits, especially as a result of restoration to ponds. Key Messages Q102: One alternative option was suggested which was to discourage 
	Key Messages Q101: Option 1 is preferred as it helps reduce transport distances. There is some concern that using existing quarries to supply additional material would distort local markets and lead to conflicts with local communities regarding traffic routing. Limited support for option 2 was received. One respondent highlighted the potential biodiversity benefits of borrow pits, especially as a result of restoration to ponds. Key Messages Q102: One alternative option was suggested which was to discourage 

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	N/A 
	N/A 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The support of the majority of respondents for Option 1 is noted and it is agreed that reliance on existing quarries could in some circumstances have impacts on local markets and impacts from traffic movements. Any tendency for borrow pits to become established as longer term quarries could be addressed by inclusion of suitable criteria in policy and through the development management process.  Restoration and afteruse policy is addressed elsewhere in the Plan, including provision of support for biodiversit
	The support of the majority of respondents for Option 1 is noted and it is agreed that reliance on existing quarries could in some circumstances have impacts on local markets and impacts from traffic movements. Any tendency for borrow pits to become established as longer term quarries could be addressed by inclusion of suitable criteria in policy and through the development management process.  Restoration and afteruse policy is addressed elsewhere in the Plan, including provision of support for biodiversit

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	Evidence updates as at January 2015 The NPPG has been published since the consultation took place but there is no reference to borrow pits in the Guidance. An application for a borrow pit at Leeming Bar near Bedale, to support the construction of the Bedale, Aiskew and Leeming Bar bypass was granted in August 2014. A clay borrow pit to help build flood storage reservoirs at Eller Beck and Waller Hill Beck, which span the North Yorkshire and Yorkshire Dales National Park border, was granted in September 2014
	Evidence updates as at January 2015 The NPPG has been published since the consultation took place but there is no reference to borrow pits in the Guidance. An application for a borrow pit at Leeming Bar near Bedale, to support the construction of the Bedale, Aiskew and Leeming Bar bypass was granted in August 2014. A clay borrow pit to help build flood storage reservoirs at Eller Beck and Waller Hill Beck, which span the North Yorkshire and Yorkshire Dales National Park border, was granted in September 2014


	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No 
	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No 

	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 

	Responses to the Issues and Options consultation suggested that Option 1 should be pursued as it is the most sustainable and would help reduce mineral transport miles.  Borrow pits can help conserve high quality mineral resources for the most appropriate end uses whilst reliving pressure on landbanks. There is some concern from industry that using existing quarries to supply additional material for large construction projects would distort local markets and lead to conflicts with local communities regarding
	Responses to the Issues and Options consultation suggested that Option 1 should be pursued as it is the most sustainable and would help reduce mineral transport miles.  Borrow pits can help conserve high quality mineral resources for the most appropriate end uses whilst reliving pressure on landbanks. There is some concern from industry that using existing quarries to supply additional material for large construction projects would distort local markets and lead to conflicts with local communities regarding

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M26: Borrow pits 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M26: Borrow pits 

	Proposals for borrow pits will be supported where the required mineral cannot practicably be supplied by secondary or recycled material of appropriate specification and from a source in close proximity to the construction project, and; where all the following criteria can be met: i. The site lies on, or immediately adjoins, the proposed construction scheme so that mineral can be transported from the borrow pit to the point of use without transport on the public highway system; ii. The site can be landscaped
	Proposals for borrow pits will be supported where the required mineral cannot practicably be supplied by secondary or recycled material of appropriate specification and from a source in close proximity to the construction project, and; where all the following criteria can be met: i. The site lies on, or immediately adjoins, the proposed construction scheme so that mineral can be transported from the borrow pit to the point of use without transport on the public highway system; ii. The site can be landscaped

	secondary or recycled material should therefore be considered before proposals are brought forward for a borrow pit.  Use of such materials (provided they can meet the necessary specification for the works) would only be likely to present a significant overall benefit compared with supply from a borrow pit if the secondary or recycled sources are located in relatively close proximity to the project, in order to avoid the need for road haulage over long distances. Where borrow pits are proposed information s
	secondary or recycled material should therefore be considered before proposals are brought forward for a borrow pit.  Use of such materials (provided they can meet the necessary specification for the works) would only be likely to present a significant overall benefit compared with supply from a borrow pit if the secondary or recycled sources are located in relatively close proximity to the project, in order to avoid the need for road haulage over long distances. Where borrow pits are proposed information s

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives Objective 5 Objective 7 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan Id01: Broad geographical approach to supply of aggregates Id04: Overall distribution of sand and gravel provision Id05: Landbanks for sand and gravel Id06: Safeguarding of sand and gravel Id07: Provision of crushed rock Id08: Maintenance of landbanks for crushed rock Id09: Safeguarding crushed rock Id11: Building sand delivery Id12: Magnesian limestone delivery Id13: Unallocated extension to existing aggregate quarries I
	Link to Objectives Objective 5 Objective 7 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan Id01: Broad geographical approach to supply of aggregates Id04: Overall distribution of sand and gravel provision Id05: Landbanks for sand and gravel Id06: Safeguarding of sand and gravel Id07: Provision of crushed rock Id08: Maintenance of landbanks for crushed rock Id09: Safeguarding crushed rock Id11: Building sand delivery Id12: Magnesian limestone delivery Id13: Unallocated extension to existing aggregate quarries I

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment This policy would have some positive impacts in terms of reducing transport miles, reducing climate change impacts and shortening supply chains resulting in positive economic effects and a positive contribution towards meeting the needs of a changing population.  However, borrow pits would also have some negative effects, such as possible local effects on water quality, temporary generation of dust, loss of primary resources, and impacts on the historic environment, landscape or recrea
	Summary of assessment This policy would have some positive impacts in terms of reducing transport miles, reducing climate change impacts and shortening supply chains resulting in positive economic effects and a positive contribution towards meeting the needs of a changing population.  However, borrow pits would also have some negative effects, such as possible local effects on water quality, temporary generation of dust, loss of primary resources, and impacts on the historic environment, landscape or recrea


	id42 - Overall approach to the waste hierarchy 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would help move waste up the waste hierarchy by:   Supporting in principle proposals which enable the re-use, recycling and composting of waste and supporting the principle of recovery of waste where it can be demonstrated that it is not practicable to manage the waste further up the hierarchy.   Supporting provision of new capacity for the landfill of biodegradeable waste only where it can be demonstrated that it is not practicable to manage the waste further up the hierarchy and th

	Option 2: This option would be similar to Option 1 but would give stronger encouragement to dealing with waste further up the hierarchy by:  Supporting in principle proposals which can demonstrate that the waste to be managed at the facility would be managed at the highest practicable level of the hierarchy appropriate to the type/s of waste to be dealt with.   Supporting provision of new capacity for the landfill of biodegradeable waste only in exceptional circumstances where it can be demonstrated that 
	Option 2: This option would be similar to Option 1 but would give stronger encouragement to dealing with waste further up the hierarchy by:  Supporting in principle proposals which can demonstrate that the waste to be managed at the facility would be managed at the highest practicable level of the hierarchy appropriate to the type/s of waste to be dealt with.   Supporting provision of new capacity for the landfill of biodegradeable waste only in exceptional circumstances where it can be demonstrated that 

	Option 3: This option would provide support in principle for proposals for a range of waste management methods where it can be demonstrated that the facility would help reduce reliance on landfill as a means of waste management. Support in principle would also be provided for new landfill of waste where it can be demonstrated that the proposal would meet a need for additional landfill capacity not identified at the time of preparation of the Plan, or it would facilitate a high standard of quarry reclamation
	Option 3: This option would provide support in principle for proposals for a range of waste management methods where it can be demonstrated that the facility would help reduce reliance on landfill as a means of waste management. Support in principle would also be provided for new landfill of waste where it can be demonstrated that the proposal would meet a need for additional landfill capacity not identified at the time of preparation of the Plan, or it would facilitate a high standard of quarry reclamation

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	Options 1 and 2 would encourage sustainable waste management by managing waste further up the waste hierarchy. Both options are likely to have positive effects in relation to resource consumption, waste management and the economy. Option 2 is likely to deliver this higher up the waste hierarchy but would have to be balanced against the practicability of doing so. Option 3 is identified to also have some positive environmental effects as well as positive effects for the economy in being more 
	Options 1 and 2 would encourage sustainable waste management by managing waste further up the waste hierarchy. Both options are likely to have positive effects in relation to resource consumption, waste management and the economy. Option 2 is likely to deliver this higher up the waste hierarchy but would have to be balanced against the practicability of doing so. Option 3 is identified to also have some positive environmental effects as well as positive effects for the economy in being more 


	flexible over choice of waste management method used. However, it is considered that this approach would not effectively manage waste to deliver the maximum environmental benefits in comparison to Options 1 and 2. All 3 options are identified to have uncertain effects on the remaining environmental and social objectives given that the scales of the impacts would be determined in relation to the proximity and type of waste management facility. 
	flexible over choice of waste management method used. However, it is considered that this approach would not effectively manage waste to deliver the maximum environmental benefits in comparison to Options 1 and 2. All 3 options are identified to have uncertain effects on the remaining environmental and social objectives given that the scales of the impacts would be determined in relation to the proximity and type of waste management facility. 
	flexible over choice of waste management method used. However, it is considered that this approach would not effectively manage waste to deliver the maximum environmental benefits in comparison to Options 1 and 2. All 3 options are identified to have uncertain effects on the remaining environmental and social objectives given that the scales of the impacts would be determined in relation to the proximity and type of waste management facility. 

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	42 

	Question 103) Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 103) Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Number of respondents: 25 

	Option 1: 1 MWI: 1 
	Option 1: 1 MWI: 1 
	Combination: 1 Opt. 1+2 MWI: 1 

	Option 2: 16 SC: 2 Local Authorities: 2 
	Option 2: 16 SC: 2 Local Authorities: 2 
	Did Not Specify: 2 MWI: 1 

	Option 3: 5 
	Option 3: 5 
	None: 0 

	Question 104) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to the overall delivery of waste hierarchy objectives? 
	Question 104) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to the overall delivery of waste hierarchy objectives? 
	Number of respondents: 17 SC: 0 MWI: 0 Local Authorities: 0 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q103: Option 2  Support maximum recycling, recovery and treatment and RDF  Emphasis upon multiple sites to reduce transport  Resource conservation should be favoured over energy recovery  Locate facilities near major waste producing areas  Option 2 is strongly recommended with the inclusion of additional wording (comment 1285) Option 3  Provides greater flexibility  Eliminates incineration Option 1 and 2  These options recognise that inert waste can be used for quarry restoration and la
	Key Messages Q103: Option 2  Support maximum recycling, recovery and treatment and RDF  Emphasis upon multiple sites to reduce transport  Resource conservation should be favoured over energy recovery  Locate facilities near major waste producing areas  Option 2 is strongly recommended with the inclusion of additional wording (comment 1285) Option 3  Provides greater flexibility  Eliminates incineration Option 1 and 2  These options recognise that inert waste can be used for quarry restoration and la


	Proposed Options 4 and 5 
	 EfW/incineration should only be supported if there are plans to use the heat generated. This is dealt with by amending Options 1 and 2 to reflect this approach. 
	Suggested approach Proposed Option 4 This option would help move waste up the waste hierarchy by: 
	 
	 
	 
	Supporting in principle proposals which enable the re-use, recycling and composting of waste and supporting the principle of recovery of waste where it can be demonstrated that it is not practicable to manage the waste further up the hierarchy. 

	 
	 
	Supporting provision of new capacity for the landfill of biodegradeable waste only where it can be demonstrated that it is not practicable to manage the waste further up the hierarchy and there is insufficient landfill capacity in the area to meet identified needs.  Incineration of waste would only be supported if there were plans to use the heat generated. 

	 
	 
	In relation to inert waste, landfill would only be supported where it would facilitate a high standard of quarry reclamation in accordance with agreed reclamation objectives, or the substantial improvement of derelict or degraded land to a condition where it can be returned to agricultural productivity or other beneficial use 


	Proposed Option 5 This option would be similar to Option 1 but would give stronger encouragement to dealing with waste further up the hierarchy by: 
	 
	 
	 
	Supporting in principle proposals which can demonstrate that the waste to be managed at the facility would be managed at the highest practicable level of the hierarchy appropriate to the type/s of waste to be dealt with. 

	 
	 
	Supporting provision of new capacity for the landfill of biodegradable waste only in exceptional circumstances where it can be demonstrated that it is the only practicable management option for the waste to be managed and there is insufficient capacity available within or outside the Plan area which could reasonably meet the need.   Incineration of waste would only be supported if there were plans to use the heat generated 

	 
	 
	In relation to inert waste, landfill would only be supported where it would facilitate a high standard of quarry reclamation in accordance with agreed reclamation objectives, or the substantial improvement of derelict or degraded land to a condition where it can be returned to agricultural productivity or other beneficial use. 


	Proposed Option 6 
	 Incineration, energy recovery and disposal should be discouraged and not be supported. 
	Suggested approach This option would provide support in principle for facilities which enable re-use, recycling and composting of waste, however facilities for incineration, energy recovery and disposal would not be supported. 
	Proposed Options 7, 8 and 9 
	 Incineration should be seen as the last resort. This is dealt with by amending Options 1, 2 and 3 to reflect this approach 
	Suggested approach Proposed Option 7 This option would help move waste up the waste hierarchy by: 
	 
	 
	 
	Supporting in principle proposals which enable the re-use, recycling and composting of waste and supporting the principle of recovery of waste where it can be demonstrated that it is not practicable to manage the waste further up the hierarchy. 

	 
	 
	Supporting provision of new capacity for the landfill of biodegradable waste only where it can be demonstrated that it is not practicable to manage the waste further up the hierarchy and there is insufficient landfill capacity in the area to meet identified needs.  Incineration of waste would only be supported where no other methods are possible. 

	 
	 
	In relation to inert waste, landfill would only be supported where it would facilitate a high standard of quarry reclamation in accordance with agreed reclamation objectives, or the substantial improvement of derelict or degraded land to a condition where it can be returned to agricultural productivity or other beneficial use. 


	Proposed Option 8 This option would be similar to Option 4 but would give stronger encouragement to dealing with waste further up the hierarchy by: 
	 
	 
	 
	Supporting in principle proposals which can demonstrate that the waste to be managed at the facility would be managed at the highest practicable level of the hierarchy appropriate to the type/s of waste to be dealt with. 

	 
	 
	Supporting provision of new capacity for the landfill of biodegradable waste only in exceptional circumstances where it can be demonstrated that it is the only practicable management option for the waste to be managed and there is insufficient capacity available within or outside the Plan area which could reasonably meet the need.  Incineration of waste would only be supported where no other methods are possible. 

	 
	 
	In relation to inert waste, landfill would only be supported where it would facilitate a high standard of quarry reclamation in accordance with agreed reclamation objectives, or the substantial improvement of derelict or degraded land to a condition where it can be returned to agricultural productivity or other beneficial use. 


	Proposed Option 9 This option would provide support in principle for proposals for a range of waste management methods where it can be demonstrated that the facility would help reduce reliance on landfill as a means of waste management. Incineration of waste would only be supported where no other methods are possible. Support in principle would also be provided for new landfill of waste where it can be demonstrated that the proposal would meet a need for additional landfill capacity not identified at the ti
	Proposed Option 10, 11 and 12 
	 Biodegradable waste should not be landfilled. This is dealt with by amending Options 1, 2 and 3 to reflect this approach. 
	Suggested approach Proposed Option 10 This option would help move waste up the waste hierarchy by: 
	 
	 
	 
	Supporting in principle proposals which enable the re-use, recycling and composting of waste and supporting the principle of recovery of waste where it can be demonstrated that it is not practicable to manage the waste further up the hierarchy. 

	 
	 
	Landfill of biodegradable waste would not be supported. Incineration of waste without energy recovery would only be supported for the small scale incineration of specialised wastes arising in the area and where the scale of the development would mean that energy recovery is not viable. 

	 
	 
	In relation to inert waste, landfill would only be supported where it would facilitate a high standard of quarry reclamation in accordance with agreed reclamation objectives, or the substantial improvement of derelict or degraded land to a condition where it can be returned to agricultural productivity or other beneficial use. 


	Proposed Option 11 This option would be similar to Option 4 but would give stronger encouragement to dealing with waste further up the hierarchy by: 
	 Supporting in principle proposals which can demonstrate that the waste to be managed at the facility would be managed at the highest practicable level of the hierarchy appropriate to the type/s of waste to be dealt with. 
	 Landfill of biodegradable waste would not be supported. Incineration of waste without energy recovery would only be supported for the small scale incineration of specialised wastes arising in the area and where the planning authority can be satisfied that the scale of the development would mean that energy recovery is not viable.  In relation to inert waste, landfill would only be supported where it would facilitate a high standard of quarry reclamation in accordance with agreed reclamation objectives, o
	 Landfill of biodegradable waste would not be supported. Incineration of waste without energy recovery would only be supported for the small scale incineration of specialised wastes arising in the area and where the planning authority can be satisfied that the scale of the development would mean that energy recovery is not viable.  In relation to inert waste, landfill would only be supported where it would facilitate a high standard of quarry reclamation in accordance with agreed reclamation objectives, o
	 Landfill of biodegradable waste would not be supported. Incineration of waste without energy recovery would only be supported for the small scale incineration of specialised wastes arising in the area and where the planning authority can be satisfied that the scale of the development would mean that energy recovery is not viable.  In relation to inert waste, landfill would only be supported where it would facilitate a high standard of quarry reclamation in accordance with agreed reclamation objectives, o

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of assessment Most of the options put forward would encourage more sustainable waste management, to varying degrees, by managing waste higher up the waste hierarchy. This tends to result in a range of positive effects on the climate change, material resources and waste hierarchy objectives. There are also potential economic benefits, particularly where waste is managed higher up the waste hierarchy as this promotes a more ‘circular economy’ where waste is used as an economic resource. Other objectiv
	Summary of assessment Most of the options put forward would encourage more sustainable waste management, to varying degrees, by managing waste higher up the waste hierarchy. This tends to result in a range of positive effects on the climate change, material resources and waste hierarchy objectives. There are also potential economic benefits, particularly where waste is managed higher up the waste hierarchy as this promotes a more ‘circular economy’ where waste is used as an economic resource. Other objectiv

	more uncertain, and the capacity for amenity impacts becomes greater.  Revised Recommendations The SA considers that the most sustainable approach would be to pursue Option 5. Option 13 could also be combined with option 5 or other options to maximise sustainability. 
	more uncertain, and the capacity for amenity impacts becomes greater.  Revised Recommendations The SA considers that the most sustainable approach would be to pursue Option 5. Option 13 could also be combined with option 5 or other options to maximise sustainability. 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The high level of support amongst some stakeholders for Option 2 is noted, as is the support from some stakeholders for the greater flexibility offered by Option 3.  It is agreed that any approach should seek to move the area closer to a zero waste economy, in accordance with the vision and objectives for the Plan, but a degree of flexibility will need to be retained in order to ensure than an appropriate mix of facilities can be provided.  It is also recognised that implementation of the waste hierarchy is
	The high level of support amongst some stakeholders for Option 2 is noted, as is the support from some stakeholders for the greater flexibility offered by Option 3.  It is agreed that any approach should seek to move the area closer to a zero waste economy, in accordance with the vision and objectives for the Plan, but a degree of flexibility will need to be retained in order to ensure than an appropriate mix of facilities can be provided.  It is also recognised that implementation of the waste hierarchy is

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	New national waste policy published October 2014 replaced PPS10.  Development of Allerton Waste Recovery Park facility commenced late 2014. Planning permission for a large EfW facility (Southmoor Energy Recovery Centre) at Kellingley Colliery was granted in principle in early 2015. 
	New national waste policy published October 2014 replaced PPS10.  Development of Allerton Waste Recovery Park facility commenced late 2014. Planning permission for a large EfW facility (Southmoor Energy Recovery Centre) at Kellingley Colliery was granted in principle in early 2015. 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No 
	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No 

	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 

	A wide range of potential options were considered during development of this policy, although all options were broadly seeking to move waste management up the hierarchy, in line with national policy, with matters of detail differing between the various options.  It is considered that any policy will need to be sufficiently flexible to enable a range of waste management methods to be supported, provided that they are consistent with the national policy objective of moving waste up the hierarchy. This will he
	A wide range of potential options were considered during development of this policy, although all options were broadly seeking to move waste management up the hierarchy, in line with national policy, with matters of detail differing between the various options.  It is considered that any policy will need to be sufficiently flexible to enable a range of waste management methods to be supported, provided that they are consistent with the national policy objective of moving waste up the hierarchy. This will he

	associated with a proposed technology could be beneficial in helping to demonstrate the overall benefits of moving waste up the hierarchy, it is considered that such an approach could also be difficult to assess and potentially unduly onerous and should not be a specific policy requirement, although in some cases developers may need to address this issue through the undertaking of an Environmental Assessment for some types or scales of waste development.  It is therefore considered that the preferred approa
	associated with a proposed technology could be beneficial in helping to demonstrate the overall benefits of moving waste up the hierarchy, it is considered that such an approach could also be difficult to assess and potentially unduly onerous and should not be a specific policy requirement, although in some cases developers may need to address this issue through the undertaking of an Environmental Assessment for some types or scales of waste development.  It is therefore considered that the preferred approa

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to W01: Moving waste up the waste hierarchy 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to W01: Moving waste up the waste hierarchy 

	Proposals which help move management of waste up the waste hierarchy will be supported, with priority given to the delivery of development which would contribute to the minimisation of waste, the increased re-use and/or recycling of waste and to the delivery of waste treatment capacity which would contribute to the diversion of waste from landfill. Further capacity for the large scale recovery of energy from waste will only be supported in line with Policy W04 and where any heat generated can be utilised as
	Proposals which help move management of waste up the waste hierarchy will be supported, with priority given to the delivery of development which would contribute to the minimisation of waste, the increased re-use and/or recycling of waste and to the delivery of waste treatment capacity which would contribute to the diversion of waste from landfill. Further capacity for the large scale recovery of energy from waste will only be supported in line with Policy W04 and where any heat generated can be utilised as

	within 15km of large users of heat are more likely to have potential for heat utilisation.   Landfill represents the bottom of the hierarchy, although is likely to still be required for waste which cannot be dealt with by other means, and may be able to play an important role in the reclamation of mineral workings in the Plan area.  Evidence suggests that, subject where necessary to the extension of time for completion of landfilling at existing biodegradeable landfill sites in the area subject of time limi
	within 15km of large users of heat are more likely to have potential for heat utilisation.   Landfill represents the bottom of the hierarchy, although is likely to still be required for waste which cannot be dealt with by other means, and may be able to play an important role in the reclamation of mineral workings in the Plan area.  Evidence suggests that, subject where necessary to the extension of time for completion of landfilling at existing biodegradeable landfill sites in the area subject of time limi

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 1 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id43: Strategic role of the Plan area in the management of waste Id44: Meeting waste management capacity requirements - Local Authority Collected Waste Id45: Meeting waste management capacity requirements -  Commercial and industrial waste (including hazardous C&I waste) Id46: Meeting waste management capacity requirements – construction, demolition and excavation waste (including CD&E waste) Id47: Managing agricultural waste Id48
	Link to Objectives: Objective 1 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id43: Strategic role of the Plan area in the management of waste Id44: Meeting waste management capacity requirements - Local Authority Collected Waste Id45: Meeting waste management capacity requirements -  Commercial and industrial waste (including hazardous C&I waste) Id46: Meeting waste management capacity requirements – construction, demolition and excavation waste (including CD&E waste) Id47: Managing agricultural waste Id48

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment This policy would encourage sustainable resource management by prioritising the management of waste as high up the waste hierarchy as possible. This results in particularly positive effects in relation to resource consumption, soils, climate change, minimising waste generation and managing waste as high up the waste hierarchy as practicable, the economy and meeting the needs of a changing population. Uncertain effects or effects which have both positive and negative aspects have been r
	Summary of assessment This policy would encourage sustainable resource management by prioritising the management of waste as high up the waste hierarchy as possible. This results in particularly positive effects in relation to resource consumption, soils, climate change, minimising waste generation and managing waste as high up the waste hierarchy as practicable, the economy and meeting the needs of a changing population. Uncertain effects or effects which have both positive and negative aspects have been r


	id43 - Strategic role of the Plan area in the management of waste Options Option 1: 
	presented at Issues and options stage 
	presented at Issues and options stage 
	presented at Issues and options stage 
	This option would seek to ensure that capacity is provided across the Plan area at a level sufficient to meet identified needs for waste arising in the area (i.e. a level that would allow net self-sufficiency to be achieved where practicable) whilst allowing for current known levels of imports to continue. This would exclude more specialised management needs including capacity for landfilling and/or treatment of hazardous waste and low level non-nuclear radioactive waste and other specialised provision whic

	Option 2: This option would acknowledge that significant export movements of waste already take place across the Plan area boundary and, for those waste streams or facility types for which a potential capacity gap has been identified, would assume that existing cross-border export movements would continue to operate in conjunction with existing and planned capacity in the area. Where necessary, this approach could also seek opportunities to use existing or planned capacity elsewhere in order to meet any add
	Option 2: This option would acknowledge that significant export movements of waste already take place across the Plan area boundary and, for those waste streams or facility types for which a potential capacity gap has been identified, would assume that existing cross-border export movements would continue to operate in conjunction with existing and planned capacity in the area. Where necessary, this approach could also seek opportunities to use existing or planned capacity elsewhere in order to meet any add

	Option 3: This option would follow the same approach as for Option 1 or 2 but would in addition make an express commitment that the Plan would make provision for the management of waste arising within that part of the Yorkshire Dales National Park falling within NYCC (other than for local scale re-use and recycling facilities which it may be practicable to provide in the National Park area). 
	Option 3: This option would follow the same approach as for Option 1 or 2 but would in addition make an express commitment that the Plan would make provision for the management of waste arising within that part of the Yorkshire Dales National Park falling within NYCC (other than for local scale re-use and recycling facilities which it may be practicable to provide in the National Park area). 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	Whilst Option 1 would have positive effects in terms of reducing transport and associated emissions and in supporting the economy and jobs, it is likely to have negative effects on the environment and communities in the Plan area. Option 2 however would have positive effects on the environment (though would increase the potential for impacts from longer distance journeys) and communities but may restrict opportunities for managing waste further up the hierarchy.  Option 3 would have positive effects on the 
	Whilst Option 1 would have positive effects in terms of reducing transport and associated emissions and in supporting the economy and jobs, it is likely to have negative effects on the environment and communities in the Plan area. Option 2 however would have positive effects on the environment (though would increase the potential for impacts from longer distance journeys) and communities but may restrict opportunities for managing waste further up the hierarchy.  Option 3 would have positive effects on the 

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	29 

	Question 105) Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 105) Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Number of respondents: 20 

	Option 1: 3 SC: 1 Local Authorities: 2 
	Option 1: 3 SC: 1 Local Authorities: 2 
	Combination: 3 Opt 1+3: 2 MWI: 1  Opt 2+3: 1 Local Authorities: 1 

	Option 2: 8 MWI: 1 
	Option 2: 8 MWI: 1 
	Did Not Specify: 1 Local Authorities: 1 

	Option 3: 3 
	Option 3: 3 
	None: 2 

	Question 106) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to the strategic role of the Plan area in the management of waste? 
	Question 106) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to the strategic role of the Plan area in the management of waste? 
	Number of respondents: 9 SC: 0 MWI: 1 Local Authorities: 0 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q105: Option 1:  Greatest possible advantage in terms of reducing transport of waste  Accepts that specialist waste, and other streams, may be met outside Plan area 
	Key Messages Q105: Option 1:  Greatest possible advantage in terms of reducing transport of waste  Accepts that specialist waste, and other streams, may be met outside Plan area 


	Option 2:  Minimise imports of waste  Export waste to neighbouring areas, develop an option that provides for this  Provide recycling and recovery facilities throughout the Plan area  Self-sufficiency may not always result in the most sustainable waste management Option 3:  Co-ordinate waste management with neighbouring authorities to minimise cost  Need should be proved when approving a waste facility Option 1+3:  Supports proximity principle and net self-sufficiency  Greater consideration of C&I w
	Option 2:  Minimise imports of waste  Export waste to neighbouring areas, develop an option that provides for this  Provide recycling and recovery facilities throughout the Plan area  Self-sufficiency may not always result in the most sustainable waste management Option 3:  Co-ordinate waste management with neighbouring authorities to minimise cost  Need should be proved when approving a waste facility Option 1+3:  Supports proximity principle and net self-sufficiency  Greater consideration of C&I w
	Option 2:  Minimise imports of waste  Export waste to neighbouring areas, develop an option that provides for this  Provide recycling and recovery facilities throughout the Plan area  Self-sufficiency may not always result in the most sustainable waste management Option 3:  Co-ordinate waste management with neighbouring authorities to minimise cost  Need should be proved when approving a waste facility Option 1+3:  Supports proximity principle and net self-sufficiency  Greater consideration of C&I w

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of assessment Whilst Option 1 would have positive effects in the Plan Area in terms of reducing transport miles and associated emissions (particularly in comparison to Option 2)  and in supporting the economy and jobs, it is likely to have negative effects on most of the environment and community SA objectives. This is 
	Summary of assessment Whilst Option 1 would have positive effects in the Plan Area in terms of reducing transport miles and associated emissions (particularly in comparison to Option 2)  and in supporting the economy and jobs, it is likely to have negative effects on most of the environment and community SA objectives. This is 

	because it may require additional facilities with additional impacts. Option 2 essentially would maintain the status quo in terms of how waste is dealt with in the Plan Area as it would assume that exports and imports would continue in line with current levels. This would largely result in neutral effects on the Plan area and would derive a greater benefit from achieving economies of scale in waste management than would be achieved under option 1. Option 3 would largely maintain the status quo in terms of h
	because it may require additional facilities with additional impacts. Option 2 essentially would maintain the status quo in terms of how waste is dealt with in the Plan Area as it would assume that exports and imports would continue in line with current levels. This would largely result in neutral effects on the Plan area and would derive a greater benefit from achieving economies of scale in waste management than would be achieved under option 1. Option 3 would largely maintain the status quo in terms of h

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The support of the majority of consultees to Option 2 is noted. It is considered that any policy approach should be consistent with the national policy objective of dealing with waste near to where it arises and therefore should reflect a net self-sufficiency approach as far as practicable.  However, it is acknowledged that commercial considerations will continue to play a significant role in determining where waste is actually managed and that cross boundary movements (both imports and exports) will contin
	The support of the majority of consultees to Option 2 is noted. It is considered that any policy approach should be consistent with the national policy objective of dealing with waste near to where it arises and therefore should reflect a net self-sufficiency approach as far as practicable.  However, it is acknowledged that commercial considerations will continue to play a significant role in determining where waste is actually managed and that cross boundary movements (both imports and exports) will contin

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	New national waste policy published October 2014 replaced PPS10.  Development of Allerton Waste Recovery Park facility commenced late 2014. 
	New national waste policy published October 2014 replaced PPS10.  Development of Allerton Waste Recovery Park facility commenced late 2014. 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? Yes At a general level addressing the implications of significant cross boundary movements of waste requires cooperation with other relevant WPAs. 
	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? Yes At a general level addressing the implications of significant cross boundary movements of waste requires cooperation with other relevant WPAs. 

	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 

	Evidence suggests that there is potential to increase the extent to which the area is self-sufficient in its ability to manage waste arising within it and such an approach would be likely to assist delivery of the proximity principle and community responsibility in the management of waste.  It is acknowledged however that cross boundary movements of waste will continue to occur in response to operation of the market and in order to meet specialised requirements.  Flexibility for this needs to be acknowledge
	Evidence suggests that there is potential to increase the extent to which the area is self-sufficient in its ability to manage waste arising within it and such an approach would be likely to assist delivery of the proximity principle and community responsibility in the management of waste.  It is acknowledged however that cross boundary movements of waste will continue to occur in response to operation of the market and in order to meet specialised requirements.  Flexibility for this needs to be acknowledge

	through Option 1 and be less consistent with national policy. It is considered that it would be appropriate to include provision for management of waste arising in the Yorkshire Dales National Park, essentially in line with current arrangements, into any policy as this is likely to represent the most practicable and sustainable approach to meeting the needs of this area and is supported through the SA. The preferred approach is therefore a combination of Options 1 and 3.  
	through Option 1 and be less consistent with national policy. It is considered that it would be appropriate to include provision for management of waste arising in the Yorkshire Dales National Park, essentially in line with current arrangements, into any policy as this is likely to represent the most practicable and sustainable approach to meeting the needs of this area and is supported through the SA. The preferred approach is therefore a combination of Options 1 and 3.  

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to W02: Strategic role of the Plan area in the management of waste 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to W02: Strategic role of the Plan area in the management of waste 

	Support will be given to proposals for additional waste management capacity needed to achieve an increase in net self-sufficiency in the management of waste to a level equivalent to expected arisings in the Plan area by the end of the plan period. Where it is not practicable to provide specific capacity in the Plan area, including capacity for the landfilling of hazardous waste and the management of low level (non-nuclear) radioactive waste, as well as for other specialist provision which can only be met on
	Support will be given to proposals for additional waste management capacity needed to achieve an increase in net self-sufficiency in the management of waste to a level equivalent to expected arisings in the Plan area by the end of the plan period. Where it is not practicable to provide specific capacity in the Plan area, including capacity for the landfilling of hazardous waste and the management of low level (non-nuclear) radioactive waste, as well as for other specialist provision which can only be met on

	suggesting that an approach of net self-sufficiency for the Plan area is likely to be adequate and appropriate in meeting future waste management needs. A specific consideration for the Joint Plan authorities is the relationship between the Plan area and the adjacent Yorkshire Dales National Park. Local Authority Collected Waste arising in the YDNP (with the exception of the that part of the Park falling within Cumbria) is collected by North Yorkshire Waste Collection Authorities and managed by NYCC as the 
	suggesting that an approach of net self-sufficiency for the Plan area is likely to be adequate and appropriate in meeting future waste management needs. A specific consideration for the Joint Plan authorities is the relationship between the Plan area and the adjacent Yorkshire Dales National Park. Local Authority Collected Waste arising in the YDNP (with the exception of the that part of the Park falling within Cumbria) is collected by North Yorkshire Waste Collection Authorities and managed by NYCC as the 

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 2 Objective 4 Objective 6 Objective 7 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id42: Overall approach to the waste hierarchy Id44: Meeting waste management capacity requirements - Local Authority Collected Waste Id45: Meeting waste management capacity requirements -  Commercial and industrial waste (including hazardous C&I waste) Id46: Meeting waste management capacity requirements – construction, demolition and excavation waste (including CD&E waste) Id47: Managing agricu
	Link to Objectives: Objective 2 Objective 4 Objective 6 Objective 7 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id42: Overall approach to the waste hierarchy Id44: Meeting waste management capacity requirements - Local Authority Collected Waste Id45: Meeting waste management capacity requirements -  Commercial and industrial waste (including hazardous C&I waste) Id46: Meeting waste management capacity requirements – construction, demolition and excavation waste (including CD&E waste) Id47: Managing agricu

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment This policy would have positive effects in the Plan Area in terms of reducing transport miles and associated emissions and in supporting the economy and jobs, however it is likely to have negative effects on most of the environment and community SA objectives. This is because it may require additional facilities to ensure that waste capacity is equivalent to total arisings with the additional impacts that these would bring. In terms of providing capacity within the plan area to deal wi
	Summary of assessment This policy would have positive effects in the Plan Area in terms of reducing transport miles and associated emissions and in supporting the economy and jobs, however it is likely to have negative effects on most of the environment and community SA objectives. This is because it may require additional facilities to ensure that waste capacity is equivalent to total arisings with the additional impacts that these would bring. In terms of providing capacity within the plan area to deal wi


	Id44 - Meeting waste management capacity requirements -local authority collected waste 
	Id44 - Meeting waste management capacity requirements -local authority collected waste 
	Id44 - Meeting waste management capacity requirements -local authority collected waste 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would support provision of adequate capacity for, and promote community responsibility in, management of LACW through:  Identifying the Allerton Park and Harewood Whin sites as strategic locations over the plan period for the management of LACW, including supporting the principle of an extension of time for disposal of waste via landfill in order to ensure utilisation of remaining capacity. In the case of the Harewood Whin site any proposals for new capacity involving built developmen

	Option 2: This option would represent a less targeted approach and would seek to provide more flexibility for the delivery of any new capacity required for managing LACW. This would be achieved by providing support in principle for the development of new capacity identified as necessary by the relevant Waste Management Authorities. It would need to be demonstrated that any such capacity is consistent with relevant national policy as well as any relevant policies in the Plan relating to moving waste up the h
	Option 2: This option would represent a less targeted approach and would seek to provide more flexibility for the delivery of any new capacity required for managing LACW. This would be achieved by providing support in principle for the development of new capacity identified as necessary by the relevant Waste Management Authorities. It would need to be demonstrated that any such capacity is consistent with relevant national policy as well as any relevant policies in the Plan relating to moving waste up the h

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	There is some uncertainty as to the sustainability effects of both options. This is largely because it is not known where all local authority collected waste management facilities would be located under the options. Although uncertain, there is potential for minor negative effects in relation to biodiversity, water, soils, air, the historic environment, landscape and community vitality under both options. In some cases, however, Option 2 may slightly lessen negative effects as it will potentially result in 
	There is some uncertainty as to the sustainability effects of both options. This is largely because it is not known where all local authority collected waste management facilities would be located under the options. Although uncertain, there is potential for minor negative effects in relation to biodiversity, water, soils, air, the historic environment, landscape and community vitality under both options. In some cases, however, Option 2 may slightly lessen negative effects as it will potentially result in 

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	29 

	Question 108) Do you have a preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Question 108) Do you have a preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Number of respondents: 19 

	Option 1: 4 Local Authorities: 3 
	Option 1: 4 Local Authorities: 3 
	Combination: 2 Local Authorities: 1 

	Option 2: 9 MWI: 1 
	Option 2: 9 MWI: 1 
	Did Not Specify: 1 

	TR
	None: 3 


	Question 109) Taking into account that planning 
	Question 109) Taking into account that planning 
	Question 109) Taking into account that planning 
	Number of respondents: 10 

	permission has already been granted for the 
	permission has already been granted for the 
	SC: 0 

	Allerton Waste Recovery Park facility, which would 
	Allerton Waste Recovery Park facility, which would 
	MWI: 0 

	provide for the management of residual LACW, are 
	provide for the management of residual LACW, are 
	Local Authorities: 0 

	there any alternative options relating to meeting 
	there any alternative options relating to meeting 

	capacity requirements for LACW the Authorities 
	capacity requirements for LACW the Authorities 

	should consider? 
	should consider? 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q108: Option 1:  The targeted approach provides greater certainty  Development at Harewood Whin should take account of green belt policies and commitments made by the LPA to cease operations and reinstate the site by 2017  Clarify which bodies will contribute towards costs of implementing strategic waste facilities Option 2:  HBC only supports Option 2 if AWRP is developed  Flexibility in delivering infrastructure  Option 2 is too vague and needs to be extended, based upon a modular local
	Key Messages Q108: Option 1:  The targeted approach provides greater certainty  Development at Harewood Whin should take account of green belt policies and commitments made by the LPA to cease operations and reinstate the site by 2017  Clarify which bodies will contribute towards costs of implementing strategic waste facilities Option 2:  HBC only supports Option 2 if AWRP is developed  Flexibility in delivering infrastructure  Option 2 is too vague and needs to be extended, based upon a modular local


	 Supporting the delivery of additional transfer station capacity for LACW to serve the needs of the City of York, Selby and Ryedale districts and, in addition, for Harrogate Borough if the Allerton Waste Recovery Park permission is not implemented.  Providing support in principle for proposals which would deliver increased capacity for the recycling, reprocessing and composting of LACW where this would reduce reliance on export of waste from the Plan area for recycling or reprocessing and subject to compl
	 Supporting the delivery of additional transfer station capacity for LACW to serve the needs of the City of York, Selby and Ryedale districts and, in addition, for Harrogate Borough if the Allerton Waste Recovery Park permission is not implemented.  Providing support in principle for proposals which would deliver increased capacity for the recycling, reprocessing and composting of LACW where this would reduce reliance on export of waste from the Plan area for recycling or reprocessing and subject to compl
	 Supporting the delivery of additional transfer station capacity for LACW to serve the needs of the City of York, Selby and Ryedale districts and, in addition, for Harrogate Borough if the Allerton Waste Recovery Park permission is not implemented.  Providing support in principle for proposals which would deliver increased capacity for the recycling, reprocessing and composting of LACW where this would reduce reliance on export of waste from the Plan area for recycling or reprocessing and subject to compl

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of assessment There is some uncertainty as to the sustainability effects of all 3 options. This is largely because it is not known where all local authority collected waste management facilities will be located under the options. Although uncertain, there is potential for minor negative effects in relation to biodiversity, water, soils, air, the historic environment, landscape and community vitality under all options. In some cases, however, Options 2 and 3 may slightly lessen negative effects as th
	Summary of assessment There is some uncertainty as to the sustainability effects of all 3 options. This is largely because it is not known where all local authority collected waste management facilities will be located under the options. Although uncertain, there is potential for minor negative effects in relation to biodiversity, water, soils, air, the historic environment, landscape and community vitality under all options. In some cases, however, Options 2 and 3 may slightly lessen negative effects as th

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The preference of the majority of respondents for the flexibility provided in Option 2 is noted.  However, it is also acknowledged that the more specific guidance provided through option 1 may also be beneficial.  The support of some respondents for a combination of the two options is also noted. It is agreed that any further development at the Harewood Whin site would need to take account of Green Belt designation.  Clarification of which bodies will contribute to the costs of implementing strategic waste 
	The preference of the majority of respondents for the flexibility provided in Option 2 is noted.  However, it is also acknowledged that the more specific guidance provided through option 1 may also be beneficial.  The support of some respondents for a combination of the two options is also noted. It is agreed that any further development at the Harewood Whin site would need to take account of Green Belt designation.  Clarification of which bodies will contribute to the costs of implementing strategic waste 

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	New national waste policy published October 2014 replaced PPS10.  Development of Allerton Waste Recovery Park facility commenced late 2014.  Permission for a new transfer station for LACW in the Ryedale area was granted in late 2014 and is expected to be operational by 2017.  Planning permission for additional transfer capacity for York (at the Harewood Whin site) was granted in 2015. 
	New national waste policy published October 2014 replaced PPS10.  Development of Allerton Waste Recovery Park facility commenced late 2014.  Permission for a new transfer station for LACW in the Ryedale area was granted in late 2014 and is expected to be operational by 2017.  Planning permission for additional transfer capacity for York (at the Harewood Whin site) was granted in 2015. 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? Yes. 
	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? Yes. 

	At a general level management of LACW may involve export of some waste to other WPA areas. 
	At a general level management of LACW may involve export of some waste to other WPA areas. 

	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 

	Since Issues and Options consultation the award of a new contract for the management of residual municipal waste arising in the Plan area, and the commencement of construction of a major new waste recovery park (AWRP facility), has provided much greater certainty about the expected arrangements for future management of LACW.  Planning permission has also been granted for new transfer station capacity for the Ryedale area and for York, meaning that a significant gap in the transfer network for LACW only exis
	Since Issues and Options consultation the award of a new contract for the management of residual municipal waste arising in the Plan area, and the commencement of construction of a major new waste recovery park (AWRP facility), has provided much greater certainty about the expected arrangements for future management of LACW.  Planning permission has also been granted for new transfer station capacity for the Ryedale area and for York, meaning that a significant gap in the transfer network for LACW only exis

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to W03: Meeting waste management capacity – requirements- Local Authority Collected Waste 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to W03: Meeting waste management capacity – requirements- Local Authority Collected Waste 

	Net self-sufficiency in capacity for management of Local Authority Collected Waste will be maximised through: 1) Identification of the Allerton Park (WJP08) and Harewood Whin (WJP11) sites as strategic allocations over the plan period for the management of LACW.  Where necessary, proposals to extend the time period for continued waste management operations at these sites over the plan period and the development of other appropriate waste management infrastructure will be supported in principle subject, in t
	Net self-sufficiency in capacity for management of Local Authority Collected Waste will be maximised through: 1) Identification of the Allerton Park (WJP08) and Harewood Whin (WJP11) sites as strategic allocations over the plan period for the management of LACW.  Where necessary, proposals to extend the time period for continued waste management operations at these sites over the plan period and the development of other appropriate waste management infrastructure will be supported in principle subject, in t

	Local Authority Collected Waste is dealt with at a range of existing facilities in the Plan area and substantial capacity for its management is already in place.  From 2018 capacity will be sufficient for management of residual LACW in order to secure diversion from landfill of over 95% for this waste stream, and a recycling rate for household waste of over 50%. This would enable national and local targets for recycling and landfill diversion to be met.  As well as providing a strategically important locati
	Local Authority Collected Waste is dealt with at a range of existing facilities in the Plan area and substantial capacity for its management is already in place.  From 2018 capacity will be sufficient for management of residual LACW in order to secure diversion from landfill of over 95% for this waste stream, and a recycling rate for household waste of over 50%. This would enable national and local targets for recycling and landfill diversion to be met.  As well as providing a strategically important locati

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 1 Objective 2 Objective 6 Objective 7 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id42: Overall approach to waste hierarchy Id43: Strategic role of the Plan area in the management of waste Id51: Overall locational principles for provision of new waste capacity Id53: Waste management facility safeguarding 
	Link to Objectives: Objective 1 Objective 2 Objective 6 Objective 7 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id42: Overall approach to waste hierarchy Id43: Strategic role of the Plan area in the management of waste Id51: Overall locational principles for provision of new waste capacity Id53: Waste management facility safeguarding 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment For this policy Allerton Park (WJP08), Harewood Whin (WJP11) and Common Lane Burn (WJP16) have been assessed separately as part of the site assessment process as they each have quite different sustainability impacts.  Supporting additional proposals for recycling, reprocessing and composting may also generate new facilities with potential environmental and community effects (though these effects will be reduced by policies W10 and W11 as well as the development management policies). Si
	Summary of assessment For this policy Allerton Park (WJP08), Harewood Whin (WJP11) and Common Lane Burn (WJP16) have been assessed separately as part of the site assessment process as they each have quite different sustainability impacts.  Supporting additional proposals for recycling, reprocessing and composting may also generate new facilities with potential environmental and community effects (though these effects will be reduced by policies W10 and W11 as well as the development management policies). Si


	improvements to the Household Waste Recycling network may result in new development.  Again, the effects of this development are considered to potentially involve minor effects on the environment and community objectives that will be reduced by development management policies. The effects on the environmental and community objectives are considered to range from insignificant to minor negative. 
	This policy is likely to have strong benefits on the economy SA objective. It will generate jobs and promote low carbon resources from what previously would have been considered waste. It will also reduce the costs associated with alternative disposal in landfill. There are also strong benefits for the minimising resources and waste hierarchy SA objectives as this development is essential for reducing waste. 
	Recommendations  
	Mitigation has been proposed in relation to Allerton Park (WJP08), Harewood Whin (WJP11) and Common Lane Burn (WJP16) in the Site Assessment Report. 
	Id45 - Meeting waste management capacity requirements - Commercial and Industrial waste (including hazardous C&I waste) 
	Id45 - Meeting waste management capacity requirements - Commercial and Industrial waste (including hazardous C&I waste) 
	Id45 - Meeting waste management capacity requirements - Commercial and Industrial waste (including hazardous C&I waste) 

	Options 
	Options 
	Option 1: 

	presented at 
	presented at 
	This option would support provision of adequate capacity for, and promote 

	Issues and 
	Issues and 
	community responsibility in, management of C&I waste through:  

	options stage 
	options stage 
	 Providing support in principle for proposals which would deliver increased capacity for the recycling and/or reprocessing and the treatment of C&I waste where this would reduce reliance on export of waste from the Plan area for recycling or reprocessing and subject to compliance with locational and other relevant policies to be identified in the Plan.  Supporting the delivery of additional transfer station capacity for C&I waste where it can be demonstrated that additional provision would contribute to t


	Table
	TR
	Option 2: This option would be the same as Option 1 but would, additionally, provide support in principle for proposals for the management of C&I waste arising outside the area where it can be demonstrated that the development would be consistent with the locational and other relevant policies in the Plan and additionally, for proposals for the recovery of waste, it can be demonstrated that the facility in the location proposed would represent the nearest appropriate installation for the waste to be dealt w

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	Options 1 and 2 would both provide significant benefits for the effective and sustainable management of Commercial and Industrial waste in line with the waste hierarchy and minimising waste to landfill. Both would also be positive for minimising the use of resources and creating positive effects for the economy in line with reducing costs associated with landfill, provision of energy from waste and the production of recycled materials. Option 2, is likely to have more positive implications in relation to tr
	Options 1 and 2 would both provide significant benefits for the effective and sustainable management of Commercial and Industrial waste in line with the waste hierarchy and minimising waste to landfill. Both would also be positive for minimising the use of resources and creating positive effects for the economy in line with reducing costs associated with landfill, provision of energy from waste and the production of recycled materials. Option 2, is likely to have more positive implications in relation to tr

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	17 

	Question 110) Do you have a preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Question 110) Do you have a preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Number of respondents: 14 

	Option 1: 4 MWI: 1 Local Authorities: 1 
	Option 1: 4 MWI: 1 Local Authorities: 1 
	Combination: 3 MWI: 1  Local Authorities: 2 

	Option 2: 3 SC: 2 
	Option 2: 3 SC: 2 
	Did Not Specify: 0 

	TR
	None: 4 

	Question 111) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to meeting capacity requirements for C&I waste? 
	Question 111) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to meeting capacity requirements for C&I waste? 
	Number of respondents: 3 SC: 0 MWI: 0 Local Authorities: 0 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q110) Option 1:  Option 1 adheres to proximity principle and prevents the importation of waste Option 2:  Option 2 provides the most flexible approach  Option 2 would reduce overall waste transportation miles as authority boundaries would not override managing waste at the nearest appropriate installation 
	Key Messages Q110) Option 1:  Option 1 adheres to proximity principle and prevents the importation of waste Option 2:  Option 2 provides the most flexible approach  Option 2 would reduce overall waste transportation miles as authority boundaries would not override managing waste at the nearest appropriate installation 


	 Importation of waste allows management through the most sustainable approach Options 1+2:  Provides the most flexible approach General Comments on the Options:  Too great a reliance upon the delivery of AWRP  Evidence of C&I capacity requirements and scenarios are unduly complex  Future capacity requirements of C&I should plan for as much recycling and recovery as possible  Should not place requirement on developers to demonstrate waste cannot be dealt with further up the waste hierarchy  Neither op
	 Importation of waste allows management through the most sustainable approach Options 1+2:  Provides the most flexible approach General Comments on the Options:  Too great a reliance upon the delivery of AWRP  Evidence of C&I capacity requirements and scenarios are unduly complex  Future capacity requirements of C&I should plan for as much recycling and recovery as possible  Should not place requirement on developers to demonstrate waste cannot be dealt with further up the waste hierarchy  Neither op
	 Importation of waste allows management through the most sustainable approach Options 1+2:  Provides the most flexible approach General Comments on the Options:  Too great a reliance upon the delivery of AWRP  Evidence of C&I capacity requirements and scenarios are unduly complex  Future capacity requirements of C&I should plan for as much recycling and recovery as possible  Should not place requirement on developers to demonstrate waste cannot be dealt with further up the waste hierarchy  Neither op

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of assessment Options 1 and 2 would both provide significant benefits for the effective and sustainable management of Commercial and Industrial waste in line with the waste hierarchy and minimising waste to landfill. Both would also be positive for minimising the use of resources and creating positive effects for the economy in line with reducing costs associated with landfill, provision of energy from waste and the production of recycled materials. Option 2 is likely to have more positive implicati
	Summary of assessment Options 1 and 2 would both provide significant benefits for the effective and sustainable management of Commercial and Industrial waste in line with the waste hierarchy and minimising waste to landfill. Both would also be positive for minimising the use of resources and creating positive effects for the economy in line with reducing costs associated with landfill, provision of energy from waste and the production of recycled materials. Option 2 is likely to have more positive implicati


	largely negative effects (with a few exceptions, such as the mixed positive and negative effects associated with the economy and community vitality SA objectives) caused mainly because self-sufficiency in managing hazardous waste would bring impacts that were previously exported back into the Plan Area, albeit at a relatively low level. Revised Recommendations On balance, and assuming that it can be effectively demonstrated to be consistent with other proposals within the plan, it is considered that Option 
	largely negative effects (with a few exceptions, such as the mixed positive and negative effects associated with the economy and community vitality SA objectives) caused mainly because self-sufficiency in managing hazardous waste would bring impacts that were previously exported back into the Plan Area, albeit at a relatively low level. Revised Recommendations On balance, and assuming that it can be effectively demonstrated to be consistent with other proposals within the plan, it is considered that Option 
	largely negative effects (with a few exceptions, such as the mixed positive and negative effects associated with the economy and community vitality SA objectives) caused mainly because self-sufficiency in managing hazardous waste would bring impacts that were previously exported back into the Plan Area, albeit at a relatively low level. Revised Recommendations On balance, and assuming that it can be effectively demonstrated to be consistent with other proposals within the plan, it is considered that Option 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The lack of a clear preference from respondents is noted.  Since completion of Issues and Options consultation a decision to proceed with the AWRP development has been taken and the Plan cannot influence this matter.  It is agreed that planned capacity for C&I waste should take into account expected future increases in recycling and recovery rates. It is agreed that there should not be a specific requirement placed on developers to demonstrate that waste cannot be dealt with further up the hierarchy.  It wi
	The lack of a clear preference from respondents is noted.  Since completion of Issues and Options consultation a decision to proceed with the AWRP development has been taken and the Plan cannot influence this matter.  It is agreed that planned capacity for C&I waste should take into account expected future increases in recycling and recovery rates. It is agreed that there should not be a specific requirement placed on developers to demonstrate that waste cannot be dealt with further up the hierarchy.  It wi

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	New national waste policy published October 2014 replaced PPS10.  Development of Allerton Waste Recovery Park facility commenced late 2014. Planning permission for a major merchant energy recovery facility (Southmoor Energy Recovery Centre) was granted in early 2015.  Permission has also been granted for an AD facility in York.   
	New national waste policy published October 2014 replaced PPS10.  Development of Allerton Waste Recovery Park facility commenced late 2014. Planning permission for a major merchant energy recovery facility (Southmoor Energy Recovery Centre) was granted in early 2015.  Permission has also been granted for an AD facility in York.   

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? Yes. At a general level management of C&I waste may involve movements of waste across the plan area boundary. 
	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? Yes. At a general level management of C&I waste may involve movements of waste across the plan area boundary. 

	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 

	No clear preference emerged from the consultation process or the SA of options, although the latter gave some support for allowing flexibility by planning for some importation of waste.  In this respect it is noted that permission has been granted recently for substantial new merchant energy recovery capacity in the area which could lead to increased levels of importation of waste, including C&I waste, in future although the precise role that such facilities could play in future, if built, is not yet known.
	No clear preference emerged from the consultation process or the SA of options, although the latter gave some support for allowing flexibility by planning for some importation of waste.  In this respect it is noted that permission has been granted recently for substantial new merchant energy recovery capacity in the area which could lead to increased levels of importation of waste, including C&I waste, in future although the precise role that such facilities could play in future, if built, is not yet known.
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	Preferred policy approach – title changed to W04: Meeting waste 

	management capacity requirements Commercial and Industrial 
	management capacity requirements Commercial and Industrial 

	waste (including hazardous C&I waste) 
	waste (including hazardous C&I waste) 

	1) Capacity requirements for management of C&I waste will be provided through: 
	1) Capacity requirements for management of C&I waste will be provided through: 


	i) Supporting proposals which would deliver increased capacity for the recycling and/or reprocessing and the treatment of C&I waste, particularly where this would reduce reliance on export of waste from the Plan area; 
	ii) Supporting the delivery of additional transfer station capacity for C&I waste where it can be demonstrated that additional provision would contribute to the objective of dealing with waste in proximity to where it arises;  
	iii) Providing strategic scale capacity for recovery of energy from C&I waste through a combination of spare capacity within the Allerton Waste Recovery Park facility and, if developed, the Southmoor Energy Centre and former Arbre Power Station site and supporting in principle the delivery of additional energy recovery capacity for suitable C&I waste, where the planning authority can be satisfied that the facility would be appropriately scaled to meet unmet needs for management of residual C&I waste arising
	2)Additional provision to help increase self-sufficiency in capacity for management of C&I waste is made through site allocations for: 
	Allocations for recycling, transfer and treatment of C&I waste: 
	Land at Hillcrest, Harmby (WJP01) Land at Halton East, near Skipton (WJP13) Land at Skibeden, near Skipton (WJP17) Land at Allerton Park, near Knaresborough (WJP08) Land at Seamer Carr, near Scarborough (WJP15) Land at Common Lane, Burn (WJP16) Land at Pollington (WJP22) Land at Fairfield Road, Whitby (WJP19) Land at Harewood Whin, Rufforth (WJP11) 
	Proposals for development of these sites will be supported subject to compliance with the development management policies in the Plan. 
	3)No site specific provision for additional landfill capacity for non-hazardous C&I waste is identified although provision of additional capacity for landfill of non-hazardous non-inert C&I waste, as well as for an extension of the time period for the utilisation of remaining void space at existing landfill sites subject of time limited permissions, will be supported in principle where it can be demonstrated that the waste to be landfilled cannot practicably be dealt with further up the waste hierarchy and 
	Capacity for hazardous C&I waste requiring landfill will be met through provision outside the Plan area. 
	Supporting text 
	Substantial capacity for management of C&I waste arising in the area already exists and significant further capacity has the benefit of planning permission but has not yet been implemented. Nevertheless, evidence produced during preparation of the Plan suggests that the area is reliant on 
	Substantial capacity for management of C&I waste arising in the area already exists and significant further capacity has the benefit of planning permission but has not yet been implemented. Nevertheless, evidence produced during preparation of the Plan suggests that the area is reliant on 
	export of waste for final recycling and reprocessing capacity and for the treatment of hazardous waste in particular.  Provision of support for additional capacity (as identified in Table 4) could help reduce reliance on exports and help contribute to the area being net self-sufficient in capacity for this waste stream, although it is likely that the specialised nature of some C&I waste will mean that continued reliance on exports for some waste will be required. Discussions with waste planning authorities 

	A number of proposed allocations for management of C&I waste have been put forward for consideration during preparation of the Plan.  In some cases these are considered suitable for allocation and are identified and supported in the Policy.   Applications for development of these sites for the proposed use will need to be considered against other relevant policies, including the development management policies in Chapter 9.   Due to the similarity between some elements of the LACW and C&I waste streams, som
	New anaerobic digestion capacity has recently been permitted at the North Selby Mine site. If developed, this facility would provide adequate capacity to meet expected requirements for relevant C&I wastes. 
	Subject to implementation of the additional energy recovery capacity in the Southmoor Energy Centre and/or former Arbre Power Station sites, it is not expected that there will be any shortfall in energy recovery capacity to meet any likely future needs over the plan period.  These sites and the site at North Selby Mine are identified in the Plan as committed sitesand are proposed to be safeguarded under Policy S03.  In these circumstances it is not considered appropriate to support the principle of further 
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	It is unlikely that there will be a requirement for significant new capacity for landfill of C&I waste over the plan period, taking into account current capacity and expected increases in diversion from landfill over the plan period.  However, this assumption is partly dependent on extensions of time being granted for continued landfilling at existing sites with time limited permissions, where necessary.  It is appropriate to support this in principle in the Plan to meet the needs for disposal of waste whic
	number of existing sites in the area, with planning permission for biodegradeable landfill, have not received environmental permits from the Environment Agency as a result of pollution control concerns, particularly where landfill would take place within existing or former quarries where there is a risk that important groundwater resources could be affected.  There is potential for such constraints to affect a substantial number of quarry voids in the Plan area, thus significantly limiting the scope for new
	number of existing sites in the area, with planning permission for biodegradeable landfill, have not received environmental permits from the Environment Agency as a result of pollution control concerns, particularly where landfill would take place within existing or former quarries where there is a risk that important groundwater resources could be affected.  There is potential for such constraints to affect a substantial number of quarry voids in the Plan area, thus significantly limiting the scope for new
	number of existing sites in the area, with planning permission for biodegradeable landfill, have not received environmental permits from the Environment Agency as a result of pollution control concerns, particularly where landfill would take place within existing or former quarries where there is a risk that important groundwater resources could be affected.  There is potential for such constraints to affect a substantial number of quarry voids in the Plan area, thus significantly limiting the scope for new

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 1 Objective 2 Objective 6 Objective 7 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id42: Overall approach to waste hierarchy Id43: Strategic role of the Plan area in the management of waste Id51: Overall locational principles for provision of new waste capacity Id53: Waste management facility safeguarding 
	Link to Objectives: Objective 1 Objective 2 Objective 6 Objective 7 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id42: Overall approach to waste hierarchy Id43: Strategic role of the Plan area in the management of waste Id51: Overall locational principles for provision of new waste capacity Id53: Waste management facility safeguarding 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment This policy has both positive and negative effects in relation to many of the objectives. This is because it supports the management of waste higher up the waste hierarchy and away from landfill, which has benefits in terms of reducing the land take and amenity impacts of simply landfilling waste, though the facilities for waste management higher up the waste hierarchy will themselves have a land footprint or amenity impacts. Some effects are outright positive, for instance strong posi
	Summary of assessment This policy has both positive and negative effects in relation to many of the objectives. This is because it supports the management of waste higher up the waste hierarchy and away from landfill, which has benefits in terms of reducing the land take and amenity impacts of simply landfilling waste, though the facilities for waste management higher up the waste hierarchy will themselves have a land footprint or amenity impacts. Some effects are outright positive, for instance strong posi


	A potential effect was noted in relation to community vitality and health and wellbeing. This is because hazardous waste will be managed outside of the Plan area, which will in effect mean that some small scale noise and traffic effects may be exported and also negative perceptions of any properties close to hazardous waste sites may endure. However, such disposal sites are often remote from community receptors so the effect is considered insignificant.  
	Recommendations 
	Most negative effects are moderated by the development management policies. No further mitigation is proposed. 
	Id46 -Meeting waste management capacity requirements - Construction, demolition and excavation waste (including hazardous CD&E waste)  
	Id46 -Meeting waste management capacity requirements - Construction, demolition and excavation waste (including hazardous CD&E waste)  
	Id46 -Meeting waste management capacity requirements - Construction, demolition and excavation waste (including hazardous CD&E waste)  

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would support provision of adequate capacity for, and promote community responsibility in, management of CD&E waste through:  Providing support in principle for proposals which would deliver increased capacity for the recycling of CD&E waste, with priority being given to facilities which would manage the construction and demolition element of CD&E waste. An indicative additional target capacity of up to 300,000tpa could be delivered. Provision of new capacity for recycling of CD&E was

	Option 2: This option would be the same as Option 1 but would, additionally, provide support in principle for proposals for the import for landfill of inert CD&E waste arising outside the area where it can be demonstrated that the importation and deposit of the waste is needed to achieve mineral site reclamation in accordance with agreed objectives.  
	Option 2: This option would be the same as Option 1 but would, additionally, provide support in principle for proposals for the import for landfill of inert CD&E waste arising outside the area where it can be demonstrated that the importation and deposit of the waste is needed to achieve mineral site reclamation in accordance with agreed objectives.  

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	Under both options it is possible, although uncertain, that there could be negative effects on the environment and communities through provision of new facilities, whilst positive effects would be realised in relation to managing waste further up the waste hierarchy and using resources efficiently. Option 2 would potentially increase negative effects relating to transport through importing wastes from elsewhere but in turn this may result in greater positives through facilitating high quality reclamation of
	Under both options it is possible, although uncertain, that there could be negative effects on the environment and communities through provision of new facilities, whilst positive effects would be realised in relation to managing waste further up the waste hierarchy and using resources efficiently. Option 2 would potentially increase negative effects relating to transport through importing wastes from elsewhere but in turn this may result in greater positives through facilitating high quality reclamation of

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	12 

	Question 112) Do you have a preference for 
	Question 112) Do you have a preference for 
	Number of respondents: 12 


	either of the options presented above? 
	either of the options presented above? 
	either of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 4 SC: 1 Local Authorities: 1 
	Combination: 4 MWI: 1  Local Authorities: 2 

	Option 2: 1 
	Option 2: 1 
	Did Not Specify: 3 SC: 1 MWI: 2 

	TR
	None: 0 

	Question 113) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to meeting capacity requirements for CD&E waste? 
	Question 113) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to meeting capacity requirements for CD&E waste? 
	Number of respondents: 0 SC: 0 MWI: 0 Local Authorities: 0 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q112) Option 1:  This Option is more positive in terms of waste transportation miles Option 2:  Has the potential to increase the negative effects of transporting waste through imports Options 1+2:  Supports managing this waste stream further up the waste hierarchy General comments on the Options:  Support solutions which maximise CD&E waste minimisation and recovery  Greater encouragement of CD&E waste recovery schemes in quarries would result in improved restoration and help meet the Pla
	Key Messages Q112) Option 1:  This Option is more positive in terms of waste transportation miles Option 2:  Has the potential to increase the negative effects of transporting waste through imports Options 1+2:  Supports managing this waste stream further up the waste hierarchy General comments on the Options:  Support solutions which maximise CD&E waste minimisation and recovery  Greater encouragement of CD&E waste recovery schemes in quarries would result in improved restoration and help meet the Pla

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of assessment Under both options 1 and 2 it is possible, although uncertain, that there could be negative effects on the environment and communities through provision of new facilities, whilst positive effects would be realised in relation to managing waste further up the waste hierarchy and using resources efficiently. Option 2 would potentially increase negative effects relating to transport through importing wastes from elsewhere but in turn this may result in greater positives through facilitati
	Summary of assessment Under both options 1 and 2 it is possible, although uncertain, that there could be negative effects on the environment and communities through provision of new facilities, whilst positive effects would be realised in relation to managing waste further up the waste hierarchy and using resources efficiently. Option 2 would potentially increase negative effects relating to transport through importing wastes from elsewhere but in turn this may result in greater positives through facilitati


	needed to be built, which through its use of land and its potential to generate negative public perceptions, would have a range of environmental, social and economic effects depending on location. Revised Recommendations It is recommended that on balance Option 2 would be more sustainable as it would provide greater opportunity for securing enhancements to former quarries. There is considerable uncertainty over the effects of climate change on option 3, which if pursued should be considered 
	needed to be built, which through its use of land and its potential to generate negative public perceptions, would have a range of environmental, social and economic effects depending on location. Revised Recommendations It is recommended that on balance Option 2 would be more sustainable as it would provide greater opportunity for securing enhancements to former quarries. There is considerable uncertainty over the effects of climate change on option 3, which if pursued should be considered 
	needed to be built, which through its use of land and its potential to generate negative public perceptions, would have a range of environmental, social and economic effects depending on location. Revised Recommendations It is recommended that on balance Option 2 would be more sustainable as it would provide greater opportunity for securing enhancements to former quarries. There is considerable uncertainty over the effects of climate change on option 3, which if pursued should be considered 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The support of respondents for Option 1 or a combination of Options 1 and 2 is noted.  It is agreed that policies in the Plan should provide support for moving waste further up the hierarchy.  This is also addressed in specific policy dealing with this topic.  Whilst it is noted that some respondents were concerned about the transport implications of supporting the principle of importation of inert CD&E waste, it is considered that the potential benefits of helping to secure the effective reclamation of min
	The support of respondents for Option 1 or a combination of Options 1 and 2 is noted.  It is agreed that policies in the Plan should provide support for moving waste further up the hierarchy.  This is also addressed in specific policy dealing with this topic.  Whilst it is noted that some respondents were concerned about the transport implications of supporting the principle of importation of inert CD&E waste, it is considered that the potential benefits of helping to secure the effective reclamation of min

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	New national waste policy published October 2014 replaced PPS10. 
	New national waste policy published October 2014 replaced PPS10. 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? Yes At a general level management of C&D waste arising in the Plan area may involve cross boundary movements of waste. 
	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? Yes At a general level management of C&D waste arising in the Plan area may involve cross boundary movements of waste. 

	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 

	There is significant potential to move management of CD&E waste up the waste hierarchy, including encouraging the use of elements of this waste streams as an alternative to primary aggregate minerals, as encouraged by proposed minerals supply policies in the Plan.   The provision of support in the Plan for delivery of new infrastructure to help meet identified needs and to help ensure provision of a comprehensive network of facilities is considered desirable. It is also considered that there is no clear bas
	There is significant potential to move management of CD&E waste up the waste hierarchy, including encouraging the use of elements of this waste streams as an alternative to primary aggregate minerals, as encouraged by proposed minerals supply policies in the Plan.   The provision of support in the Plan for delivery of new infrastructure to help meet identified needs and to help ensure provision of a comprehensive network of facilities is considered desirable. It is also considered that there is no clear bas
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	Preferred policy approach – title changed to W05: Meeting waste management capacity 

	requirements Construction, Demolition and Excavation waste (including hazardous CD&E 
	requirements Construction, Demolition and Excavation waste (including hazardous CD&E 

	waste) 
	waste) 

	1) Capacity requirements for management of CD&E waste will be provided through: i. Supporting proposals which would deliver increased capacity for the recycling of CD&E waste; ii. Supporting the delivery of additional transfer station capacity for CD&E waste where it can be demonstrated that additional provision would contribute to the objective of dealing with waste in proximity to where it arises; iii. Supporting provision of additional landfill capacity for non-hazardous non-inert CD&E waste where it can
	1) Capacity requirements for management of CD&E waste will be provided through: i. Supporting proposals which would deliver increased capacity for the recycling of CD&E waste; ii. Supporting the delivery of additional transfer station capacity for CD&E waste where it can be demonstrated that additional provision would contribute to the objective of dealing with waste in proximity to where it arises; iii. Supporting provision of additional landfill capacity for non-hazardous non-inert CD&E waste where it can


	or the substantial improvement of derelict or degraded land to a condition where it can be returned to a beneficial use; 
	iv. 
	iv. 
	iv. 
	Supporting the principle of an extension of the time period for the utilisation of remaining void space at existing CD&E landfill sites subject of time limited permissions; 

	v. 
	v. 
	Capacity for hazardous CD&E waste requiring landfill will be met through provision outside the Plan area. 


	2)Additional provision to help meet requirements and increase self-sufficiency in capacity for management of CD&E waste is made through site allocations for: 
	Allocations for recycling of CD&E waste: 
	Land at Potgate Quarry, North Stainley (WJP23) 
	Land at Allerton Park, near Knaresborough (WJP08) 
	Land at Darrington Quarry, Darrington  (MJP27) 
	Land at Barnsdale Bar, Kirk Smeaton (MJP26) 
	Land at Went Edge Quarry, Kirk Smeaton (WJP10) 
	Land at Whitewall Quarry, Norton (MJP13) 
	Land at Duttons Farm, Upper Poppleton (WJP05) 
	Proposals for development of these sites will be supported subject to compliance with the development management policies in the Plan. 
	Allocations for landfill of inert CD&E waste: 
	Land at Brotherton Quarry, Burton Salmon (WJP21) 
	Land at Tancred Quarry, Scorton (WJP18) 
	Proposals for development of these sites will be supported subject to compliance with the development management policies in the Plan. 
	Allocations for landfill of inert CD&E waste: 
	Land at Duttons Farm, Upper Poppleton (WJP05 
	Land adjacent to former Escrick brickworks, Escrick (WJP06) 
	Proposals for landfill at these sites will only be supported as a means of enabling reclamation of any mineral workings developed in connection with allocations MJP52 and MJP55 and subject to compliance with development management policies in the Plan. 
	Supporting text 
	CD&E waste arises in significant quantities in the Plan area and future growth and development activity, particularly within the more urbanised parts, is likely to lead to substantial quantities continuing to arise over the plan period.  There is high potential for some elements of this waste stream to be reused or recycled, sometimes at the point of arising, for example in association with demolition and re-development activity.  Evidence suggests that reuse or recycling of suitable CD&E waste already take
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	 for additional capacity for management of CD&E waste has been identified in evidence work for the Plan.  This includes a requirement for both additional recycling capacity and a small amount of additional landfill capacity (see Table 4).  Sustainability principles suggest that such waste should only be landfilled where it is not practicable to manage it further up the waste hierarchy.  Where landfill is required, there are a number of existing sites in the Plan area with permission for this activity. Consu
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	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	TR
	Link to Objectives: Objective 1 Objective 2 Objective 4 Objective 6 Objective 7 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id42: Overall approach to waste hierarchy Id43: Strategic role of the Plan area in the management of waste Id51: Overall locational principles for provision of new waste capacity Id53: Waste management facility safeguarding 

	TR
	SA/SEA 

	TR
	Summary of Assessment This policy has a range of mixed effects. Many SA objectives report both minor positive and negative effects because while new facilities may be built to support the policy (impacting on biodiversity and generating dust, noise, local traffic and carbon), utilising CD&E waste to regenerate land or for quarry restoration will often restore degraded land, which, depending on the restoration proposed, could bring a range of sustainability benefits. The ‘restoration’ aspect of this policy i


	restoration would still occur. This occurs with the historic environment and landscape objectives. 
	Other strong positives are noted for the minimising resources and minimising waste SA objectives, which identified that more recycling of CD&E waste would reduce demand for new materials to be extracted and also reduce demand for disposal of materials. This can add value to what was once a waste, bringing economic benefits. 
	A potential effect was noted in relation to community vitality and health and wellbeing. This is because hazardous CD&E waste will be managed outside of the Plan Area, which will in effect mean that some small scale noise and traffic effects may be exported and also negative perceptions of any properties close to hazardous waste sites may endure. However, such disposal sites are often remote from community receptors so the effect is considered insignificant.       
	Recommendations 
	No further mitigation is proposed. 
	Id47 - Managing agricultural waste 
	Id47 - Managing agricultural waste 
	Id47 - Managing agricultural waste 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would support self-sufficiency in capacity for management of waste, as well as the principle of managing waste near to where it arises, by supporting where practicable the on-farm management of agricultural waste at the point of arising. Where waste can only be managed through more specialised facilities or facilities which can only realistically be provided at a larger scale, then support would be provided in principle for the development of new infrastructure which would enable appro

	Option 2: This option would operate in combination with Option 1 and would also give specific support in principle for the development of Anaerobic Digestion facilities for the management of agricultural waste, in line with national waste strategy. 
	Option 2: This option would operate in combination with Option 1 and would also give specific support in principle for the development of Anaerobic Digestion facilities for the management of agricultural waste, in line with national waste strategy. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	Both options exhibit a range of sustainability effects although these are in the main neutral to positive. Option 1 might result in minor negative effects relating to biodiversity water, air, and health and wellbeing. However, most other effects are broadly positive as more on site management would reduce transport and associated effects, and would support existing practises of managing farm wastes in positive ways. Option 2 has similar negative effects, as well as possible negative effects on farm landscap
	Both options exhibit a range of sustainability effects although these are in the main neutral to positive. Option 1 might result in minor negative effects relating to biodiversity water, air, and health and wellbeing. However, most other effects are broadly positive as more on site management would reduce transport and associated effects, and would support existing practises of managing farm wastes in positive ways. Option 2 has similar negative effects, as well as possible negative effects on farm landscap

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	15 

	Question 114) Do you have a preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Question 114) Do you have a preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Number of respondents: 13 

	Option 1: 3 SC: 1 
	Option 1: 3 SC: 1 
	Combination: 4 Local Authorities: 1 


	Table
	TR
	Option 2: 5 Local Authorities: 1 
	Did Not Specify: 1 SC: 1 

	TR
	None: 

	Question 115) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to meeting capacity requirements for Agricultural waste? 
	Question 115) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to meeting capacity requirements for Agricultural waste? 
	Number of respondents: 2 SC: 0 MWI: 0 Local Authorities: 0 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q114) Option 1:  Supports managing waste close to where it arises reducing waste transport miles  AD facilities should be excluded from using food crops as this may lead to reduced food production capacity Option 2: no specific comments were received Option 1+2:  AD facilities can accept local food waste and residual waste can be applied to farmland  Supports the development of AD facilities General comments on the Options:  Key concern, ensuring no detrimental impact upon amenity and no p
	Key Messages Q114) Option 1:  Supports managing waste close to where it arises reducing waste transport miles  AD facilities should be excluded from using food crops as this may lead to reduced food production capacity Option 2: no specific comments were received Option 1+2:  AD facilities can accept local food waste and residual waste can be applied to farmland  Supports the development of AD facilities General comments on the Options:  Key concern, ensuring no detrimental impact upon amenity and no p

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	N/A 
	N/A 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	It is agreed that it would be necessary to ensure that amenity and ground and surface water is adequately protected from impacts from development.  This is addressed in other policy areas in the Plan.  The preference for excluding food crops from AD is noted but is outside the direct control of the Plan, which is concerned with management of waste. 
	It is agreed that it would be necessary to ensure that amenity and ground and surface water is adequately protected from impacts from development.  This is addressed in other policy areas in the Plan.  The preference for excluding food crops from AD is noted but is outside the direct control of the Plan, which is concerned with management of waste. 

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	New national waste policy published October 2014 replaced PPS10. 
	New national waste policy published October 2014 replaced PPS10. 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No 
	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No 

	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 

	The national policy principles of moving waste up the hierarchy and managing waste near to where it arises apply to agricultural waste in the same way as to other waste streams.  The Government has produced a national strategy for Anaerobic Digestion to help encourage its use as a method in management of suitable wastes, which could include waste arising from the agricultural sector.  The SA noted strong positive impacts associated with Option 2, which is intended to operate in conjunction with Option 1, an
	The national policy principles of moving waste up the hierarchy and managing waste near to where it arises apply to agricultural waste in the same way as to other waste streams.  The Government has produced a national strategy for Anaerobic Digestion to help encourage its use as a method in management of suitable wastes, which could include waste arising from the agricultural sector.  The SA noted strong positive impacts associated with Option 2, which is intended to operate in conjunction with Option 1, an

	Preferred policy approach – changed title to W06: Managing agricultural waste 
	Preferred policy approach – changed title to W06: Managing agricultural waste 


	Proposals for the on-farm management of agricultural waste at the point of arising, including proposals for individual farm-scale anaerobic digestion, will be supported where the proposed development would help move waste up the waste hierarchy, is appropriately scaled in relation to the arisings requiring management and compliance with relevant development management policies in the Plan can be demonstrated. Proposals scaled to provide capacity for the management of agricultural waste from more than one ag
	Proposals for the on-farm management of agricultural waste at the point of arising, including proposals for individual farm-scale anaerobic digestion, will be supported where the proposed development would help move waste up the waste hierarchy, is appropriately scaled in relation to the arisings requiring management and compliance with relevant development management policies in the Plan can be demonstrated. Proposals scaled to provide capacity for the management of agricultural waste from more than one ag
	Proposals for the on-farm management of agricultural waste at the point of arising, including proposals for individual farm-scale anaerobic digestion, will be supported where the proposed development would help move waste up the waste hierarchy, is appropriately scaled in relation to the arisings requiring management and compliance with relevant development management policies in the Plan can be demonstrated. Proposals scaled to provide capacity for the management of agricultural waste from more than one ag

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 1 Objective 2 Objective 7 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id42: Overall approach to waste hierarchy Id43: Strategic role of the Plan area in the management of waste Id51: Overall locational principles for provision of new waste capacity Id53: Waste management facility safeguarding 
	Link to Objectives: Objective 1 Objective 2 Objective 7 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id42: Overall approach to waste hierarchy Id43: Strategic role of the Plan area in the management of waste Id51: Overall locational principles for provision of new waste capacity Id53: Waste management facility safeguarding 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment For most objectives this option displays either positive effects or neutral effects. In particular the preferred policy performs very positively against the resource use and waste minimisation objectives, in part because it encourages lower resource use and moves waste up the waste hierarchy. It also performs well for the soils and land objective because of the benefits of utilising organic farm wastes in composts or as biodigestate for improving the productivity of land. However, this
	Summary of assessment For most objectives this option displays either positive effects or neutral effects. In particular the preferred policy performs very positively against the resource use and waste minimisation objectives, in part because it encourages lower resource use and moves waste up the waste hierarchy. It also performs well for the soils and land objective because of the benefits of utilising organic farm wastes in composts or as biodigestate for improving the productivity of land. However, this


	to biodiversity due to the possible combined effect of land take and leachate from off and on farm facilities as well as localised nutrient loading of soils from on farm facilities still being significant even after other policies mitigating policies are applied. 
	Recommendations 
	It may be advantageous to slightly alter the policy to add wording akin to ‘additional organic waste streams may be acceptable at agricultural anaerobic digestion facilities provided that they serve a local need and comply with the overall policy’. This would further enhance benefits, particularly to the land / soils objective.  
	Clear links in the supporting text to policy D11 on sustainable design would further lessen effects on biodiversity. 
	Id48 - Managing low level (non-nuclear) radioactive waste 
	Id48 - Managing low level (non-nuclear) radioactive waste 
	Id48 - Managing low level (non-nuclear) radioactive waste 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would assume that needs for capacity for management of LLRW would be met outside the Plan area.  OR 

	Option 2: This option would assume that capacity needs for management of LLRW are likely to be met outside the Plan area but would provide support in principle for development of specialist facilities in the Plan area where it can be demonstrated that the facility would enable LLRW arising in the area to be managed further up the hierarchy. The locational principles for such development would need to be in accordance with the site locational principles for waste development to be contained in the Plan. 
	Option 2: This option would assume that capacity needs for management of LLRW are likely to be met outside the Plan area but would provide support in principle for development of specialist facilities in the Plan area where it can be demonstrated that the facility would enable LLRW arising in the area to be managed further up the hierarchy. The locational principles for such development would need to be in accordance with the site locational principles for waste development to be contained in the Plan. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	The effects of Option 1 would largely be neutral or beneficial within the Plan area given that the waste would be managed elsewhere. The main negative effects under Option 1 would be in relation to transportation of LLRW and associated emissions. In comparison, under Option 2 effects are largely uncertain as proposals would need to be considered against other policies within the Plan. This option has potential negative effects in relation to the local environment and communities. Given that low levels of LL
	The effects of Option 1 would largely be neutral or beneficial within the Plan area given that the waste would be managed elsewhere. The main negative effects under Option 1 would be in relation to transportation of LLRW and associated emissions. In comparison, under Option 2 effects are largely uncertain as proposals would need to be considered against other policies within the Plan. This option has potential negative effects in relation to the local environment and communities. Given that low levels of LL

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	7 

	Question 116) Do you have a preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Question 116) Do you have a preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Number of respondents: 6 

	Option 1: 6 Local Authorities: 1 
	Option 1: 6 Local Authorities: 1 
	Combination: 0 

	Option 2: 0 
	Option 2: 0 
	Did Not Specify: 0 

	TR
	None: 0 

	Question 117) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to meeting capacity requirements for LLRW? 
	Question 117) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to meeting capacity requirements for LLRW? 
	Number of respondents: 1 SC: 0 MWI: 0 Local Authorities: 0 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q116) Option 1: 
	Key Messages Q116) Option 1: 


	 Manage waste outside the Plan area Option 2:  No specific comments about option 2 were raised. Key Messages Q117) Only one alternative was put forward which was to not allow fracking as it might produce LLR waste. This was not considered a reasonable alternative and so was discounted and not taken forward. 
	 Manage waste outside the Plan area Option 2:  No specific comments about option 2 were raised. Key Messages Q117) Only one alternative was put forward which was to not allow fracking as it might produce LLR waste. This was not considered a reasonable alternative and so was discounted and not taken forward. 
	 Manage waste outside the Plan area Option 2:  No specific comments about option 2 were raised. Key Messages Q117) Only one alternative was put forward which was to not allow fracking as it might produce LLR waste. This was not considered a reasonable alternative and so was discounted and not taken forward. 

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	N/A 
	N/A 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The preference of respondents for Option 1 is noted. 
	The preference of respondents for Option 1 is noted. 

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	New national waste policy published October 2014 replaced PPS10.  Proposals for testing for shale gas in the Vale of Pickering were announced in late 2014.  If pursued, this could potentially lead to some increase in generation of LLR waste in the Plan area, through the need for management of Naturally Occurring Radioactive Materials arising in flowback waters generated during any development. In July 2014 the Government published a Strategy for the Management of Naturally Occurring Radioactive Materials (N
	New national waste policy published October 2014 replaced PPS10.  Proposals for testing for shale gas in the Vale of Pickering were announced in late 2014.  If pursued, this could potentially lead to some increase in generation of LLR waste in the Plan area, through the need for management of Naturally Occurring Radioactive Materials arising in flowback waters generated during any development. In July 2014 the Government published a Strategy for the Management of Naturally Occurring Radioactive Materials (N

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? Yes At a general level management of LLR arising in the Plan area is likely to involve cross boundary movements of waste. 
	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? Yes At a general level management of LLR arising in the Plan area is likely to involve cross boundary movements of waste. 

	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 

	Since undertaking consultation at Issues and Options stage there has been growing interest in the potential for exploitation of shale gas in the Joint Plan area, with proposals for appraisal of potential reserves in the Vale of Pickering expected during 2015.  This has the potential to lead to an increase in arising of LLRW in the form of Naturally Occurring Radioactive Materials (NORM) within flowback waters generating by hydraulic fracturing.  There is little specific evidence at this stage on the potenti
	Since undertaking consultation at Issues and Options stage there has been growing interest in the potential for exploitation of shale gas in the Joint Plan area, with proposals for appraisal of potential reserves in the Vale of Pickering expected during 2015.  This has the potential to lead to an increase in arising of LLRW in the form of Naturally Occurring Radioactive Materials (NORM) within flowback waters generating by hydraulic fracturing.  There is little specific evidence at this stage on the potenti

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to W07: Managing low level (non-nuclear) radioactive waste 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to W07: Managing low level (non-nuclear) radioactive waste 

	Capacity requirements for management of Low Level Radioactive Waste arising in the Plan area 
	Capacity requirements for management of Low Level Radioactive Waste arising in the Plan area 

	will be met through a combination of export to facilities outside the area and, where practicable, the provision of capacity within the Plan area to meet needs for LLRW arising within it.  Particular support will be given to proposals which would assist in moving management of LLRW up the waste hierarchy, with preference being given to the onsite management of waste at the point of arising where practicable. Supporting text There is relatively limited evidence on arisings of LLRW in the Plan area and the me
	will be met through a combination of export to facilities outside the area and, where practicable, the provision of capacity within the Plan area to meet needs for LLRW arising within it.  Particular support will be given to proposals which would assist in moving management of LLRW up the waste hierarchy, with preference being given to the onsite management of waste at the point of arising where practicable. Supporting text There is relatively limited evidence on arisings of LLRW in the Plan area and the me

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Links to Objectives Objective 2 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id42: Overall approach to waste hierarchy Id43: Strategic role of the Plan area in the management of waste Id51: Overall locational principles for provision of new waste capacity Id53: Waste management facility safeguarding 
	Links to Objectives Objective 2 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id42: Overall approach to waste hierarchy Id43: Strategic role of the Plan area in the management of waste Id51: Overall locational principles for provision of new waste capacity Id53: Waste management facility safeguarding 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment Mostly the effects of this preferred policy are small scale as the volume of LLRW is expected to be low and most significant impacts would be regulated through the environmental permitting regime. There could however be small impacts associated with land take, the possibility of accidental spills, changes to character resulting from small built structures or low level changes in traffic levels as a result of this preferred policy. This leads to low level negative effects (with consider
	Summary of assessment Mostly the effects of this preferred policy are small scale as the volume of LLRW is expected to be low and most significant impacts would be regulated through the environmental permitting regime. There could however be small impacts associated with land take, the possibility of accidental spills, changes to character resulting from small built structures or low level changes in traffic levels as a result of this preferred policy. This leads to low level negative effects (with consider


	No further mitigation is proposed. 
	Id49 - Managing waste water (sewage sludge) 
	Id49 - Managing waste water (sewage sludge) 
	Id49 - Managing waste water (sewage sludge) 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would support the development of new infrastructure for the management of waste water, where such provision would be in line with requirements identified in asset management plans produced by waste water infrastructure providers active in the Plan area. Preference would be given to the expansion of existing infrastructure in appropriate locations rather than the development of new facilities. AND 

	Option 2: The approach under this option would be the same as for Option 1 but support would also be provided in principle for the development of new sites in appropriate locations for management of waste water as well as for the expansion of existing facilities. 
	Option 2: The approach under this option would be the same as for Option 1 but support would also be provided in principle for the development of new sites in appropriate locations for management of waste water as well as for the expansion of existing facilities. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	Both options would result in positive effects in relation to provision of infrastructure necessary to support communities and both have minor positive effects in relation to employment. Under both options there is also the potential for localised negative effects on the environment although these could be more significant under Option 2 through the likelihood of a greater number of new (rather than extended) facilities. 
	Both options would result in positive effects in relation to provision of infrastructure necessary to support communities and both have minor positive effects in relation to employment. Under both options there is also the potential for localised negative effects on the environment although these could be more significant under Option 2 through the likelihood of a greater number of new (rather than extended) facilities. 

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	9 

	Question 118) Do you have a preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Question 118) Do you have a preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Number of respondents: 7 

	Option 1: 2 
	Option 1: 2 
	Combination: 2 Local Authorities: 1 

	Option 2: 3 Local Authorities: 1 
	Option 2: 3 Local Authorities: 1 
	Did Not Specify: 0 

	TR
	None: 0 

	Question 119) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to managing waste water (sewage sludge)? 
	Question 119) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to managing waste water (sewage sludge)? 
	Number of respondents: 2 SC: 0 MWI: 0 Local Authorities: 0 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q118) Option 2:  Additional capacity of WWTW likely to be sought from expansion of existing sites  Flexibility in the policy is required for new sites if needed, including innovative forms of treatment Option 1+2:  New development will lead to higher levels of sewage sludge  New sites in appropriate locations are acceptable in principle Key Messages Q119) Two alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 6 – Waste table’ along 
	Key Messages Q118) Option 2:  Additional capacity of WWTW likely to be sought from expansion of existing sites  Flexibility in the policy is required for new sites if needed, including innovative forms of treatment Option 1+2:  New development will lead to higher levels of sewage sludge  New sites in appropriate locations are acceptable in principle Key Messages Q119) Two alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 6 – Waste table’ along 


	forward. Neither was able to be taken forward as an alternative option although some points were raised which should be taken into consideration when progressing to the Preferred options stage. The policy should consider promoting the siting of anaerobic digestion facilities on waste water treatment works, and, sewage sludge and waste water should be viewed as a valuable resource. 
	forward. Neither was able to be taken forward as an alternative option although some points were raised which should be taken into consideration when progressing to the Preferred options stage. The policy should consider promoting the siting of anaerobic digestion facilities on waste water treatment works, and, sewage sludge and waste water should be viewed as a valuable resource. 
	forward. Neither was able to be taken forward as an alternative option although some points were raised which should be taken into consideration when progressing to the Preferred options stage. The policy should consider promoting the siting of anaerobic digestion facilities on waste water treatment works, and, sewage sludge and waste water should be viewed as a valuable resource. 

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	N/A 
	N/A 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	It is agreed that it is likely to be appropriate to incorporate some flexibility in policy to allow the development of capacity at new sites where necessary.  It is also agreed that the potential for siting of AD facilities at Waste Water Treatment Works is a matter which could be considered under this policy to help move waste further up the hierarchy. 
	It is agreed that it is likely to be appropriate to incorporate some flexibility in policy to allow the development of capacity at new sites where necessary.  It is also agreed that the potential for siting of AD facilities at Waste Water Treatment Works is a matter which could be considered under this policy to help move waste further up the hierarchy. 

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	New national waste policy published October 2014 replaced PPS10. 
	New national waste policy published October 2014 replaced PPS10. 

	Duty to Cooperate  
	Duty to Cooperate  

	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? No 
	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? No 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	Whilst evidence suggests that requirements for increased capacity for management of waste water and sewage sludge are most likely to be met through expansion of capacity at existing treatment sites, it is acknowledged that it would be beneficial for policy to provide support for new sites in appropriate locations, in order to provide more flexibility to respond to increased demand for capacity, particularly taking into account potential for housing growth in the area over the plan period.  Whilst the initia
	Whilst evidence suggests that requirements for increased capacity for management of waste water and sewage sludge are most likely to be met through expansion of capacity at existing treatment sites, it is acknowledged that it would be beneficial for policy to provide support for new sites in appropriate locations, in order to provide more flexibility to respond to increased demand for capacity, particularly taking into account potential for housing growth in the area over the plan period.  Whilst the initia

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to W08: Managing waste water (sewage sludge) 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to W08: Managing waste water (sewage sludge) 

	Proposals for the development of new infrastructure and increased capacity for the management of waste water and sewage sludge will be supported in line with requirements identified in asset management plans produced by waste water infrastructure providers active in the Plan area. Preference will be given to the expansion of existing infrastructure in appropriate locations rather than the development of new facilities.  Where it is not practicable to provide required additional capacity at existing sites, s
	Proposals for the development of new infrastructure and increased capacity for the management of waste water and sewage sludge will be supported in line with requirements identified in asset management plans produced by waste water infrastructure providers active in the Plan area. Preference will be given to the expansion of existing infrastructure in appropriate locations rather than the development of new facilities.  Where it is not practicable to provide required additional capacity at existing sites, s

	based around expansion of the existing facility network, there may be a need for development of new sites. Provision for some flexibility in the Plan for this is appropriate in order to ensure that adequate opportunities for development of capacity are available.   Some of the output from waste water treatment activity may be capable of being subject to further treatment through anaerobic digestion processes and this could help move this waste further up the hierarchy through reducing landfilling and recove
	based around expansion of the existing facility network, there may be a need for development of new sites. Provision for some flexibility in the Plan for this is appropriate in order to ensure that adequate opportunities for development of capacity are available.   Some of the output from waste water treatment activity may be capable of being subject to further treatment through anaerobic digestion processes and this could help move this waste further up the hierarchy through reducing landfilling and recove

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 1 Objective 2 Objective 6 Objective 7 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id42: Overall approach to waste hierarchy Id43: Strategic role of the Plan area in the management of waste Id51: Overall locational principles for provision of new waste capacity Id53: Waste management facility safeguarding 
	Link to Objectives: Objective 1 Objective 2 Objective 6 Objective 7 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id42: Overall approach to waste hierarchy Id43: Strategic role of the Plan area in the management of waste Id51: Overall locational principles for provision of new waste capacity Id53: Waste management facility safeguarding 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment Mostly the sustainability effects of this preferred option are small scale and minor and may be positive or negative. For instance, minor negative effects are associated with the objectives for biodiversity, air, adaptation to climate change, historic environment, landscape and flooding in part because the facilities supported by the policy have a physical land take, would be likely to be located close to water and through traffic, construction activities and bio-aerosols, would impact
	Summary of assessment Mostly the sustainability effects of this preferred option are small scale and minor and may be positive or negative. For instance, minor negative effects are associated with the objectives for biodiversity, air, adaptation to climate change, historic environment, landscape and flooding in part because the facilities supported by the policy have a physical land take, would be likely to be located close to water and through traffic, construction activities and bio-aerosols, would impact


	Id50 - Managing power station ash 
	Options 
	Options 
	Options 
	Option 1: 

	presented at 
	presented at 
	In line with policy options relating to the supply of secondary aggregate, this option 

	Issues and 
	Issues and 
	would support the use of ash as an alternative to primary aggregate but, for ash 

	options stage 
	options stage 
	which cannot be used in this way, would support its continued disposal in accordance with existing arrangements at the Gale Common, Barlow and Brotherton Ings ash disposal sites, which would be identified in the Plan as strategic sites to meet the disposal needs of power generation.  

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	There are some minor negative effects on biodiversity, water, local air quality and the historic environment, as well as less certain minor negative effects on landscape, community vitality (for which there are also some positive effects associated with employment) and health and wellbeing associated with this option, arising out of localised problems such as dust generation, possible runoff / leachate and traffic. These may however be offset to a degree by positive environmental and social effects, particu
	There are some minor negative effects on biodiversity, water, local air quality and the historic environment, as well as less certain minor negative effects on landscape, community vitality (for which there are also some positive effects associated with employment) and health and wellbeing associated with this option, arising out of localised problems such as dust generation, possible runoff / leachate and traffic. These may however be offset to a degree by positive environmental and social effects, particu

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	11 

	Question 120) Do you agree with the option presented above? 
	Question 120) Do you agree with the option presented above? 
	Number of respondents: 9 

	Option 1: 7 MWI: 2 Local Authorities: 1 
	Option 1: 7 MWI: 2 Local Authorities: 1 
	Did Not Specify: 0 

	TR
	None: 2 

	Question 121) Are there any alternative 
	Question 121) Are there any alternative 
	Number of respondents: 1 

	options the Authorities should consider in 
	options the Authorities should consider in 
	SC: 0 

	relation to managing power station ash? 
	relation to managing power station ash? 
	MWI: 0 Local Authorities: 0 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q120)  Oppose increased management of power station ash, as a by-product of incineration  Support increased availability of material for secondary aggregates  Support continued use of existing power station ash disposal sites (Gale Common, Barlow and Brotherton Ings)  Producers of power station ash should maximise treatment and use as secondary aggregate or mineral site restoration material Key Messages Q121) Any alternative options which were suggested in the responses are detailed in the 
	Key Messages Q120)  Oppose increased management of power station ash, as a by-product of incineration  Support increased availability of material for secondary aggregates  Support continued use of existing power station ash disposal sites (Gale Common, Barlow and Brotherton Ings)  Producers of power station ash should maximise treatment and use as secondary aggregate or mineral site restoration material Key Messages Q121) Any alternative options which were suggested in the responses are detailed in the 


	General  Submission of a comparative study of alternative sites should be required for proposals to dispose colliery spoil 
	General  Submission of a comparative study of alternative sites should be required for proposals to dispose colliery spoil 
	General  Submission of a comparative study of alternative sites should be required for proposals to dispose colliery spoil 

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of assessment There are some minor negative effects of option 1 on biodiversity, water, local air quality and the historic environment, as well as less certain minor negative effects on landscape, community vitality (for which there are also some positive effects associated with employment) and health and wellbeing associated with this option, arising out of localised problems such as dust generation, possible runoff / leachate and traffic. These may however be offset to a degree by positive environ
	Summary of assessment There are some minor negative effects of option 1 on biodiversity, water, local air quality and the historic environment, as well as less certain minor negative effects on landscape, community vitality (for which there are also some positive effects associated with employment) and health and wellbeing associated with this option, arising out of localised problems such as dust generation, possible runoff / leachate and traffic. These may however be offset to a degree by positive environ

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The general support for the option presented is noted.  Other policy in the plan addresses the issue of encouraging utilisation of power station ash as secondary aggregate.  The co-disposal of ash with inert waste in landfill is not supported as it may act as a disincentive to the re-use of the material. 
	The general support for the option presented is noted.  Other policy in the plan addresses the issue of encouraging utilisation of power station ash as secondary aggregate.  The co-disposal of ash with inert waste in landfill is not supported as it may act as a disincentive to the re-use of the material. 

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	New national waste policy published October 2014 replaced PPS10. 
	New national waste policy published October 2014 replaced PPS10. 

	Duty to Cooperate  
	Duty to Cooperate  

	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? No 
	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? No 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	In accordance with the findings of the initial SA and the views of most respondents, it is considered appropriate to carry forward Option 1, which is also generally in line with national policy. 
	In accordance with the findings of the initial SA and the views of most respondents, it is considered appropriate to carry forward Option 1, which is also generally in line with national policy. 

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to W09: Managing power station ash 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to W09: Managing power station ash 

	Support will be given to proposals to increase the utilisation of power station ash as secondary aggregate or for other beneficial use, in line with the preferred policy M11 for the Supply of Alternatives to Land Won Primary Aggregate.   Where ash cannot be utilised for beneficial purposes, support will be given for the continued disposal of power station ash at the existing Gale Common, Barlow and Brotherton Ings ash disposal sites, which are identified and safeguarded in the Plan as strategic sites for th
	Support will be given to proposals to increase the utilisation of power station ash as secondary aggregate or for other beneficial use, in line with the preferred policy M11 for the Supply of Alternatives to Land Won Primary Aggregate.   Where ash cannot be utilised for beneficial purposes, support will be given for the continued disposal of power station ash at the existing Gale Common, Barlow and Brotherton Ings ash disposal sites, which are identified and safeguarded in the Plan as strategic sites for th

	Ash is produced in large quantities as a result of power generation activity in Selby District and forms a major and distinctive element of overall arisings of waste in the Plan area.  The requirements of the waste hierarchy and the need to encourage the sustainable supply of minerals indicate that it is preferable for this waste to be put to beneficial use where possible. An element of the power station ash waste stream is already put to beneficial use as secondary aggregate and policy support for increase
	Ash is produced in large quantities as a result of power generation activity in Selby District and forms a major and distinctive element of overall arisings of waste in the Plan area.  The requirements of the waste hierarchy and the need to encourage the sustainable supply of minerals indicate that it is preferable for this waste to be put to beneficial use where possible. An element of the power station ash waste stream is already put to beneficial use as secondary aggregate and policy support for increase

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives Objective 1 Objective 2 Objective 4 Objective 6 Objective 7 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id14: Supply of alternatives to land won primary aggregates Id42: Overall approach to waste hierarchy Id43: Strategic role of the Plan area in the management of waste Id51: Overall locational principles for provision of new waste capacity Id53: Waste management facility safeguarding 
	Link to Objectives Objective 1 Objective 2 Objective 4 Objective 6 Objective 7 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id14: Supply of alternatives to land won primary aggregates Id42: Overall approach to waste hierarchy Id43: Strategic role of the Plan area in the management of waste Id51: Overall locational principles for provision of new waste capacity Id53: Waste management facility safeguarding 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment There are some minor negative effects on biodiversity, water, local air quality and the historic environment, as well as less certain minor negative effects on landscape, community vitality (for which there are also some positive effects associated with employment) and health and wellbeing associated with this option, arising out of localised problems such as dust generation, possible runoff / leachate and traffic. These may however be offset to a degree by positive environmental and s
	Summary of assessment There are some minor negative effects on biodiversity, water, local air quality and the historic environment, as well as less certain minor negative effects on landscape, community vitality (for which there are also some positive effects associated with employment) and health and wellbeing associated with this option, arising out of localised problems such as dust generation, possible runoff / leachate and traffic. These may however be offset to a degree by positive environmental and s


	Id51 -Overall locational principles for provision of new waste capacity 
	Id51 -Overall locational principles for provision of new waste capacity 
	Id51 -Overall locational principles for provision of new waste capacity 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would seek to ensure that sufficient waste management capacity is provided through a combination of:   Making best use of the existing facility network, for example by supporting provision 

	TR
	of increased capacity at existing waste management facilities unless there would be unacceptable environmental or local amenity impacts.  Supporting the provision of capacity at new sites (i.e. sites not currently in use for waste management purposes) where the facility would contribute to meeting needs identified in the Plan and the site meets any more detailed waste site identification criteria contained in the Plan (see subsequent options).  OR 

	Option 2: This option would seek to ensure that sufficient waste management capacity is provided through a combination of:   Making best use of the existing facility network, for example by supporting provision of increased capacity at existing waste management facilities unless there would be unacceptable environmental or local amenity impacts.  Supporting the provision of capacity at new sites where the facility would contribute to meeting needs identified in the Plan; the site is compatible with other 
	Option 2: This option would seek to ensure that sufficient waste management capacity is provided through a combination of:   Making best use of the existing facility network, for example by supporting provision of increased capacity at existing waste management facilities unless there would be unacceptable environmental or local amenity impacts.  Supporting the provision of capacity at new sites where the facility would contribute to meeting needs identified in the Plan; the site is compatible with other 

	Option 3: This option would seek to ensure that sufficient waste management capacity is provided through a combination of:   Making best use of the existing facility network, for example by supporting provision of increased capacity at existing waste management facilities unless there would be unacceptable environmental or local amenity impacts.  Supporting the provision of capacity at new sites where the facility would contribute to meeting needs identified in the Plan; the site is compatible with other 
	Option 3: This option would seek to ensure that sufficient waste management capacity is provided through a combination of:   Making best use of the existing facility network, for example by supporting provision of increased capacity at existing waste management facilities unless there would be unacceptable environmental or local amenity impacts.  Supporting the provision of capacity at new sites where the facility would contribute to meeting needs identified in the Plan; the site is compatible with other 

	Option 4: This option would operate alongside one of options 1 to 3 above and would limit provision of new waste management capacity to those parts of the Plan area outside the North York Moors National Park and AONBs unless the facility to be provided is designed and scaled specifically for meeting waste management needs arising in the designated area and can be provided without causing harm to the designated area.  
	Option 4: This option would operate alongside one of options 1 to 3 above and would limit provision of new waste management capacity to those parts of the Plan area outside the North York Moors National Park and AONBs unless the facility to be provided is designed and scaled specifically for meeting waste management needs arising in the designated area and can be provided without causing harm to the designated area.  

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	While all options display a significant amount of diversity, there are a number of positive effects for the first three options. These are chiefly associated with the minimisation of the land and associated infrastructure footprint through maximising use of existing sites and the reduction of transport, which is significantly better for Options 2 and 3 than Option 1. As all three options support the principle of sufficient waste management infrastructure they make a significant contribution to managing wast
	While all options display a significant amount of diversity, there are a number of positive effects for the first three options. These are chiefly associated with the minimisation of the land and associated infrastructure footprint through maximising use of existing sites and the reduction of transport, which is significantly better for Options 2 and 3 than Option 1. As all three options support the principle of sufficient waste management infrastructure they make a significant contribution to managing wast


	development to other parts of the Plan area. Uncertainty is noted with several objectives as the extent of impacts is often dependent on the other detailed waste site identification criteria contained in the Plan, which is uncertain until options for this have been decided upon. 
	development to other parts of the Plan area. Uncertainty is noted with several objectives as the extent of impacts is often dependent on the other detailed waste site identification criteria contained in the Plan, which is uncertain until options for this have been decided upon. 
	development to other parts of the Plan area. Uncertainty is noted with several objectives as the extent of impacts is often dependent on the other detailed waste site identification criteria contained in the Plan, which is uncertain until options for this have been decided upon. 

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	38 

	Question 122) Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 122) Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Number of respondents: 24 

	Option 1: 0 
	Option 1: 0 
	Combination: 9 

	TR
	Opt. 2+3: 2 

	TR
	SC: 1 

	TR
	Opt. 3+4: 3 

	TR
	Local Authorities: 1 

	TR
	Opt. 2+4: 2 

	TR
	Local Authorities: 1 

	TR
	Opt. 1+3: 1 

	TR
	Opt. 1+2 (part) 

	TR
	MWI: 1  

	TR
	Opt. 1+4: 1 

	TR
	MWI: 1  

	Option 2: 1 
	Option 2: 1 
	Did Not Specify: 5 SC: 1 

	Option 3: 6 MWI: 1 
	Option 3: 6 MWI: 1 
	None: 1 

	Option 4: 2 SC: 1 
	Option 4: 2 SC: 1 

	Question 123) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to the overall locational principles for new waste management capacity? 
	Question 123) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to the overall locational principles for new waste management capacity? 
	Number of respondents: 7 SC: 1 MWI: 0 Local Authorities: 1 

	Question 124) Do you have any views on 
	Question 124) Do you have any views on 
	Number of respondents: 7 

	whether a distinction could be drawn 
	whether a distinction could be drawn 
	SC: 0 

	between strategic scale facilities and other 
	between strategic scale facilities and other 
	MWI: 1 

	facilities, and if so how (see Option 2)? 
	facilities, and if so how (see Option 2)? 
	Local Authorities: 0 

	Question 125) If we were to follow the approach set out in Option 3, do you have any views on the distance used for the identification of sites (currently suggested as 5km)? 
	Question 125) If we were to follow the approach set out in Option 3, do you have any views on the distance used for the identification of sites (currently suggested as 5km)? 
	Number of respondents: 6 SC: 0 MWI: 1 Local Authorities: 1 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q122) Option 2:  Supports the proximity principle Option 3:  Supports the approach of a number of smaller scale facilities close to areas of waste production which have the greatest chance of sustainability Option 4:  Welcomes option 4 as this directs waste developments away from protected landscapes  Options 2+3:  Supports the proximity principle. Provide smaller sites near points of waste production 
	Key Messages Q122) Option 2:  Supports the proximity principle Option 3:  Supports the approach of a number of smaller scale facilities close to areas of waste production which have the greatest chance of sustainability Option 4:  Welcomes option 4 as this directs waste developments away from protected landscapes  Options 2+3:  Supports the proximity principle. Provide smaller sites near points of waste production 


	Options 3+4: 
	 
	 
	 
	The combination presents the optimum environmental solution to locating new sites as close as practical to source of arising and the strategic highway network 

	 
	 
	Landfill should not be undertaken on sites which are valuable for biodiversity (such as quarries) 

	 
	 
	Supports the proximity principle 

	 
	 
	Would also support a general presumption against such development in national parks and AONBs 


	Options 2+4: 
	 
	 
	 
	Minimisation of transport impacts is important for strategic scale facilities 

	 
	 
	Suitably sized facilities should not be ruled out in protected landscapes 


	Options 1+4: 
	 
	 
	 
	Supports a flexible approach 

	 
	 
	Supports the recognition that an element of waste can be managed outside the Plan area Option 1 in combination with option 2 (part) 

	 
	 
	Support is given to the recognition that strategic sites can come forward during the life of the Plan (opt1) and it is agreed these should be located were transport impacts can be minimised (opt2(part)) 


	General comments on the options: 
	 i.e. they already have planning permission for the development for which they have been put forward.  Yorkshire and Humber Waste Planning Authorities July 2014. 
	1
	2

	 Waste Arisings and Capacity requirements Addendum Report (Urban Vision and 4Resources 2015) 
	3

	 
	 
	 
	All the options presented are limited and too similar and should provide a greater level of flexibility 

	 
	 
	AWRP is a mistake and should be excluded 


	Key Messages Q123) 
	Key Messages Q123) 
	A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 6 – Waste table’ along with justification as to why they have or have not been taken forward. Any realistic alternatives are summarised and worked up below: 
	Proposed Option 5 
	 Combine Option 1 with 3 bullet point of Option 2 which refers to strategic facilities being located where transport impacts can be minimised. 
	rd

	Suggested approach This option would combine Option 1 with the 3bullet point of Option 2 Wording This option would seek to ensure that sufficient waste management capacity is provided through a combination of: 
	rd 

	 
	 
	 
	Making best use of the existing facility network, for example by supporting provision of increased capacity at existing waste management facilities unless there would be unacceptable environmental or local amenity impacts. 

	 
	 
	Supporting the provision of capacity at new sites (i.e. sites not currently in use for waste management purposes) where the facility would contribute to meeting needs identified in the Plan and the site meets any more detailed waste site identification criteria contained in the Plan (see subsequent options). 


	For facilities expected to play a wider strategic role (i.e. serving catchments covering a substantial part of the Plan area) these should be located where overall transportation impacts would be minimised taking into account the market area expected to be served by the facility. 
	Proposed Option 6 
	 An option which provides more flexibility than existing options 1, 2 and 3 with the main focus being on environmental protection. 
	Suggested approach This option would seek to ensure that sufficient waste management capacity is provided through 
	directing facilities to locations where impacts on the environment can be minimised, as determined by consideration against Development Management policies. Proposed Option 7  Expansion of existing sites should be preferable to the development of new sites. Suggested approach This option would work alongside either of options 1, 2 or 3 and would require proposals for new facilities to demonstrate that it is not possible or feasible to provide for additional capacity at existing sites. Key Messages Q124)  
	directing facilities to locations where impacts on the environment can be minimised, as determined by consideration against Development Management policies. Proposed Option 7  Expansion of existing sites should be preferable to the development of new sites. Suggested approach This option would work alongside either of options 1, 2 or 3 and would require proposals for new facilities to demonstrate that it is not possible or feasible to provide for additional capacity at existing sites. Key Messages Q124)  
	directing facilities to locations where impacts on the environment can be minimised, as determined by consideration against Development Management policies. Proposed Option 7  Expansion of existing sites should be preferable to the development of new sites. Suggested approach This option would work alongside either of options 1, 2 or 3 and would require proposals for new facilities to demonstrate that it is not possible or feasible to provide for additional capacity at existing sites. Key Messages Q124)  

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of assessment Options 1, 2, 3, and 5 have a number of similarities and are likely to result in a number of positive effects associated with the minimisation of the land and associated infrastructure footprint through maximising use of existing sites and the reduction of transport miles, which is significantly better for Options 2, 3 and 5 than Option 1. Option 6 has the potential to result in a number of positive effects due to its emphasis on minimising effects on the environment however it is note
	Summary of assessment Options 1, 2, 3, and 5 have a number of similarities and are likely to result in a number of positive effects associated with the minimisation of the land and associated infrastructure footprint through maximising use of existing sites and the reduction of transport miles, which is significantly better for Options 2, 3 and 5 than Option 1. Option 6 has the potential to result in a number of positive effects due to its emphasis on minimising effects on the environment however it is note

	Revised Recommendations Broadly options 2 and 3 and 5 perform best against the SA framework, as Option 2 performs well in terms of supporting a more even spread of economic benefits whilst Options 3 and 5 perform better in terms of effects on communities.  The SA would support any of these options being taken forward. 
	Revised Recommendations Broadly options 2 and 3 and 5 perform best against the SA framework, as Option 2 performs well in terms of supporting a more even spread of economic benefits whilst Options 3 and 5 perform better in terms of effects on communities.  The SA would support any of these options being taken forward. 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The preference of a number of respondents for a combination of options is noted, as well as the significant degree of support for Option 3. It is agreed that any preferred policy should be relatively flexible, including in relation to the distance of sites from the primary road network, and also support delivery of an approach which is consistent with the proximity principle and allow the development of small scale sites in appropriate locations.  Whilst the support of some respondents for an approach which
	The preference of a number of respondents for a combination of options is noted, as well as the significant degree of support for Option 3. It is agreed that any preferred policy should be relatively flexible, including in relation to the distance of sites from the primary road network, and also support delivery of an approach which is consistent with the proximity principle and allow the development of small scale sites in appropriate locations.  Whilst the support of some respondents for an approach which

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	New national waste policy published October 2014 replaced PPS10. 
	New national waste policy published October 2014 replaced PPS10. 

	Duty to Cooperate  
	Duty to Cooperate  

	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? No 
	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? No 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	It is considered that in establishing overall locational principles for new capacity there is a need to ensure a reasonable balance between flexibility and providing a spatial steer to development, whilst remaining generally consistent with national policy.  Of the options presented, it is considered that option 2 provides the best fit with this requirement.  Option 2 was also one of a number of options performing most favourably in the SA of initial options.  It is also considered that option 2 could opera
	It is considered that in establishing overall locational principles for new capacity there is a need to ensure a reasonable balance between flexibility and providing a spatial steer to development, whilst remaining generally consistent with national policy.  Of the options presented, it is considered that option 2 provides the best fit with this requirement.  Option 2 was also one of a number of options performing most favourably in the SA of initial options.  It is also considered that option 2 could opera

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to W10: Overall locational principles for provision of new waste capacity 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to W10: Overall locational principles for provision of new waste capacity 

	The main focus for provision of new waste management capacity required to meet identified needs will be within those parts of the Plan area outside the North York Moors National Park and the Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, unless the facility to be provided is appropriately scaled to meet waste management needs arising in the designated area and can be provided without causing unacceptable harm to the designated area.  Capacity requirements will be met through a combination of: Maximisation of capacity
	The main focus for provision of new waste management capacity required to meet identified needs will be within those parts of the Plan area outside the North York Moors National Park and the Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, unless the facility to be provided is appropriately scaled to meet waste management needs arising in the designated area and can be provided without causing unacceptable harm to the designated area.  Capacity requirements will be met through a combination of: Maximisation of capacity


	Supporting proposals for development of waste management capacity at new sites where the site is compatible with other waste site identification criteria in the Plan (see Policy W11); and the site is located as close as practicable to the source/s of waste to be dealt with. This means: 
	a) 
	a) 
	a) 
	For new smaller scale facilities serving District scale markets for waste, particularly LACW, C&I and CD&E waste, giving priority to locations which are within or near to main settlements in the area (identified on the key diagram) or, for facilities which are intended mainly to serve needs for small scale waste management capacity in more rural parts of the Plan area, including agricultural waste, where they are well located with regard to the geographical area the facility is expected to serve; 

	b) 
	b) 
	For larger scale or specialised facilities expected to play a wider strategic role (i.e. serving multi-district scale catchments), these will be located where overall transportation impacts would be minimised taking into account the market area expected to be served by the facility. 


	Supporting text 
	Arisings of waste in the NYMNP and AONBs are likely to be low and these areas are also subject to constraints on major new development. As a result, it is not considered appropriate for them to host significant additional waste management capacity, although small scale provision may be acceptable to meet local needs, particularly where this would assist in moving waste up the hierarchy. 
	There is already an extensive network of waste management infrastructure in the Plan area, representing a substantial amount of investment by both the private and public sectors. Sustainability principles suggest it will be appropriate to seek to maximise the effectiveness of the existing network in meeting future waste management needs.  This can help secure current benefits to the local economy and the efficient use of existing land and infrastructure.  In some cases existing sites are subject to time lim
	National planning policy encourages management of waste in proximity to where it arises, as well as encouraging communities to take responsibility for the waste arising in their area.  This suggests that, where practicable, new sites for waste management should be well located in relation to sources of arisings to be dealt with.   Although detailed information on the geographical distribution of arisings of waste is not available, it is likely that most LACW, C&I and CD&E waste arises in the more developed 
	Certain facilities can play a wider strategic role in the management of waste, as a result of their large scale or specialised role, or combination of the two factors. This means that they are likely to serve 
	geographically extensive catchments of waste and it is therefore particularly important that such facilities are well located in relation to the overall catchment area to be served, as well as in relation to the transport network that is to be used to transport waste to/from the facility.  In all cases proposals for new capacity will need to demonstrate compliance with other relevant policies in the Plan, including the site identification principles in Policy W11 and the development management policies in C
	geographically extensive catchments of waste and it is therefore particularly important that such facilities are well located in relation to the overall catchment area to be served, as well as in relation to the transport network that is to be used to transport waste to/from the facility.  In all cases proposals for new capacity will need to demonstrate compliance with other relevant policies in the Plan, including the site identification principles in Policy W11 and the development management policies in C
	geographically extensive catchments of waste and it is therefore particularly important that such facilities are well located in relation to the overall catchment area to be served, as well as in relation to the transport network that is to be used to transport waste to/from the facility.  In all cases proposals for new capacity will need to demonstrate compliance with other relevant policies in the Plan, including the site identification principles in Policy W11 and the development management policies in C

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 2 Objective 6 Objective 7 Objective 8 Objective 9 Objective 10 Objective 11 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id42: Overall approach to waste hierarchy Id43: Strategic role of the Plan area in the management of waste Id44: Meeting waste management capacity requirements - Local Authority Collected Waste Id45: Meeting waste management capacity requirements -  Commercial and industrial waste (including hazardous C&I waste) Id46: Meeting waste management capacity requir
	Link to Objectives: Objective 2 Objective 6 Objective 7 Objective 8 Objective 9 Objective 10 Objective 11 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id42: Overall approach to waste hierarchy Id43: Strategic role of the Plan area in the management of waste Id44: Meeting waste management capacity requirements - Local Authority Collected Waste Id45: Meeting waste management capacity requirements -  Commercial and industrial waste (including hazardous C&I waste) Id46: Meeting waste management capacity requir

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment This preferred policy has mostly positive effects when compared to the SA objectives. This is largely because it maximises and builds on the use of facilities that are already there (which is generally a good thing to do in sustainability terms), and also seeks to reduce the transport footprint of new facilities while linking the policy strongly to the waste site identification principals and other policies in the plan. Amongst the most notable sustainability effects were strong positi
	Summary of assessment This preferred policy has mostly positive effects when compared to the SA objectives. This is largely because it maximises and builds on the use of facilities that are already there (which is generally a good thing to do in sustainability terms), and also seeks to reduce the transport footprint of new facilities while linking the policy strongly to the waste site identification principals and other policies in the plan. Amongst the most notable sustainability effects were strong positi


	Id52 - Waste site identification principles 
	Id52 - Waste site identification principles 
	Id52 - Waste site identification principles 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would support provision of waste management capacity at sites which meet the range of criteria identified in national waste policy. OR 

	Option 2: This option would set out more specific local principles for identification of sites based on a preference for:   Siting facilities for the recycling, transfer and recovery of waste on suitable previously developed land, industrial and employment land, or at existing waste management sites, giving preference to sites where it can be demonstrated that co-locational benefits would arise taking into account existing or proposed uses and economic activities nearby. Where the facility is proposed to d
	Option 2: This option would set out more specific local principles for identification of sites based on a preference for:   Siting facilities for the recycling, transfer and recovery of waste on suitable previously developed land, industrial and employment land, or at existing waste management sites, giving preference to sites where it can be demonstrated that co-locational benefits would arise taking into account existing or proposed uses and economic activities nearby. Where the facility is proposed to d

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	The assessment reveals that under Option 1 a number of topics would not be sufficiently covered through reference to national waste policy alone, including biodiversity and geodiversity, agricultural land, climate change, heritage, landscape and recreation. In addition, uncertain effects are recorded over the longer term as the implications of any future changes to national waste policy (beyond the current update being produced) are unknown. Option 2 provides greater positive effects in terms of the prefere
	The assessment reveals that under Option 1 a number of topics would not be sufficiently covered through reference to national waste policy alone, including biodiversity and geodiversity, agricultural land, climate change, heritage, landscape and recreation. In addition, uncertain effects are recorded over the longer term as the implications of any future changes to national waste policy (beyond the current update being produced) are unknown. Option 2 provides greater positive effects in terms of the prefere


	Table
	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	28 

	Question 126) Do you have a preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Question 126) Do you have a preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Number of respondents: 25 

	Option 1: 6 MWI: 1 Local Authorities: 1 
	Option 1: 6 MWI: 1 Local Authorities: 1 
	Combination: 0 

	Option 2: 15 
	Option 2: 15 
	Did Not Specify: 4 

	TR
	SC: 4 

	TR
	MWI: 3 

	TR
	Local Authorities: 1 

	TR
	None: 0 

	Question 127) Are there any alternative 
	Question 127) Are there any alternative 
	Number of respondents: 3 

	options the Authorities should consider in 
	options the Authorities should consider in 
	SC: 0 

	relation to waste site identification principles? 
	relation to waste site identification principles? 
	MWI: 0 Local Authorities: 0 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q126) Option 1:  Option 1 is supported as it provides greater flexibility  Local specific policy needs to evolve with national policy Option 2:  Option 2 is supported for its preference for the restoration of quarries with inert waste prior to ‘land restoration’ schemes  Co-location, end use of energy and re-use of existing facilities are important considerations  This option should consider non road transport and make greater use of rail to transport waste and non-road transport  Support
	Key Messages Q126) Option 1:  Option 1 is supported as it provides greater flexibility  Local specific policy needs to evolve with national policy Option 2:  Option 2 is supported for its preference for the restoration of quarries with inert waste prior to ‘land restoration’ schemes  Co-location, end use of energy and re-use of existing facilities are important considerations  This option should consider non road transport and make greater use of rail to transport waste and non-road transport  Support


	General)  Take full account of proximity principle  Make use of waterborne transport  Carry out site selection in cooperation with adjacent authorities  Major new commercial/domestic developments should include waste management facilities of a proportionate scale  Landfilling is needed to restore sand and gravel sites  Sites should primarily work towards a zero-waste economy  Provide an alternative if AWRP is not delivered  The co-location of EfW facilities alongside sewage treatment works is draft 
	General)  Take full account of proximity principle  Make use of waterborne transport  Carry out site selection in cooperation with adjacent authorities  Major new commercial/domestic developments should include waste management facilities of a proportionate scale  Landfilling is needed to restore sand and gravel sites  Sites should primarily work towards a zero-waste economy  Provide an alternative if AWRP is not delivered  The co-location of EfW facilities alongside sewage treatment works is draft 
	General)  Take full account of proximity principle  Make use of waterborne transport  Carry out site selection in cooperation with adjacent authorities  Major new commercial/domestic developments should include waste management facilities of a proportionate scale  Landfilling is needed to restore sand and gravel sites  Sites should primarily work towards a zero-waste economy  Provide an alternative if AWRP is not delivered  The co-location of EfW facilities alongside sewage treatment works is draft 

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	N/A 
	N/A 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The support of the majority of respondents for Option 2 is noted.  Transport considerations, including support for use of alternative transport modes, is covered in other policies areas in the Plan.  Policy protection for ground and surface water is also addressed within the development management policies in the Plan.  The waste site identification principles need also to be considered alongside the locational principles, which deal with issues relating to proximity and reducing transport distances.  The b
	The support of the majority of respondents for Option 2 is noted.  Transport considerations, including support for use of alternative transport modes, is covered in other policies areas in the Plan.  Policy protection for ground and surface water is also addressed within the development management policies in the Plan.  The waste site identification principles need also to be considered alongside the locational principles, which deal with issues relating to proximity and reducing transport distances.  The b

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	New national waste policy published October 2014 replaced PPS10. 
	New national waste policy published October 2014 replaced PPS10. 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? No 
	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? No 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	It is considered that development of a locally specific approach to establishing site identification principles would be appropriate in order to ensure that the Plan provides useful guidance to prospective developers and others.  It is acknowledged that any locally specific approach will need to be generally consistent with national policy principles for the siting of waste management facilities. Whilst a range of matters were raised in consultation on options for this policy, many of these relate to matter
	It is considered that development of a locally specific approach to establishing site identification principles would be appropriate in order to ensure that the Plan provides useful guidance to prospective developers and others.  It is acknowledged that any locally specific approach will need to be generally consistent with national policy principles for the siting of waste management facilities. Whilst a range of matters were raised in consultation on options for this policy, many of these relate to matter


	Preferred Policy Approach – title changed to W11: Waste site identification principles Proposals and site allocations for new waste management capacity should reflect the following principles: 
	1) Siting facilities for the recycling, transfer and recovery of waste (excluding energy recovery) on previously developed land, industrial and employment land, or at existing waste management sites, giving preference to sites where it can be demonstrated that co-locational benefits would arise taking into account existing or proposed uses and economic activities nearby. Where the site or facility is proposed to deal mainly with waste arising in rural areas then use of redundant agricultural buildings or th
	2) Siting facilities involving the recovery of energy from waste on previously developed land, industrial and employment land, or at existing waste management sites, giving preference to sites where it can be demonstrated that co-locational benefits would arise taking into account existing or proposed uses and economic activities nearby, including where the energy produced can be utilised efficiently. For facilities which can produce combined heat and power, this includes giving preference to sites with the
	3) Siting facilities to support the re-use and recycling of CD&E waste at the point of arising (for temporary facilities linked to the life of the associated construction project) and at active mineral workings where the main outputs of the process are to be sold alongside or blended with mineral produced at the site; as well as at the types of sites identified in bullet point 1 above, where these are well related to the sources of arisings and/or markets for the end product;  
	4) Siting facilities to provide additional waste water treatment capacity at existing waste water treatment works sites as a first priority. Where this is not practicable preference will be given to use of previously developed land or industrial and employment land. Where development of new capacity on greenfield land is necessary then preference will be given to sites located on lower quality agricultural land.  
	5) Providing any additional capacity required for landfill of waste through  preferring the infill of quarry voids for mineral site reclamation purposes, giving preference to proposals where a need for infill has been identified as part of an agreed quarry reclamation scheme and where pollution control concerns can be mitigated to an acceptable level.  
	In all cases sites will need to be suitable when considered in relation to physical, environmental, amenity and infrastructure constraints including existing and proposed neighbouring land uses, the capacity of transport infrastructure and any cumulative impact from previous waste disposal facilities, in line with national policy. 
	Supporting text 
	National planning policy identifies a range of types of sites and areas which may be suitable for built waste management facilities. It indicates that consideration should be given to a broad range of locations including industrial sites, looking for opportunities to co-locate waste management facilities together and with complementary activities.  It states that priority should be given to the re-use of previously developed land, sites identified for employment uses and redundant agricultural buildings and
	carbon energy recovery facilities in close proximity to potential heat customers.  It is considered that these principles remain appropriate to guide identification of allocations for the Plan area and to provide an indication to developers and other users of the Plan of the types of sites that are likely to be considered suitable in principle for waste management facilities by the Joint Plan authorities. Evidence supporting preparation of the Plan indicates the existence of a range of sites which are likel
	carbon energy recovery facilities in close proximity to potential heat customers.  It is considered that these principles remain appropriate to guide identification of allocations for the Plan area and to provide an indication to developers and other users of the Plan of the types of sites that are likely to be considered suitable in principle for waste management facilities by the Joint Plan authorities. Evidence supporting preparation of the Plan indicates the existence of a range of sites which are likel
	carbon energy recovery facilities in close proximity to potential heat customers.  It is considered that these principles remain appropriate to guide identification of allocations for the Plan area and to provide an indication to developers and other users of the Plan of the types of sites that are likely to be considered suitable in principle for waste management facilities by the Joint Plan authorities. Evidence supporting preparation of the Plan indicates the existence of a range of sites which are likel

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 2 Objective 6 Objective 7 Objective 8 Objective 9 Objective 10 Objective 11 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id42: Overall approach to waste hierarchy Id43: Strategic role of the Plan area in the management of waste Id44: Meeting waste management capacity requirements - Local Authority Collected Waste Id45: Meeting waste management capacity requirements -  Commercial and industrial waste (including hazardous C&I waste) Id46: Meeting waste management capacity requir
	Link to Objectives: Objective 2 Objective 6 Objective 7 Objective 8 Objective 9 Objective 10 Objective 11 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id42: Overall approach to waste hierarchy Id43: Strategic role of the Plan area in the management of waste Id44: Meeting waste management capacity requirements - Local Authority Collected Waste Id45: Meeting waste management capacity requirements -  Commercial and industrial waste (including hazardous C&I waste) Id46: Meeting waste management capacity requir

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment Effects in relation to this policy are largely positive. The preference for locations close to where heat generated through Combined Heat and Power schemes can be utilised, would support climate change objectives as well as having a positive outcome for local communities and businesses. The principle of 
	Summary of assessment Effects in relation to this policy are largely positive. The preference for locations close to where heat generated through Combined Heat and Power schemes can be utilised, would support climate change objectives as well as having a positive outcome for local communities and businesses. The principle of 


	co-location could also have some positive impacts in terms of the economy, reducing transport miles, soils and land, and minimising resource use. Reference to national waste planning policy in relation to consideration of specific environmental and community issues, may lead to a number of positive impacts in the short to medium term as the NPPF and National Planning Policy for Waste cover issues relating to most of the SA objectives, however uncertain effects are recorded in the longer term as the implicat
	Some minor negative effects are recorded in relation to biodiversity (as habitats on previously developed land may be lost) and landscape (where less valued landscapes may endure negative effects). 
	Recommendations 
	Consideration could be given to supporting the re-use of other buildings (such as industrial buildings) for waste development. 
	Id53 - Waste management facility safeguarding 
	Id53 - Waste management facility safeguarding 
	Id53 - Waste management facility safeguarding 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would identify a limited number of strategically significant sites for specific safeguarding. This could include strategically important sites and facilities for recovery or disposal of residual waste such as the Allerton Park and Harewood Whin sites, as well as any allocations for strategically important facilities (such as those dealing with large volumes of waste or which would meet specialised waste management needs which cannot readily be met elsewhere). Other forms of development

	Option 2: This option would rely on national policy to achieve the safeguarding of waste sites and facilities. 
	Option 2: This option would rely on national policy to achieve the safeguarding of waste sites and facilities. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	It is not possible to identify effects against a number of environmental sustainability objectives without knowing the nature of any proposed development or alternative locations for either this or displaced waste management facilities. Option 1 would provide positive effects against waste management objectives by providing certainty over safeguarding these facilities throughout the Plan period. However Option 2 may perform better against wider economic objectives by providing a greater element of flexibili
	It is not possible to identify effects against a number of environmental sustainability objectives without knowing the nature of any proposed development or alternative locations for either this or displaced waste management facilities. Option 1 would provide positive effects against waste management objectives by providing certainty over safeguarding these facilities throughout the Plan period. However Option 2 may perform better against wider economic objectives by providing a greater element of flexibili

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	18 

	Question 128) Do you have a preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Question 128) Do you have a preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Number of respondents: 11 

	Option 1: 5 SC: 1 MWI: 1 Local Authorities: 1 
	Option 1: 5 SC: 1 MWI: 1 Local Authorities: 1 
	Combination: 0 
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	Option 2: 4 MWI: 1 Local Authorities: 1 
	Did Not Specify: 1 

	TR
	None: 1 

	Question 129) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to waste management facility safeguarding? 
	Question 129) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to waste management facility safeguarding? 
	Number of respondents: 3 SC: 0 MWI: 1 Local Authorities: 0 

	Question 130) Do you have any views on the types of waste sites which should be considered for specific safeguarding under Option 1 above? 
	Question 130) Do you have any views on the types of waste sites which should be considered for specific safeguarding under Option 1 above? 
	Number of respondents: 4 SC: 0 MWI: 1 Local Authorities: 1 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q128) Option 1:  This policy provides greater certainty  Amend Option 1 to include reference to potential harm to the environment or amenities of the local community from the proposed us of the site  Strategic sites should not be limited to those for the management of LACW  Allerton park quarry should not be identified as strategically important as there are many other such quarries in the NY area.  Only safeguarding a limited number of facilities provides a greater risk than a modular app
	Key Messages Q128) Option 1:  This policy provides greater certainty  Amend Option 1 to include reference to potential harm to the environment or amenities of the local community from the proposed us of the site  Strategic sites should not be limited to those for the management of LACW  Allerton park quarry should not be identified as strategically important as there are many other such quarries in the NY area.  Only safeguarding a limited number of facilities provides a greater risk than a modular app


	 Safeguard all waste management facilities with current planning permission. Suggested approach This option would aim to safeguard all waste management facilities with current planning permission at the time the Joint Plan is adopted. Key Messages Q130)  Support the retention of HWRCs as important sites for the public  Only safeguard existing sites General)  Include a commitment by a certain date to restore the site at the Harewood Whin facility  Suggests a 300m buffer around AWRP 
	 Safeguard all waste management facilities with current planning permission. Suggested approach This option would aim to safeguard all waste management facilities with current planning permission at the time the Joint Plan is adopted. Key Messages Q130)  Support the retention of HWRCs as important sites for the public  Only safeguard existing sites General)  Include a commitment by a certain date to restore the site at the Harewood Whin facility  Suggests a 300m buffer around AWRP 
	 Safeguard all waste management facilities with current planning permission. Suggested approach This option would aim to safeguard all waste management facilities with current planning permission at the time the Joint Plan is adopted. Key Messages Q130)  Support the retention of HWRCs as important sites for the public  Only safeguard existing sites General)  Include a commitment by a certain date to restore the site at the Harewood Whin facility  Suggests a 300m buffer around AWRP 

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of assessment It is not possible to identify effects against a number of environmental sustainability objectives without knowing the nature of any proposed development or alternative locations for either this or displaced waste management facilities. Option 1 would provide positive effects against waste management objectives by providing certainty over safeguarding these facilities throughout the Plan period however Option 2 may perform better against wider economic objectives by providing a greater
	Summary of assessment It is not possible to identify effects against a number of environmental sustainability objectives without knowing the nature of any proposed development or alternative locations for either this or displaced waste management facilities. Option 1 would provide positive effects against waste management objectives by providing certainty over safeguarding these facilities throughout the Plan period however Option 2 may perform better against wider economic objectives by providing a greater

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The lack of a clear preference amongst consultees for either option is noted.  It is agreed that a specific policy would allow provision of greater clarity on the approach to safeguarding than could be provided through reliance on national policy. It is not considered appropriate to make reference to environment or amenity in safeguarding policy as these are dealt with in other policies in the Plan.   It is agreed that strategic sites need not be limited to those receiving LACW.  However, the justification 
	The lack of a clear preference amongst consultees for either option is noted.  It is agreed that a specific policy would allow provision of greater clarity on the approach to safeguarding than could be provided through reliance on national policy. It is not considered appropriate to make reference to environment or amenity in safeguarding policy as these are dealt with in other policies in the Plan.   It is agreed that strategic sites need not be limited to those receiving LACW.  However, the justification 

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	The new National Planning Policy for Waste, published October 2014, replaced PPS10 and sets out the Government’s ambition to work towards a more sustainable and efficient approach to resource use and management. Section 8 of the Policy requires planning authorities, when determining planning applications,  to ‘ensure that the likely impact of proposed, non-waste related development on existing waste management facilities, and on areas allocated for waste management, is acceptable and does 
	The new National Planning Policy for Waste, published October 2014, replaced PPS10 and sets out the Government’s ambition to work towards a more sustainable and efficient approach to resource use and management. Section 8 of the Policy requires planning authorities, when determining planning applications,  to ‘ensure that the likely impact of proposed, non-waste related development on existing waste management facilities, and on areas allocated for waste management, is acceptable and does 

	not prejudice the implementation of the waste hierarchy and/or the efficient operation of such facilities;’ The Yorkshire and Humber Regional Waste Position Paper 2014 -identifies strategically important waste management infrastructure within the plan area (and wider region) with a capacity over 75,000 tonnes per annum. 
	not prejudice the implementation of the waste hierarchy and/or the efficient operation of such facilities;’ The Yorkshire and Humber Regional Waste Position Paper 2014 -identifies strategically important waste management infrastructure within the plan area (and wider region) with a capacity over 75,000 tonnes per annum. 

	Duty to Cooperate  
	Duty to Cooperate  

	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? Yes.  At a general level implementation of safeguarding requires cooperation between the County Council and District/Borough Councils in the two-tier part of the Plan area. 
	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? Yes.  At a general level implementation of safeguarding requires cooperation between the County Council and District/Borough Councils in the two-tier part of the Plan area. 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	Option 1 received marginally more support over Option 2. During the Issues and Options Consultation two possible alternatives where put for consideration. The proposed Option 3 would develop an approach which focuses on ensuring both strategic and non-strategic facilities are safeguarded. A further option, proposed Option 4 suggested safeguard all waste management facilities with current planning permission. So that safeguarding can be effective it is importantl to establish what constitutes a strategically
	Option 1 received marginally more support over Option 2. During the Issues and Options Consultation two possible alternatives where put for consideration. The proposed Option 3 would develop an approach which focuses on ensuring both strategic and non-strategic facilities are safeguarded. A further option, proposed Option 4 suggested safeguard all waste management facilities with current planning permission. So that safeguarding can be effective it is importantl to establish what constitutes a strategically


	Landfill (non-hazardous) (there has been a decline in the number of operational landfill sites for nonhazardous waste in the Plan area in recent years and remaining capacity is concentrated largely in two sites). 
	-

	
	
	
	 Harewood Whin (landfill) 

	
	
	 Allerton Park (landfill) 


	Transfer stations provide a valuable component in the overall waste management infrastructure within the Joint plan area. There are a large number of transfer stations in the Plan area but a small proportion of them have the capability to manage hazardous waste. As a significant amount of hazardous waste arising in the area is treated or disposed of at facilities outside the Plan area, transfer stations for hazardous waste provide an important role in the bulking and transporting such wastes to the appropri
	 
	 
	 
	Todds Waste management, Thirsk 

	 
	 
	Hazel Court HWRC, York 

	 
	 
	Treacle Jug Farm, Knaresborough 

	 
	 
	Unit 8 Marsdon Business Park, Tockwith 

	 
	 
	Genta Environmental, Marsdon Business Park, Tockwith 

	 
	 
	Dean Road Depot, Scarborough 


	Similar to hazardous transfer stations, the network of transfer stations for the reception, bulking and transport of LACW waste is important as they will play a key role in the bulking and transfer of residual waste for management at the Allerton Waste Recovery Park, as well as in the onward transfer of materials for recycling at reprocessing facilities outside the Plan area. Transfer stations (nonhazardous) LACW  
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	Seamer Carr (transfer facility) 

	 
	 
	Tofts road, Kirkby Misperton 

	
	
	 Halton east works 

	
	
	 Whitby recycling facility 

	
	
	 Claro road, Harrogate 

	 
	 
	Hessay Recycling Centre 

	
	
	 Tancred transfer 


	Further transfer station capacity for LACW may be required, for example for the Selby area and this also would be safeguarded in the Plan if a site is identified prior to completion of the Plan.  
	A number of other facilities exist or are permitted within the Plan area and which are important due to their specialised nature or strategic scale or role. 
	Energy recovery 
	 
	 
	 
	Allerton Waste Recovery Park (Incineration  EFW) 

	 
	 
	Dalkia Bio Energy Ltd 

	 
	 
	Southmoor Energy Centre 


	AD Facility (capacity over 24,000 tonnes) 
	
	
	
	 North Selby mine 

	
	
	 Clapham Lodge 

	 
	 
	Allerton Waste Recovery Park 

	 
	 
	Park Barn Farm 


	Composting facilities (capacity over 5,000 tonnes) 
	
	
	
	 Harewood Whin 

	
	
	 The Maltings 

	
	
	 Tancred transfer station 


	 Seamer Carr (transfer facility)  Knapton Quarry  Sandhutton Airfield  The existing Household Waste Recycling Centres (HWRC) provide an important network of facilities for the local receipt and transfer of LACW waste to treatment, disposal or reprocessing facilities, sometimes located outside the Plan area. Although the evidence indicates that there is adequate provision of these facilities, due to the fact that they are often located on industrial sites and business parks alongside a wide range of other
	 Seamer Carr (transfer facility)  Knapton Quarry  Sandhutton Airfield  The existing Household Waste Recycling Centres (HWRC) provide an important network of facilities for the local receipt and transfer of LACW waste to treatment, disposal or reprocessing facilities, sometimes located outside the Plan area. Although the evidence indicates that there is adequate provision of these facilities, due to the fact that they are often located on industrial sites and business parks alongside a wide range of other
	 Seamer Carr (transfer facility)  Knapton Quarry  Sandhutton Airfield  The existing Household Waste Recycling Centres (HWRC) provide an important network of facilities for the local receipt and transfer of LACW waste to treatment, disposal or reprocessing facilities, sometimes located outside the Plan area. Although the evidence indicates that there is adequate provision of these facilities, due to the fact that they are often located on industrial sites and business parks alongside a wide range of other

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to S03: Waste management facility safeguarding 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to S03: Waste management facility safeguarding 

	Waste management facilities shown on the Policies map, including a 250m buffer zone, will be safeguarded from incompatible development. Other forms of non-exempt development which would replace the safeguarded waste use will be permitted where there is overriding justification, or a suitable alternative location can be provided. Where other forms of non-exempt development are proposed in the safeguarded buffer zone, development will only be permitted where adequate mitigation can, if necessary, be provided 
	Waste management facilities shown on the Policies map, including a 250m buffer zone, will be safeguarded from incompatible development. Other forms of non-exempt development which would replace the safeguarded waste use will be permitted where there is overriding justification, or a suitable alternative location can be provided. Where other forms of non-exempt development are proposed in the safeguarded buffer zone, development will only be permitted where adequate mitigation can, if necessary, be provided 

	infrastructure are relatively specialised or of strategic scale and form key parts of the overall facility network.   The purpose of safeguarding certain waste facilities is not to prevent other development from taking place but to ensure that waste infrastructure needs are factored into decision making in other forms of development.  This will be particularly important in the two tier parts of the Plan area, where many development decisions are not taken by the waste planning authority.  In some cases, the
	infrastructure are relatively specialised or of strategic scale and form key parts of the overall facility network.   The purpose of safeguarding certain waste facilities is not to prevent other development from taking place but to ensure that waste infrastructure needs are factored into decision making in other forms of development.  This will be particularly important in the two tier parts of the Plan area, where many development decisions are not taken by the waste planning authority.  In some cases, the

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 2 Objective 6 Objective 7 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id52: Waste site identification principles Id58: Presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste development Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts 
	Link to Objectives: Objective 2 Objective 6 Objective 7 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id52: Waste site identification principles Id58: Presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste development Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment It is not possible to identify effects against a number of environmental sustainability objectives without knowing the nature of any proposed development or alternative locations for either this or displaced waste management facilities. This policy may however provide positive effects in relation to a number of objectives including minimising the use of resources, managing waste as high up the waste hierarchy as practicable and meeting the needs of a changing population. Minor negative
	Summary of assessment It is not possible to identify effects against a number of environmental sustainability objectives without knowing the nature of any proposed development or alternative locations for either this or displaced waste management facilities. This policy may however provide positive effects in relation to a number of objectives including minimising the use of resources, managing waste as high up the waste hierarchy as practicable and meeting the needs of a changing population. Minor negative


	Id54 - Transport infrastructure 
	Id54 - Transport infrastructure 
	Id54 - Transport infrastructure 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would encourage the use of existing rail, water and pipeline transport infrastructure, and also support the development of new rail, water or pipeline facilities in appropriate locations consistent with protection of local communities and the environment, for the transport of minerals and waste produced or arising within the Plan area, as well as for any large scale import or export of minerals or waste to 
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	or from the area.  AND 

	Option 2: This option would be the same as Option 1 but would require the carbon implications of any proposal to also be considered.  
	Option 2: This option would be the same as Option 1 but would require the carbon implications of any proposal to also be considered.  

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	Option 2 was added following the recommendations arising from the initial Sustainability Appraisal of Option 1, which raised uncertainties over the implications for carbon emissions, as detailed in the Sustainability Appraisal Report. Both options are likely to have positive impacts through the retention of the existing rail, pipeline and water transportation infrastructure and support for the development of new infrastructure. These positive effects are on reducing the need to transport waste and minerals 
	Option 2 was added following the recommendations arising from the initial Sustainability Appraisal of Option 1, which raised uncertainties over the implications for carbon emissions, as detailed in the Sustainability Appraisal Report. Both options are likely to have positive impacts through the retention of the existing rail, pipeline and water transportation infrastructure and support for the development of new infrastructure. These positive effects are on reducing the need to transport waste and minerals 

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	26 

	Question 131) Do you support the options presented above? 
	Question 131) Do you support the options presented above? 
	Number of respondents: 21 

	Option 1: 4 MWI: 3 
	Option 1: 4 MWI: 3 
	Combination: 6 Local Authorities: 1 

	Option 2: 10 Local Authorities: 1 
	Option 2: 10 Local Authorities: 1 
	Did Not Specify: 1 SC: 1 

	TR
	None: 0 

	Question 132) Are there any other options that should be considered in relation to transport infrastructure? 
	Question 132) Are there any other options that should be considered in relation to transport infrastructure? 
	Number of respondents: 5 SC: 0 MWI: 0 Local Authorities: 1 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q131) Option 1:  Supports the encouragement of non-road transport infrastructure, where viable and cost effective Option 2:  Carbon implications of development should be considered and the requirement for a carbon assessment is appropriate  Sites with rail and canal access should be prioritised  Option 2 is considered unworkable,  the requirement for carbon impact reports with every minerals proposal is unreasonable Option 1+2: 
	Key Messages Q131) Option 1:  Supports the encouragement of non-road transport infrastructure, where viable and cost effective Option 2:  Carbon implications of development should be considered and the requirement for a carbon assessment is appropriate  Sites with rail and canal access should be prioritised  Option 2 is considered unworkable,  the requirement for carbon impact reports with every minerals proposal is unreasonable Option 1+2: 


	 Supports the active encouragement of water transport  Safeguard existing railheads and water transport infrastructure General comments on the Options:  Sites should be located near roads which can accommodate large HGVs  Only in cases where it is evident that there is an alternative transport option should additional information be sought Key Messages Q132) A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 7 – Transport table’ along
	 Supports the active encouragement of water transport  Safeguard existing railheads and water transport infrastructure General comments on the Options:  Sites should be located near roads which can accommodate large HGVs  Only in cases where it is evident that there is an alternative transport option should additional information be sought Key Messages Q132) A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 7 – Transport table’ along
	 Supports the active encouragement of water transport  Safeguard existing railheads and water transport infrastructure General comments on the Options:  Sites should be located near roads which can accommodate large HGVs  Only in cases where it is evident that there is an alternative transport option should additional information be sought Key Messages Q132) A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 7 – Transport table’ along

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	N/A 
	N/A 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	Mixed views were received regarding the potential requirement for carbon assessments in support of applications.  It is agreed that it would not be appropriate to require such assessments for all applications.  However, there may be circumstances where it would be reasonable to require such an assessment, particularly where a potential opportunity for use of alternative transport modes exists in relation to a particular proposal yet the proposal seeks to rely solely or primarily on road transport.  It is al
	Mixed views were received regarding the potential requirement for carbon assessments in support of applications.  It is agreed that it would not be appropriate to require such assessments for all applications.  However, there may be circumstances where it would be reasonable to require such an assessment, particularly where a potential opportunity for use of alternative transport modes exists in relation to a particular proposal yet the proposal seeks to rely solely or primarily on road transport.  It is al

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	New evidence as of January 2015. The Selby Local Plan (adopted since undertaking Issues and Options consultation on the Joint Plan) supports the reuse of buildings at the former Gascoigne Wood mine site provided the development utilises the existing rail link there. Gascoigne Wood is well located on the rail network and has sidings which are able to take the longest length of train commodity used on the rail network and they are accessible at both ends.  The Selby Local Plan also supports the expansion of t
	New evidence as of January 2015. The Selby Local Plan (adopted since undertaking Issues and Options consultation on the Joint Plan) supports the reuse of buildings at the former Gascoigne Wood mine site provided the development utilises the existing rail link there. Gascoigne Wood is well located on the rail network and has sidings which are able to take the longest length of train commodity used on the rail network and they are accessible at both ends.  The Selby Local Plan also supports the expansion of t

	Duty to Cooperate  
	Duty to Cooperate  

	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? No 
	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? No 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	National planning policy encourages the use of non-road transport where feasible, so it is important to provide corresponding support in the Plan through an appropriate policy. The majority of respondents supported Option 2 or a combination of Options 1 and 2 where cost effective. Option 2 is reliant on Option 1 being taken forward. Some minerals industry representations considered that a requirement for carbon assessment was unreasonable for every case, and should only be required where it is evident that 
	National planning policy encourages the use of non-road transport where feasible, so it is important to provide corresponding support in the Plan through an appropriate policy. The majority of respondents supported Option 2 or a combination of Options 1 and 2 where cost effective. Option 2 is reliant on Option 1 being taken forward. Some minerals industry representations considered that a requirement for carbon assessment was unreasonable for every case, and should only be required where it is evident that 

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to I01: Minerals and waste transport infrastructure 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to I01: Minerals and waste transport infrastructure 

	The development of rail, water, pipeline or conveyor transport infrastructure or use of existing such infrastructure will be encouraged and supported for the transport of minerals and waste produced or arising in the Plan area, as well as for the reception of any large scale imports of minerals or waste into the area.    Where minerals or waste development involving the movement of an average of more than 250,000tpa of minerals or waste is involved, proposals should demonstrate that consideration has been g
	The development of rail, water, pipeline or conveyor transport infrastructure or use of existing such infrastructure will be encouraged and supported for the transport of minerals and waste produced or arising in the Plan area, as well as for the reception of any large scale imports of minerals or waste into the area.    Where minerals or waste development involving the movement of an average of more than 250,000tpa of minerals or waste is involved, proposals should demonstrate that consideration has been g

	Selby area.  Movement of waste is exclusively by road.  National policy encourages use of non-road transport wherever feasible and use of suitable alternatives to road can have benefits in terms of reducing overall environmental and amenity impacts. As development of new non-road transport infrastructure is likely to require very substantial investment, relative to the likely volumes of material requiring movement at any particular locations in the Plan area, it is expected that in most cases additional rai
	Selby area.  Movement of waste is exclusively by road.  National policy encourages use of non-road transport wherever feasible and use of suitable alternatives to road can have benefits in terms of reducing overall environmental and amenity impacts. As development of new non-road transport infrastructure is likely to require very substantial investment, relative to the likely volumes of material requiring movement at any particular locations in the Plan area, it is expected that in most cases additional rai

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives Objective 6 Objective 7 Objective 8 Objective 10 Objective 11 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan Id02: Locational approach to new sources of supply of aggregate Id51: Overall locational principles for provision of new waste capacity Id55: Transport infrastructure safeguarding Id56: Locations for ancillary minerals infrastructure safeguarding Id58: Presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste development Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id60: Transport of min
	Link to Objectives Objective 6 Objective 7 Objective 8 Objective 10 Objective 11 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan Id02: Locational approach to new sources of supply of aggregate Id51: Overall locational principles for provision of new waste capacity Id55: Transport infrastructure safeguarding Id56: Locations for ancillary minerals infrastructure safeguarding Id58: Presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste development Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id60: Transport of min

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment This policy is likely to have some positive impacts through the retention of the existing rail, pipeline and water transportation infrastructure and support for the development of new infrastructure. These positive effects relate to reducing the need to transport minerals and waste by road with knock on 
	Summary of assessment This policy is likely to have some positive impacts through the retention of the existing rail, pipeline and water transportation infrastructure and support for the development of new infrastructure. These positive effects relate to reducing the need to transport minerals and waste by road with knock on 


	benefits in relation to air quality, climate change, amenity and the economy. Impacts are uncertain in relation to a number of the environmental objectives such as biodiversity, water quality, landscape and cultural heritage as impacts will be dependent upon the location, type and scale of additional infrastructure as well as the frequency of its use. Negative impacts may occur as a result of construction on new transport links such as loss of habitats, impacts upon the setting of historic assets or loss of
	Recommendations 
	It is considered that positive effects could be further enhanced by adding a requirement for the consideration of non-road forms of transport wherever possible (rather than just for larger scale sites) and requiring a justification for not utilising them. 
	(Note - This recommendation has not been taken forward in the policy or text as the policy already encourages and supports use of alternative transport modes for all relevant development in the area.  It is further considered that use of a threshold to determine whether there is a specific requirement for consideration of alternative transport modes is appropriate in order to give adequate clarity to applicants). 
	Id55 - Transport infrastructure safeguarding 
	Id55 - Transport infrastructure safeguarding 
	Id55 - Transport infrastructure safeguarding 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would safeguard all known railheads, rail links and wharfs which have the potential for minerals transport against encroaching or replacement development which would prevent the use of land for mineral transport purposes, unless the need for the alternative development would outweigh the benefits of retaining the facility or a suitable alternative for the displaced use can be found. OR 

	Option 2: This option would only safeguard railheads, rail links to quarries and wharfs which are in active use for minerals transport against encroaching or replacement development which would prevent the use of the land for mineral transport purposes, unless the need for the alternative development would outweigh the benefits of retaining the facility or a suitable alternative for the displaced use can be found.  OR 
	Option 2: This option would only safeguard railheads, rail links to quarries and wharfs which are in active use for minerals transport against encroaching or replacement development which would prevent the use of the land for mineral transport purposes, unless the need for the alternative development would outweigh the benefits of retaining the facility or a suitable alternative for the displaced use can be found.  OR 

	Option 3: This option would consider each railhead, quarry rail-link and wharfage to assess its potential for minerals transport now and in the future, and only those where a high degree of confidence in the potential for such use can be demonstrated would be safeguarded. 
	Option 3: This option would consider each railhead, quarry rail-link and wharfage to assess its potential for minerals transport now and in the future, and only those where a high degree of confidence in the potential for such use can be demonstrated would be safeguarded. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	Option 1 is likely to provide the most flexibility compared to both Options 2 and 3 in terms of the future movement of minerals to the market. This would have a positive effect in ensuring that all possibilities for transporting minerals using these methods are safeguarded. However, this option may result in greater potential for vacant sites. Option 3 would only safeguard where there is identified potential now and in the future, which would link the location of minerals movement with assessment of actual 
	Option 1 is likely to provide the most flexibility compared to both Options 2 and 3 in terms of the future movement of minerals to the market. This would have a positive effect in ensuring that all possibilities for transporting minerals using these methods are safeguarded. However, this option may result in greater potential for vacant sites. Option 3 would only safeguard where there is identified potential now and in the future, which would link the location of minerals movement with assessment of actual 
	-



	Any policy would need to address potential for vacant sites and length of time / issues related to this would need to be considered when considering alternative developments.  
	Any policy would need to address potential for vacant sites and length of time / issues related to this would need to be considered when considering alternative developments.  
	Any policy would need to address potential for vacant sites and length of time / issues related to this would need to be considered when considering alternative developments.  

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	19 

	Question 133) Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 133) Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Number of respondents: 18 

	Option 1: 13 SC: 1 MWI: 3 
	Option 1: 13 SC: 1 MWI: 3 
	Combination: 0 

	Option 2: 1 
	Option 2: 1 
	Did Not Specify: 0 

	Option 3: 4 Local Authorities: 2 
	Option 3: 4 Local Authorities: 2 
	None: 0 

	Question 134) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to transport infrastructure safeguarding? 
	Question 134) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to transport infrastructure safeguarding? 
	Number of respondents: 1 SC: 0 MWI: 0 Local Authorities: 0 

	Question 135) Are there any particular facilities which you think should be safeguarded if Option 3 were to be followed? (Please refer to the document: Minerals and Waste Local Plan Evidence Base: safeguarding of minerals Infrastructure’, via the link www.northyorks.gov.uk/mwevidence). 
	Question 135) Are there any particular facilities which you think should be safeguarded if Option 3 were to be followed? (Please refer to the document: Minerals and Waste Local Plan Evidence Base: safeguarding of minerals Infrastructure’, via the link www.northyorks.gov.uk/mwevidence). 
	Number of respondents: 0 SC: 0 MWI: 0 Local Authorities: 0 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q133: Option 1:  Provides flexibility for movement of minerals by waterways and by existing wharfs  Positive effect on safeguarding sustainable transport modes  Supports movement of waterborne freight along inland waterways  Closest to national policy as it safeguards potential and existing sites  Other options would lead to a reduction in the number of wharves over time  Provides strongest protection for existing and future rail and wharf infrastructure Option 3:  Realistic and does not
	Key Messages Q133: Option 1:  Provides flexibility for movement of minerals by waterways and by existing wharfs  Positive effect on safeguarding sustainable transport modes  Supports movement of waterborne freight along inland waterways  Closest to national policy as it safeguards potential and existing sites  Other options would lead to a reduction in the number of wharves over time  Provides strongest protection for existing and future rail and wharf infrastructure Option 3:  Realistic and does not

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	N/A 
	N/A 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The preference of the majority of respondents for Option 1 is noted.  It is agreed that this would provide the maximum amount of protection for minerals and waste transport infrastructure.  However, it is also considered necessary to ensure that any approach is balanced and that safeguarding of existing 
	The preference of the majority of respondents for Option 1 is noted.  It is agreed that this would provide the maximum amount of protection for minerals and waste transport infrastructure.  However, it is also considered necessary to ensure that any approach is balanced and that safeguarding of existing 


	infrastructure can be justified in any particular case.  
	infrastructure can be justified in any particular case.  
	infrastructure can be justified in any particular case.  

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	New evidence as of January 2015. The NPPG published in March 2014 provided guidance on minerals infrastructure and transport safeguarding. Planning authorities should safeguard existing, planned and potential storage, handling and transport sites to:  Ensure that sites for these purposes are available should they be needed,  Prevent sensitive or inappropriate development that would conflict with the use of sites identified for these purposes. In areas where there are County and District authorities, respo
	New evidence as of January 2015. The NPPG published in March 2014 provided guidance on minerals infrastructure and transport safeguarding. Planning authorities should safeguard existing, planned and potential storage, handling and transport sites to:  Ensure that sites for these purposes are available should they be needed,  Prevent sensitive or inappropriate development that would conflict with the use of sites identified for these purposes. In areas where there are County and District authorities, respo

	Duty to Cooperate  
	Duty to Cooperate  

	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? Yes Safeguarding of minerals and waste transport infrastructure will require cooperation between the County Council and District/Borough Councils in the two tier part of the Joint Plan area. 
	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? Yes Safeguarding of minerals and waste transport infrastructure will require cooperation between the County Council and District/Borough Councils in the two tier part of the Joint Plan area. 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	The majority of respondents, including industry, supported Option 1 which would safeguard all known railheads, rail links and wharfs unless the need for alternative development would outweigh the benefits of retaining the facility. The SA states that there was no strong preference for any of the Options under most of the objectives, but Option 1 provides the greatest flexibility and Option 3, which represents a more targeted approach to safeguarding, the most positive benefits overall.  Option 1 is also mos
	The majority of respondents, including industry, supported Option 1 which would safeguard all known railheads, rail links and wharfs unless the need for alternative development would outweigh the benefits of retaining the facility. The SA states that there was no strong preference for any of the Options under most of the objectives, but Option 1 provides the greatest flexibility and Option 3, which represents a more targeted approach to safeguarding, the most positive benefits overall.  Option 1 is also mos

	secondary and recycled aggregate.  This is addressed further in draft policy relating to supply of alternatives to land won primary aggregate. 
	secondary and recycled aggregate.  This is addressed further in draft policy relating to supply of alternatives to land won primary aggregate. 

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to S04: Transport infrastructure safeguarding 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to S04: Transport infrastructure safeguarding 

	Railheads, rail links and wharves identified on the Policies map will be safeguarded against replacement development which would prevent the use of the land for minerals or waste transport purposes, unless; i) The need for the alternative development outweighs the benefits of retaining the facility; or ii) A suitable alternative location can be provided for the displaced use; or iii) The facility is not in use and there is no reasonable prospect of it being used for minerals or waste transport in the forese
	Railheads, rail links and wharves identified on the Policies map will be safeguarded against replacement development which would prevent the use of the land for minerals or waste transport purposes, unless; i) The need for the alternative development outweighs the benefits of retaining the facility; or ii) A suitable alternative location can be provided for the displaced use; or iii) The facility is not in use and there is no reasonable prospect of it being used for minerals or waste transport in the forese

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives Objective 3 Objective 7 Objective 8 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan 
	Link to Objectives Objective 3 Objective 7 Objective 8 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan 

	Id54: Transport infrastructure Id55: Locations for ancillary infrastructure safeguarding Id56: Minerals ancillary infrastructure safeguarding Id58: Presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste development Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id60: Transport of minerals and waste and associated impacts Id70: Developments proposed within Mineral Safeguarding Areas Id71: Consideration of applications in Mineral Consultation Areas 
	Id54: Transport infrastructure Id55: Locations for ancillary infrastructure safeguarding Id56: Minerals ancillary infrastructure safeguarding Id58: Presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste development Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id60: Transport of minerals and waste and associated impacts Id70: Developments proposed within Mineral Safeguarding Areas Id71: Consideration of applications in Mineral Consultation Areas 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment This policy would ensure that wharves and railheads/rail links are safeguarded for the transportation of minerals and waste but retains an element of flexibility to ensure that unused sites with little potential for future use or sites that would have greater benefit being used for an alternative purpose are not safeguarded. Positive impacts have been identified in relation to encouraging the use of more sustainable modes of transport, air quality, land use, climate change, resource us
	Summary of assessment This policy would ensure that wharves and railheads/rail links are safeguarded for the transportation of minerals and waste but retains an element of flexibility to ensure that unused sites with little potential for future use or sites that would have greater benefit being used for an alternative purpose are not safeguarded. Positive impacts have been identified in relation to encouraging the use of more sustainable modes of transport, air quality, land use, climate change, resource us


	Id56 - Locations for ancillary minerals infrastructure 
	Id56 - Locations for ancillary minerals infrastructure 
	Id56 - Locations for ancillary minerals infrastructure 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would support locating ancillary minerals infrastructure on active mineral extraction sites (including sites for the production of secondary aggregate) provided the following criteria are met:  The ancillary minerals infrastructure produces a ‘value added’ product based mainly on the mineral extracted at the site  The process or development does not create significant additional adverse impact on local communities, businesses or the environment  The process or development does not s

	Option 2: This option would be the same as Option 1 except that support would only be provided where the ‘host’ site would be located outside the North York Moors National Park and AONBs. Ancillary infrastructure related to extraction sites in National Parks or AONBs would need to be located outside of these areas.  AND/OR 
	Option 2: This option would be the same as Option 1 except that support would only be provided where the ‘host’ site would be located outside the North York Moors National Park and AONBs. Ancillary infrastructure related to extraction sites in National Parks or AONBs would need to be located outside of these areas.  AND/OR 

	Option 3: This option would support the development of ancillary minerals infrastructure away from mineral extraction sites provided the following criteria are met:  The site is located on industrial or employment land, previously developed land, or would be co-located with other compatible industrial or commercial development   The site is located within or near to major settlements or other known market destination where the product will be used   The site has good access to the transport network  The
	Option 3: This option would support the development of ancillary minerals infrastructure away from mineral extraction sites provided the following criteria are met:  The site is located on industrial or employment land, previously developed land, or would be co-located with other compatible industrial or commercial development   The site is located within or near to major settlements or other known market destination where the product will be used   The site has good access to the transport network  The
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	Option 4: This option would be the same as Option 3 except that support would only be provided where the site would be located outside the North York Moors National Park and AONBs, with the exception of Whitby Business Park which already contains ancillary infrastructure.  
	Option 4: This option would be the same as Option 3 except that support would only be provided where the site would be located outside the North York Moors National Park and AONBs, with the exception of Whitby Business Park which already contains ancillary infrastructure.  

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	All of the options are likely to have positive effects on the economy through supporting ancillary functions associated with minerals extraction and processing, although Option 3 in conjunction with Option 1 would provide the greatest flexibility in this respect. All of the options would support development that would not have significant adverse effects on the environment (which is positive). Minor negative effects in terms of transport miles are likely to be greater under Options 3 and 4 where an addition
	All of the options are likely to have positive effects on the economy through supporting ancillary functions associated with minerals extraction and processing, although Option 3 in conjunction with Option 1 would provide the greatest flexibility in this respect. All of the options would support development that would not have significant adverse effects on the environment (which is positive). Minor negative effects in terms of transport miles are likely to be greater under Options 3 and 4 where an addition

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	18 

	Question 136) Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 136) Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Number of respondents: 17 

	Option 1: 6 SC: 1 MWI: 3 Local Authorities: 1 
	Option 1: 6 SC: 1 MWI: 3 Local Authorities: 1 
	Combination: 7 Opt. 1+3: 3 MWI: 2  Opt. 1+4: 1 Local Authorities: 1 Opt. 2+4: 3 SC: 1 

	Option 2: 3 MWI: 1 
	Option 2: 3 MWI: 1 
	Did Not Specify: 0 

	Option 3: 0 
	Option 3: 0 
	None: 0 

	Option 4: 1 
	Option 4: 1 

	Question 137) Are there any alternative options that the Authorities should consider in relation to ancillary minerals infrastructure? 
	Question 137) Are there any alternative options that the Authorities should consider in relation to ancillary minerals infrastructure? 
	Number of respondents: 0 SC: 0 MWI: 0 Local Authorities: 0 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q136: Option 1:  Ensures proposals do not significantly increase road transport  Co-location of other operations at mineral sites is a logical and sustainable extension to the production output of sites 
	Key Messages Q136: Option 1:  Ensures proposals do not significantly increase road transport  Co-location of other operations at mineral sites is a logical and sustainable extension to the production output of sites 


	 Supports facilities at existing mineral extraction sites  Ancillary minerals infrastructure is best located at mineral extraction sites and should be able to accept material from sites other than where it is located  Option 2:  Provides balance between locating facilities close to source material whilst protecting National Parks and AONBs Option 1+3:  May be possible to locate ancillary plant infrastructure but not compromise the objectives of designating National Park and AONBs Option 1+4:  Protects 
	 Supports facilities at existing mineral extraction sites  Ancillary minerals infrastructure is best located at mineral extraction sites and should be able to accept material from sites other than where it is located  Option 2:  Provides balance between locating facilities close to source material whilst protecting National Parks and AONBs Option 1+3:  May be possible to locate ancillary plant infrastructure but not compromise the objectives of designating National Park and AONBs Option 1+4:  Protects 
	 Supports facilities at existing mineral extraction sites  Ancillary minerals infrastructure is best located at mineral extraction sites and should be able to accept material from sites other than where it is located  Option 2:  Provides balance between locating facilities close to source material whilst protecting National Parks and AONBs Option 1+3:  May be possible to locate ancillary plant infrastructure but not compromise the objectives of designating National Park and AONBs Option 1+4:  Protects 

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	N/A 
	N/A 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The range of views received in response to consultation on this issue is noted. It is agreed that in many, but not all, cases minerals extraction sites represent appropriate locations for ancillary developed and that a limited degree of importation of materials to serve ancillary activities could be reasonable.  In relation to ancillary activities in NPs and AONBs, it is also agreed that some ancillary activities at existing quarries could be appropriate where they would not lead to any adverse impact on th
	The range of views received in response to consultation on this issue is noted. It is agreed that in many, but not all, cases minerals extraction sites represent appropriate locations for ancillary developed and that a limited degree of importation of materials to serve ancillary activities could be reasonable.  In relation to ancillary activities in NPs and AONBs, it is also agreed that some ancillary activities at existing quarries could be appropriate where they would not lead to any adverse impact on th

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	No new evidence as of January 2015. 
	No new evidence as of January 2015. 

	Duty to Cooperate  
	Duty to Cooperate  

	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? No 
	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? No 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	The Joint Plan area currently has ancillary infrastructure located on active mineral extraction sites and stand-alone sites. The majority of support was for Option 1 on its own. Several combinations were suggested. The combination most supported by industry was Option 1 plus Option 3, supporting ancillary infrastructure on active minerals sites and also supporting ancillary minerals infrastructure away from active mineral extraction sites on industrial estates or employment land. Support was also given for 
	The Joint Plan area currently has ancillary infrastructure located on active mineral extraction sites and stand-alone sites. The majority of support was for Option 1 on its own. Several combinations were suggested. The combination most supported by industry was Option 1 plus Option 3, supporting ancillary infrastructure on active minerals sites and also supporting ancillary minerals infrastructure away from active mineral extraction sites on industrial estates or employment land. Support was also given for 

	extracted from the site at which they are located. It is not agreed that this will always be the case, for example where the minerals site is located relatively far from markets, or is not well located in relation to transport routes.   Where substantial importation of materials is required in many cases it may be more appropriate for the activity to take place at stand-alone sites for example on well-located industrial estates. It should be noted that where free standing ancillary infrastructure is propose
	extracted from the site at which they are located. It is not agreed that this will always be the case, for example where the minerals site is located relatively far from markets, or is not well located in relation to transport routes.   Where substantial importation of materials is required in many cases it may be more appropriate for the activity to take place at stand-alone sites for example on well-located industrial estates. It should be noted that where free standing ancillary infrastructure is propose

	Preferred policy approach-title changed to I02: Locations for ancillary minerals infrastructure 
	Preferred policy approach-title changed to I02: Locations for ancillary minerals infrastructure 

	Development of ancillary minerals infrastructure at active minerals extraction sites and sites producing secondary aggregate will be supported provided the following criteria are met: i. The ancillary development produces a ‘value added’ product based mainly on the mineral extracted or secondary aggregate produced on the host site, and ii. The development does not create significant additional adverse impact on local communities, businesses or the environment, and iii. The development does not unacceptably 
	Development of ancillary minerals infrastructure at active minerals extraction sites and sites producing secondary aggregate will be supported provided the following criteria are met: i. The ancillary development produces a ‘value added’ product based mainly on the mineral extracted or secondary aggregate produced on the host site, and ii. The development does not create significant additional adverse impact on local communities, businesses or the environment, and iii. The development does not unacceptably 
	-


	Planning Authority but will be the responsibility of the District and Borough Councils.  Within the City of York and the North York Moors National Park, which are the unitary planning authority areas, proposals for free standing ancillary development will be within the scope of the Joint Plan. Both active quarries and free standing sites may, in some circumstances, be appropriate locations for ancillary development.   In many cases quarries will be suitable locations, particularly where a substantial propor
	Planning Authority but will be the responsibility of the District and Borough Councils.  Within the City of York and the North York Moors National Park, which are the unitary planning authority areas, proposals for free standing ancillary development will be within the scope of the Joint Plan. Both active quarries and free standing sites may, in some circumstances, be appropriate locations for ancillary development.   In many cases quarries will be suitable locations, particularly where a substantial propor

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 6 Objective 7 Objective 8 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id02: Locational approach to new sources of supply of aggregate Id14: Supply of alternatives to land won primary aggregates Id50: Managing power station ash Id57: Minerals ancillary infrastructure safeguarding Id58: Presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste development Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id60: Transport of minerals and waste and associated impacts Id61: North York Moor 
	Link to Objectives: Objective 6 Objective 7 Objective 8 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id02: Locational approach to new sources of supply of aggregate Id14: Supply of alternatives to land won primary aggregates Id50: Managing power station ash Id57: Minerals ancillary infrastructure safeguarding Id58: Presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste development Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id60: Transport of minerals and waste and associated impacts Id61: North York Moor 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment In the main the protections in this policy will avoid significant effects on the environmental objectives, though uncertainty is often noted due to uncertainty over locations where minerals ancillary infrastructure would take place and how ‘additional significant environmental effects’ may be interpreted by different developers, particularly if the host site already has significant impacts. Elsewhere, mixed effects are often reported. For instance, the economic objective notes how this
	Summary of assessment In the main the protections in this policy will avoid significant effects on the environmental objectives, though uncertainty is often noted due to uncertainty over locations where minerals ancillary infrastructure would take place and how ‘additional significant environmental effects’ may be interpreted by different developers, particularly if the host site already has significant impacts. Elsewhere, mixed effects are often reported. For instance, the economic objective notes how this


	referred to in the key links to other relevant policies and objectives. In addition, to address synergies between effects, policy D02’s reference to cumulative effects could be clarified in that policy’s supporting text so that it includes synergies between different types of effect. 
	Id57 - Minerals ancillary infrastructure safeguarding 
	Id57 - Minerals ancillary infrastructure safeguarding 
	Id57 - Minerals ancillary infrastructure safeguarding 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would safeguard all known sites for concrete batching, roadstone manufacture, other concrete products manufacture, and the handling, processing and distribution of recycled and secondary aggregate against encroaching or replacement development which would prevent the use of the land for ancillary aggregates purposes.  OR 

	Option 2: This option would safeguard only stand-alone sites for concrete batching, roadstone manufacture, other concrete products manufacture, and the handling, processing and distribution of recycled and secondary aggregate against encroaching or replacement development which would prevent the use of the land for ancillary aggregates purposes.  OR 
	Option 2: This option would safeguard only stand-alone sites for concrete batching, roadstone manufacture, other concrete products manufacture, and the handling, processing and distribution of recycled and secondary aggregate against encroaching or replacement development which would prevent the use of the land for ancillary aggregates purposes.  OR 

	Option 3: This option would consider each site for concrete batching, roadstone manufacture, other concrete products manufacture, and the handling, processing and distribution of recycled and secondary aggregate on an individual basis to assess its risk of being affected by new development, and those with greater potential to be impacted by encroaching or replacement development would be safeguarded.  OR 
	Option 3: This option would consider each site for concrete batching, roadstone manufacture, other concrete products manufacture, and the handling, processing and distribution of recycled and secondary aggregate on an individual basis to assess its risk of being affected by new development, and those with greater potential to be impacted by encroaching or replacement development would be safeguarded.  OR 

	Option 4: This option would safeguard all known sites for concrete batching, roadstone manufacture, other concrete products manufacture, and the handling, processing and distribution of recycled and secondary aggregate against encroaching or replacement development which would prevent the use of the land for ancillary aggregates purposes, unless a suitable alternative location for the displaced use is found or it is considered that the need for the alternative development outweighs the need to retain the in
	Option 4: This option would safeguard all known sites for concrete batching, roadstone manufacture, other concrete products manufacture, and the handling, processing and distribution of recycled and secondary aggregate against encroaching or replacement development which would prevent the use of the land for ancillary aggregates purposes, unless a suitable alternative location for the displaced use is found or it is considered that the need for the alternative development outweighs the need to retain the in

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	Option 1 is likely to have economic benefits through enabling choice for minerals operators. However, it is possible that pursuing this option may result in the creation of vacant sites with associated effects on landscape and community safety and wellbeing. Options 3 and, most significantly, 4 are likely to create more flexibility around future alternative uses for these sites than Option 1, with Option 4 providing the most economic benefits in this respect. All of the options are likely to have uncertain 
	Option 1 is likely to have economic benefits through enabling choice for minerals operators. However, it is possible that pursuing this option may result in the creation of vacant sites with associated effects on landscape and community safety and wellbeing. Options 3 and, most significantly, 4 are likely to create more flexibility around future alternative uses for these sites than Option 1, with Option 4 providing the most economic benefits in this respect. All of the options are likely to have uncertain 

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	8 

	Question 138) Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 138) Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Number of respondents: 7 

	Option 1: 2  MWI: 1 Local Authorities: 1 
	Option 1: 2  MWI: 1 Local Authorities: 1 
	Combination: 0 


	Table
	TR
	Option 2: 2 MWI: 2 
	Did Not Specify: 1 Local Authorities: 1 

	Option 3: 2 
	Option 3: 2 
	None: 0 

	Option 4: 0 
	Option 4: 0 

	Question 139) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to ancillary minerals infrastructure safeguarding? 
	Question 139) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to ancillary minerals infrastructure safeguarding? 
	Number of respondents: 1 SC: 0 MWI: 0 Local Authorities: 0 

	Question 140) Are there any particular facilities which should be safeguarded if Option 3 were to be followed? (Please refer to the document: ‘Minerals and Waste Local Plan Evidence Base: safeguarding of minerals Infrastructure’, via the link www.northyorks.gov.uk/mwevidence). 
	Question 140) Are there any particular facilities which should be safeguarded if Option 3 were to be followed? (Please refer to the document: ‘Minerals and Waste Local Plan Evidence Base: safeguarding of minerals Infrastructure’, via the link www.northyorks.gov.uk/mwevidence). 
	Number of respondents: 0 SC: 0 MWI: 0 Local Authorities: 0 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q138: Option 2:  Not necessary to safeguard facilities on time limited mineral operations which will come to a programmed end Option 3:  This options depends on threats which may be underestimated Option 4:  Care would need to be taken in determining what alternative sites would be available Key Messages Q139: Proposed Option 5 This option would safeguard the surface infrastructure for oil and gas developments The point was also made that it is the last mineral use that should be safeguarded
	Key Messages Q138: Option 2:  Not necessary to safeguard facilities on time limited mineral operations which will come to a programmed end Option 3:  This options depends on threats which may be underestimated Option 4:  Care would need to be taken in determining what alternative sites would be available Key Messages Q139: Proposed Option 5 This option would safeguard the surface infrastructure for oil and gas developments The point was also made that it is the last mineral use that should be safeguarded

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of Assessment Option 1 is likely to have economic benefits through enabling choice for minerals operators. However, it is possible that pursuing this option may result in the creation of vacant sites with associated effects on landscape and community safety and wellbeing. Option 2 has similar effects, though at a lower scale. Options 3 and, most significantly, 4 are likely to create more flexibility around future alternative uses for these sites than Option 1, with Option 4 providing the most econom
	Summary of Assessment Option 1 is likely to have economic benefits through enabling choice for minerals operators. However, it is possible that pursuing this option may result in the creation of vacant sites with associated effects on landscape and community safety and wellbeing. Option 2 has similar effects, though at a lower scale. Options 3 and, most significantly, 4 are likely to create more flexibility around future alternative uses for these sites than Option 1, with Option 4 providing the most econom

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 


	It is agreed that it should not be necessary to safeguard ancillary facilities located within areas permitted for mineral extraction as these should already receive protection through the relevant minerals permission/s. It is also agreed that it may be difficult in practice to evaluate the level of risk from encroachment or replacement over the lifetime of the Plan.  With regard to provision of alternative locations (Option 4) this matter could only be considered on a case by case basis at the time when spe
	It is agreed that it should not be necessary to safeguard ancillary facilities located within areas permitted for mineral extraction as these should already receive protection through the relevant minerals permission/s. It is also agreed that it may be difficult in practice to evaluate the level of risk from encroachment or replacement over the lifetime of the Plan.  With regard to provision of alternative locations (Option 4) this matter could only be considered on a case by case basis at the time when spe
	It is agreed that it should not be necessary to safeguard ancillary facilities located within areas permitted for mineral extraction as these should already receive protection through the relevant minerals permission/s. It is also agreed that it may be difficult in practice to evaluate the level of risk from encroachment or replacement over the lifetime of the Plan.  With regard to provision of alternative locations (Option 4) this matter could only be considered on a case by case basis at the time when spe

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	Updated evidence as of January 2015. The NPPG published in March 2014 suggests that Planning Authorities should safeguard existing, planned and potential storage, handling and transport sites to:  Ensure that sites for those purposes are available should they be needed.  Prevent sensitive or inappropriate development that would conflict with the use of sites identified for these purposes. 
	Updated evidence as of January 2015. The NPPG published in March 2014 suggests that Planning Authorities should safeguard existing, planned and potential storage, handling and transport sites to:  Ensure that sites for those purposes are available should they be needed.  Prevent sensitive or inappropriate development that would conflict with the use of sites identified for these purposes. 

	Duty to Cooperate  
	Duty to Cooperate  

	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? Yes Safeguarding in the two tier parts of the Plan area will require cooperation between the County Planning Authority and District/Borough Planning Authorities. 
	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? Yes Safeguarding in the two tier parts of the Plan area will require cooperation between the County Planning Authority and District/Borough Planning Authorities. 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	Responses provided equal support for Options 1, 2 and 3, with none for Option 4. The three options with consultee support are distinctly different so cannot readily be combined.  It is considered that in safeguarding ancillary infrastructure the emphasis should be on the protection of ‘free standing’ infrastructure sites as these are by definition not subject of any protection through an associated permission for minerals extraction.  Although Option 2 was not the most favoured by the SA of the initial opti
	Responses provided equal support for Options 1, 2 and 3, with none for Option 4. The three options with consultee support are distinctly different so cannot readily be combined.  It is considered that in safeguarding ancillary infrastructure the emphasis should be on the protection of ‘free standing’ infrastructure sites as these are by definition not subject of any protection through an associated permission for minerals extraction.  Although Option 2 was not the most favoured by the SA of the initial opti

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to S05: Minerals ancillary infrastructure safeguarding 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to S05: Minerals ancillary infrastructure safeguarding 

	Minerals ancillary infrastructure sites identified on the Policies map are safeguarded against replacement development which would prevent the use of the land for minerals ancillary infrastructure purposes, unless;  The need for the alternative development outweighs the benefits of retaining the site, or  A suitable alternative location can be provided for the displaced use, or  The site is not in use and there is no reasonable prospect of it being used for minerals ancillary infrastructure in the forese
	Minerals ancillary infrastructure sites identified on the Policies map are safeguarded against replacement development which would prevent the use of the land for minerals ancillary infrastructure purposes, unless;  The need for the alternative development outweighs the benefits of retaining the site, or  A suitable alternative location can be provided for the displaced use, or  The site is not in use and there is no reasonable prospect of it being used for minerals ancillary infrastructure in the forese

	the site for ancillary minerals infrastructure.  Where development in the safeguarded buffer zone would substantially restrict the continued use or potential future use of the site for minerals ancillary infrastructure then permission will be refused unless adequate mitigation can be provided. Supporting text Minerals ancillary infrastructure includes plant for processes such as concrete batching, manufacture of coated materials and other concrete products as well as the handling, processing and distributio
	the site for ancillary minerals infrastructure.  Where development in the safeguarded buffer zone would substantially restrict the continued use or potential future use of the site for minerals ancillary infrastructure then permission will be refused unless adequate mitigation can be provided. Supporting text Minerals ancillary infrastructure includes plant for processes such as concrete batching, manufacture of coated materials and other concrete products as well as the handling, processing and distributio

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 3 Objective 6 Objective 7 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id56: Locations for ancillary minerals infrastructure Id58: Presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste development Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id60: Transport infrastructure safeguarding Id71: Consideration of applications in Mineral Consultation Areas 
	Link to Objectives: Objective 3 Objective 6 Objective 7 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id56: Locations for ancillary minerals infrastructure Id58: Presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste development Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id60: Transport infrastructure safeguarding Id71: Consideration of applications in Mineral Consultation Areas 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment There are some very minor benefits that occur because this policy essentially reduces the likelihood of development within 100m of safeguarded sites. Alternatively it may displace some development, leading to uncertain effects (which depend on the location that development is displaced to). Elsewhere in the assessment a strong benefit was noted relating to minimising resource use, as safeguarding land for ancillary infrastructure would cover land for facilities for processing and distr
	Summary of assessment There are some very minor benefits that occur because this policy essentially reduces the likelihood of development within 100m of safeguarded sites. Alternatively it may displace some development, leading to uncertain effects (which depend on the location that development is displaced to). Elsewhere in the assessment a strong benefit was noted relating to minimising resource use, as safeguarding land for ancillary infrastructure would cover land for facilities for processing and distr


	Id58 - Presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste development 
	Id58 - Presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste development 
	Id58 - Presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste development 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would use the wording of the model policy with a minor adjustment to replace the word ‘council’ with ‘authority’ to reflect it being a Joint Plan involving both Councils and a National Park Authority and to replace the reference to ‘neighbourhood plans’ with a reference to ‘and other relevant documents which comprise the Development Plan’. OR 

	Option 2: Develop a more specific phrasing based on the national presumption but which promotes not only working proactively with applicants, but also with other stakeholders including consultees and communities jointly, to find solutions to planning issues in line with the draft vision of the Joint Plan. OR 
	Option 2: Develop a more specific phrasing based on the national presumption but which promotes not only working proactively with applicants, but also with other stakeholders including consultees and communities jointly, to find solutions to planning issues in line with the draft vision of the Joint Plan. OR 

	Option 3: Use the model wording (under either Option 1 or 2 above) as a starting point but adapt it to specifically state that within the North York Moors National Park and the AONBs the starting point for any decisions will be ensuring that development is consistent with delivering sustainable development within the context of their statutory purposes. For major development in these areas, the starting point for consideration of applications would be the Major Development Test.  
	Option 3: Use the model wording (under either Option 1 or 2 above) as a starting point but adapt it to specifically state that within the North York Moors National Park and the AONBs the starting point for any decisions will be ensuring that development is consistent with delivering sustainable development within the context of their statutory purposes. For major development in these areas, the starting point for consideration of applications would be the Major Development Test.  

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	The assessment has revealed that under Options 2 and 3 more positive effects are likely, particularly in the longer term should policies in the Plan be considered to become out of date. Option 2 would have significant positive effects in relation to community engagement and may also enable other effects of development to be mitigated through this engagement process. Option 3 would provide significant positive effects for the landscape and environment of the National Park and the AONBs. A significant negativ
	The assessment has revealed that under Options 2 and 3 more positive effects are likely, particularly in the longer term should policies in the Plan be considered to become out of date. Option 2 would have significant positive effects in relation to community engagement and may also enable other effects of development to be mitigated through this engagement process. Option 3 would provide significant positive effects for the landscape and environment of the National Park and the AONBs. A significant negativ


	economy (in terms of tourism and maintaining the wider North Yorkshire area as an attractive location for investment) should development be allowed to go ahead with limited control. In the short and medium term the positive effects are negligible as all options essentially state that development which accords with the Plan should go ahead, which is generally the case either with or without such a policy. 
	economy (in terms of tourism and maintaining the wider North Yorkshire area as an attractive location for investment) should development be allowed to go ahead with limited control. In the short and medium term the positive effects are negligible as all options essentially state that development which accords with the Plan should go ahead, which is generally the case either with or without such a policy. 
	economy (in terms of tourism and maintaining the wider North Yorkshire area as an attractive location for investment) should development be allowed to go ahead with limited control. In the short and medium term the positive effects are negligible as all options essentially state that development which accords with the Plan should go ahead, which is generally the case either with or without such a policy. 

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	32 

	Question 141) Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 141) Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Number of respondents: 24 

	Option 1: 4 MWI: 2 Local Authorities: 1 
	Option 1: 4 MWI: 2 Local Authorities: 1 
	Combination: 1 Opt. 2+3: 1 

	Option 2: 4 SC: 1 MWI: 1 
	Option 2: 4 SC: 1 MWI: 1 
	Did Not Specify: 5 SC: 1 MWI: 2 

	Option 3: 7 SC: 1 
	Option 3: 7 SC: 1 
	None: 3 MWI: 0  

	Question 142) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to the presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste development? 
	Question 142) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to the presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste development? 
	Number of respondents: 8 SC: 0 MWI: 0 Local Authorities: 0 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q141: Option 1:  Consistent with the NPPF and supported at various local plan enquiries Option 2:  Whilst according with national policy this option allows developers, consultees and communities to engage early in the development process promoting a mutually acceptable balanced proposal  This option promotes working with stakeholders and statutory consultees to ensure the viability of potential waste sites including meeting environmental standards  Would also welcome recognition that minera
	Key Messages Q141: Option 1:  Consistent with the NPPF and supported at various local plan enquiries Option 2:  Whilst according with national policy this option allows developers, consultees and communities to engage early in the development process promoting a mutually acceptable balanced proposal  This option promotes working with stakeholders and statutory consultees to ensure the viability of potential waste sites including meeting environmental standards  Would also welcome recognition that minera


	 The options should state that only a small minority of proposals are likely to meet the agreed sustainable development criteria  The options do not reflect European Guidance Key Messages Q142: A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 8 – Development Management table’ along with justification as to why they have or have not been taken forward. There are no alternative options to be taken forward although a small number of poin
	 The options should state that only a small minority of proposals are likely to meet the agreed sustainable development criteria  The options do not reflect European Guidance Key Messages Q142: A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 8 – Development Management table’ along with justification as to why they have or have not been taken forward. There are no alternative options to be taken forward although a small number of poin
	 The options should state that only a small minority of proposals are likely to meet the agreed sustainable development criteria  The options do not reflect European Guidance Key Messages Q142: A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 8 – Development Management table’ along with justification as to why they have or have not been taken forward. There are no alternative options to be taken forward although a small number of poin

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	N/A 
	N/A 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	A broad range of views were expressed, some of which more directly relate to matters addressed under other topics covered in the Plan.  It is not considered necessary to refer to them specifically in this policy as when finalised the Plan will need to be read as a whole.  It is agreed, in relation to Option 3, that it would not be appropriate to quote the national major development test in full in the policy as this would add unnecessary complexity. 
	A broad range of views were expressed, some of which more directly relate to matters addressed under other topics covered in the Plan.  It is not considered necessary to refer to them specifically in this policy as when finalised the Plan will need to be read as a whole.  It is agreed, in relation to Option 3, that it would not be appropriate to quote the national major development test in full in the policy as this would add unnecessary complexity. 

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	Evidence updates as of January 2015 New national planning policy for waste (Oct 2014) confirms that positive planning plays a pivotal role in delivering the Government’s ambition for a more sustainable and efficient approach to resource use and management.   
	Evidence updates as of January 2015 New national planning policy for waste (Oct 2014) confirms that positive planning plays a pivotal role in delivering the Government’s ambition for a more sustainable and efficient approach to resource use and management.   

	Duty to Cooperate  
	Duty to Cooperate  

	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? No 
	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? No 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	A small majority of respondents considered option 3 to be the preferred policy approach although a range of views were expressed. Although option 3 suggested that there should be a reference to the major development test full reference to this would add unnecessary complexity policy. It is considered that this could be addressed by including a cross reference to the major development test in the policy instead. Whilst the SA indicated that Option 2 would have significant positive effects in relation to comm
	A small majority of respondents considered option 3 to be the preferred policy approach although a range of views were expressed. Although option 3 suggested that there should be a reference to the major development test full reference to this would add unnecessary complexity policy. It is considered that this could be addressed by including a cross reference to the major development test in the policy instead. Whilst the SA indicated that Option 2 would have significant positive effects in relation to comm

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to D01: Presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste development 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to D01: Presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste development 

	When considering development proposals the Authorities will take a positive approach that reflects the presumption in favour of sustainable development contained in the NPPF. The authorities will always work proactively with applicants jointly to find solutions which mean that proposals can be approved wherever possible, and to secure development that improves the economic, social and environmental conditions in the area. Planning applications that accord with the policies in this Local Plan (and where rele
	When considering development proposals the Authorities will take a positive approach that reflects the presumption in favour of sustainable development contained in the NPPF. The authorities will always work proactively with applicants jointly to find solutions which mean that proposals can be approved wherever possible, and to secure development that improves the economic, social and environmental conditions in the area. Planning applications that accord with the policies in this Local Plan (and where rele

	Where there are no policies relevant to the applications or relevant policies are out of date then the Council will grant permission unless material considerations indicate otherwise – taking into account whether:  Any adverse impacts of granting permission would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in the NPPF taken as a whole; or  Specific policies in the NPPF indicate that development should be restricted such as in National Parks and AONBs. Where pro
	Where there are no policies relevant to the applications or relevant policies are out of date then the Council will grant permission unless material considerations indicate otherwise – taking into account whether:  Any adverse impacts of granting permission would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in the NPPF taken as a whole; or  Specific policies in the NPPF indicate that development should be restricted such as in National Parks and AONBs. Where pro

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 1 Objective 2 Objective 4 Objective 5 Objective 6  Objective 7 Objective 8 Objective 9 Objective 10 Objective 11 Objective 12 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id51: Overall locational principles for provision of new waste capacity Id54: Transport infrastructure Id56: Locations for ancillary minerals infrastructure Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id61: North York Moors National Park and the AONBs Id68: Sustainable design, construction and operation of dev
	Link to Objectives: Objective 1 Objective 2 Objective 4 Objective 5 Objective 6  Objective 7 Objective 8 Objective 9 Objective 10 Objective 11 Objective 12 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id51: Overall locational principles for provision of new waste capacity Id54: Transport infrastructure Id56: Locations for ancillary minerals infrastructure Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id61: North York Moors National Park and the AONBs Id68: Sustainable design, construction and operation of dev

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 


	Summary of assessment 
	Most environmental SA objectives report neutral effects in the short and medium term as a result of this policy as this is largely an affirmation that the policies in the Plan, and national policy and Neighbourhood Plans, will be taken into account. However, uncertainty creeps into the assessment in the longer term as some locally distinctive issues may get a lesser degree of emphasis if the NPPF becomes the sole decision making document when the plan becomes out of date. In terms of National Parks and AONB
	The preferred policy supports the economic objective due to its ‘pro-active approach’ to finding solutions. It also supports the community vitality, wellbeing and population needs objectives in the short and medium term as it takes into account community defined Neighbourhood Plans. In the longer term the policy makes decision making more reliant on national policy than local views. 
	Recommendations 
	No specific recommendation is made. However, when policies in the Plan become out of date they should be updated to ensure that a locally relevant approach to sustainable development is still applied. 
	id59 Local amenity and cumulative impacts 
	id59 Local amenity and cumulative impacts 
	id59 Local amenity and cumulative impacts 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: Proposals will be supported where it can be demonstrated that unacceptable effects (including cumulative effects) on local amenity will not arise, including as a result of:  noise, dust, vibration, odour and other emissions to air, vermin and litter, visual impact, the public rights of way network and access to open space. Proposals will be expected as a first priority to prevent adverse impacts through avoidance, with the use of robust mitigation measures where avoidance is not practicable. AND 

	Option 2: In addition to the matters identified in Option 1, this option would specifically encourage applicants for new development to conduct early and meaningful  engagement with local communities, in line with statements of community involvement, prior to submission of an application, and to reflect the outcome of those discussions in the design of proposals as far as practicable. 
	Option 2: In addition to the matters identified in Option 1, this option would specifically encourage applicants for new development to conduct early and meaningful  engagement with local communities, in line with statements of community involvement, prior to submission of an application, and to reflect the outcome of those discussions in the design of proposals as far as practicable. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	Both Options 1 and 2 would minimise negative effects and may lead to positive effects on communities and the local environment. Option 2 would provide additional greater positive effects by supporting the involvement of local communities. 
	Both Options 1 and 2 would minimise negative effects and may lead to positive effects on communities and the local environment. Option 2 would provide additional greater positive effects by supporting the involvement of local communities. 

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	38 

	Question 143) Do you have a preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Question 143) Do you have a preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Number of respondents: 23 

	Option 1: 3 MWI: 2 
	Option 1: 3 MWI: 2 
	Combination: 5 MWI: 1 Local Authorities: 2 

	Option 2: 11 SC: 1 MWI: 1  
	Option 2: 11 SC: 1 MWI: 1  
	Did Not Specify: 4 SC: 1 MWI: 2 Local Authorities: 1 

	TR
	None: 0 


	Question 144) Are there any alternative options 
	Question 144) Are there any alternative options 
	Question 144) Are there any alternative options 
	Number of respondents: 5 

	the Authorities should consider in relation to local 
	the Authorities should consider in relation to local 
	SC: 0 

	amenity and cumulative impacts? 
	amenity and cumulative impacts? 
	MWI: 0  Local Authorities: 0 

	Question 145) Are there any additional criteria 
	Question 145) Are there any additional criteria 
	Number of respondents: 10 

	which should be included in a local amenity 
	which should be included in a local amenity 
	SC: 0 

	policy? 
	policy? 
	MWI: 3 Local Authorities: 0 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q143: Option 1:  Should include a list of unacceptable effects such as increased flood risk  Should also have regard to the benefits of a proposal  Should only assess impacts of a proposal following mitigation Option 2:  Replace the word ‘encourage’ with ‘require’  Developers should also be required to invest in local renewable energy  Should encourage community involvement and reduce the number of uninformed objections  Supports early liaison with the local community  This option would
	Key Messages Q143: Option 1:  Should include a list of unacceptable effects such as increased flood risk  Should also have regard to the benefits of a proposal  Should only assess impacts of a proposal following mitigation Option 2:  Replace the word ‘encourage’ with ‘require’  Developers should also be required to invest in local renewable energy  Should encourage community involvement and reduce the number of uninformed objections  Supports early liaison with the local community  This option would

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 


	N/A 
	N/A 
	N/A 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The overall preference for Option 2 is noted. A substantial number of the specific suggestions for additional matters to be considered under the policy are matters which are more appropriately dealt with under one or more other policies dealing with other relevant issues, such as traffic and transport, the water environment, reclamation and afteruse and sustainable design, operation and construction of development.  It is not considered appropriate to include a policy in the development plan, which has stat
	The overall preference for Option 2 is noted. A substantial number of the specific suggestions for additional matters to be considered under the policy are matters which are more appropriately dealt with under one or more other policies dealing with other relevant issues, such as traffic and transport, the water environment, reclamation and afteruse and sustainable design, operation and construction of development.  It is not considered appropriate to include a policy in the development plan, which has stat

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	Evidence updates as of January 2015 Since Issues and Options consultation new online National Planning Guidance has been published, together with a new National Planning Policy for Waste. These both make reference to local amenity considerations in the context of minerals and waste development, although the overall national policy and guidance on these matters has not changed significantly since consultation at Issues and Options stage.  
	Evidence updates as of January 2015 Since Issues and Options consultation new online National Planning Guidance has been published, together with a new National Planning Policy for Waste. These both make reference to local amenity considerations in the context of minerals and waste development, although the overall national policy and guidance on these matters has not changed significantly since consultation at Issues and Options stage.  

	Duty to Cooperate  
	Duty to Cooperate  

	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? No 
	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? No 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	The majority of respondents supported option 2, although a number of respondents suggested various modifications to the policy.  Option 2 was also favoured by the SA.  The preferred approach is Option 2 with the addition of specific reference to site lighting.  A number of additional criteria, previously covered in the option id69 ‘Other key criteria’ have also been incorporated into this policy to help ensure a more logical differentiation between policy areas. 
	The majority of respondents supported option 2, although a number of respondents suggested various modifications to the policy.  Option 2 was also favoured by the SA.  The preferred approach is Option 2 with the addition of specific reference to site lighting.  A number of additional criteria, previously covered in the option id69 ‘Other key criteria’ have also been incorporated into this policy to help ensure a more logical differentiation between policy areas. 

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M02: Local amenity and cumulative impacts 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M02: Local amenity and cumulative impacts 

	Proposals for minerals and waste development, including ancillary development and minerals and waste transport infrastructure, will be permitted where it can be demonstrated that there will be no unacceptable effects on local amenity and local businesses, including as a result of impacts from: noise, dust, vibration, odour and other emissions to air, vermin and litter, public safety, visual impact arising from the design, scale and location of the development, site lighting, cumulative effects, or as a resu
	Proposals for minerals and waste development, including ancillary development and minerals and waste transport infrastructure, will be permitted where it can be demonstrated that there will be no unacceptable effects on local amenity and local businesses, including as a result of impacts from: noise, dust, vibration, odour and other emissions to air, vermin and litter, public safety, visual impact arising from the design, scale and location of the development, site lighting, cumulative effects, or as a resu

	As minerals and waste development can, if not adequately controlled, lead to significant disturbance to local communities (including residents, visitors and local businesses operating in those communities) there is a need to ensure that any impacts are avoided or minimised. As well as helping to protect local communities, this can also allow development to take place in locations where it may otherwise be unacceptable.  In many cases potentially harmful impacts can be avoided or minimised through careful si
	As minerals and waste development can, if not adequately controlled, lead to significant disturbance to local communities (including residents, visitors and local businesses operating in those communities) there is a need to ensure that any impacts are avoided or minimised. As well as helping to protect local communities, this can also allow development to take place in locations where it may otherwise be unacceptable.  In many cases potentially harmful impacts can be avoided or minimised through careful si

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 9 Objective 10 Objective 12 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id60: Transport of minerals and waste and associated traffic impacts Id63: Landscape Id64: Biodiversity and geodiversity Id65: Historic environment Id66: Water environment Id67: Strategic approach to reclamation and afteruse Id68: Sustainable design, construction and operation of development 
	Link to Objectives: Objective 9 Objective 10 Objective 12 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id60: Transport of minerals and waste and associated traffic impacts Id63: Landscape Id64: Biodiversity and geodiversity Id65: Historic environment Id66: Water environment Id67: Strategic approach to reclamation and afteruse Id68: Sustainable design, construction and operation of development 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 


	Summary of assessment 
	Broadly this policy performs well against the sustainability appraisal objectives. In particular it strongly contributes to the wellbeing, health and safety objective. Although broadly positive for the economy as amenity is important to local businesses, there is an uncertain effect on the viability of some proposals. 
	Recommendations 
	Although no mitigation is proposed for this policy it will be important to address the uncertain effect on the viability of local businesses through monitoring this aspect of the plan 
	Id60 - Transport of minerals and waste and associated traffic impacts 
	Id60 - Transport of minerals and waste and associated traffic impacts 
	Id60 - Transport of minerals and waste and associated traffic impacts 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would give priority to proposals for minerals and waste development which would enable transport of minerals and waste via a sustainable (non-road) transport mode. OR 

	Option 2: This option would not seek to give preferential consideration to proposals which would include non-road modes of transport but would require all proposals involving significant transport of minerals or waste by road to demonstrate that the development would, taking into account minerals resource constraints where relevant, be well located in relation to sources of arisings or markets and in relation to suitable road networks. AND 
	Option 2: This option would not seek to give preferential consideration to proposals which would include non-road modes of transport but would require all proposals involving significant transport of minerals or waste by road to demonstrate that the development would, taking into account minerals resource constraints where relevant, be well located in relation to sources of arisings or markets and in relation to suitable road networks. AND 

	Option 3: This option could be used with either Option 1 or 2 above and would set out criteria to address the various potential impacts arising from unavoidable road transport of minerals and waste, including:   Access arrangements appropriate to the volume & nature of any road traffic generated  Suitable arrangements for on-site vehicle manoeuvring, parking and loading/unloading  Level of traffic within the capacity of the road network   Mitigation of adverse traffic impacts where necessary by traffic 
	Option 3: This option could be used with either Option 1 or 2 above and would set out criteria to address the various potential impacts arising from unavoidable road transport of minerals and waste, including:   Access arrangements appropriate to the volume & nature of any road traffic generated  Suitable arrangements for on-site vehicle manoeuvring, parking and loading/unloading  Level of traffic within the capacity of the road network   Mitigation of adverse traffic impacts where necessary by traffic 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	Option 1 is likely to have positive environmental and social effects through reducing use of road vehicles. Option 1 could also have implications for minerals supply due to relatively low availability of alternative modes of transport across the Plan area. Option 2 is likely to have greater positive economic effects through providing a more flexible approach although may result in effects on air quality, noise and vibration on local communities. Option 3 would result in additional positive effects for the l
	Option 1 is likely to have positive environmental and social effects through reducing use of road vehicles. Option 1 could also have implications for minerals supply due to relatively low availability of alternative modes of transport across the Plan area. Option 2 is likely to have greater positive economic effects through providing a more flexible approach although may result in effects on air quality, noise and vibration on local communities. Option 3 would result in additional positive effects for the l

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	44 

	Question 146) Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 146) Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Number of respondents: 26 

	Option 1: 4 SC: 1 
	Option 1: 4 SC: 1 
	Combination: 8 Opt. 1+3: 1 SC: 1 


	Table
	TR
	MWI: 1  Local Authorities: 1 Opt. 2+3: 1 Local Authorities: 1 

	Option 2: 4 MWI: 4 
	Option 2: 4 MWI: 4 
	Did Not Specify: 2 SC: 1 

	Option 3: 5 
	Option 3: 5 
	None: 3 

	Question 147) Are there any alternative options or criteria the Authorities should consider in relation to transport and associated impacts? 
	Question 147) Are there any alternative options or criteria the Authorities should consider in relation to transport and associated impacts? 
	Number of respondents: 9 SC: 0 MWI: 2 Local Authorities: 0 

	Question 148) If Option 3 were to be 
	Question 148) If Option 3 were to be 
	Number of respondents: 9 

	followed do you have any views on the 
	followed do you have any views on the 
	SC: 0 

	criteria which should be applied? 
	criteria which should be applied? 
	MWI: 1 Local Authorities: 1 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q146: Option 1:  This option would affect flexibility due to the limited range of non-road transport infrastructure  Prioritise developments which can be accessed by non-road transport Option 2:  This option is not workable for York Potash proposals due to lack of choice for surface infrastructure  Could apply to non-energy minerals where proximity to market may be an appropriate consideration  Remove the requirement to demonstrate location of mineral sites to markets as transport costs wi
	Key Messages Q146: Option 1:  This option would affect flexibility due to the limited range of non-road transport infrastructure  Prioritise developments which can be accessed by non-road transport Option 2:  This option is not workable for York Potash proposals due to lack of choice for surface infrastructure  Could apply to non-energy minerals where proximity to market may be an appropriate consideration  Remove the requirement to demonstrate location of mineral sites to markets as transport costs wi


	 A MWI consultee supports both options 2 and 3  None of the options provide sustainable development, granting the least worse proposal is not good enough Key Messages Q147) A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 8 – Development Management table’ along with justification as to why they have or have not been taken forward. Realistic alternative options have been summarised and worked up below: Proposed Option 4  Combining Opt
	 A MWI consultee supports both options 2 and 3  None of the options provide sustainable development, granting the least worse proposal is not good enough Key Messages Q147) A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 8 – Development Management table’ along with justification as to why they have or have not been taken forward. Realistic alternative options have been summarised and worked up below: Proposed Option 4  Combining Opt
	 A MWI consultee supports both options 2 and 3  None of the options provide sustainable development, granting the least worse proposal is not good enough Key Messages Q147) A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 8 – Development Management table’ along with justification as to why they have or have not been taken forward. Realistic alternative options have been summarised and worked up below: Proposed Option 4  Combining Opt

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of assessment Option 1 is likely to have a number of positive environmental and social effects through reducing use of road vehicles, though for some objectives there may also be some local negative impacts if the option requires new infrastructure (such as pipelines) to be built. Option 1 could also have implications for minerals supply due to relatively low availability of alternative modes of transport across the Plan area. Option 2 is likely to have greater positive economic effects through prov
	Summary of assessment Option 1 is likely to have a number of positive environmental and social effects through reducing use of road vehicles, though for some objectives there may also be some local negative impacts if the option requires new infrastructure (such as pipelines) to be built. Option 1 could also have implications for minerals supply due to relatively low availability of alternative modes of transport across the Plan area. Option 2 is likely to have greater positive economic effects through prov

	like many other options there is considerable uncertainty in the assessment. It may also be more restrictive than some other options generating possible negative effect on the economy SA objective. Option 5 is much more negative than other options, as this will broadly allow a continuation of current trends in transport which will work against several of the SA objectives (e.g. climate change / air pollution / wellbeing). Option 6 is broadly positive in relation to most SA objectives, and particularly the c
	like many other options there is considerable uncertainty in the assessment. It may also be more restrictive than some other options generating possible negative effect on the economy SA objective. Option 5 is much more negative than other options, as this will broadly allow a continuation of current trends in transport which will work against several of the SA objectives (e.g. climate change / air pollution / wellbeing). Option 6 is broadly positive in relation to most SA objectives, and particularly the c

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The broad range of responses to this issue is noted. It is agreed that any preferred policy should contain a degree of flexibility, recognising the constraints that exist in the delivery of use of alternative transport modes for minerals and waste in the Plan area.  It is also acknowledged that, particularly for some minerals, there is very little flexibility over choice of location, as minerals can only be worked where they occur.  Whilst it is noted that one alternative option suggested that more flexibil
	The broad range of responses to this issue is noted. It is agreed that any preferred policy should contain a degree of flexibility, recognising the constraints that exist in the delivery of use of alternative transport modes for minerals and waste in the Plan area.  It is also acknowledged that, particularly for some minerals, there is very little flexibility over choice of location, as minerals can only be worked where they occur.  Whilst it is noted that one alternative option suggested that more flexibil

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	No new evidence as of January 2015. 
	No new evidence as of January 2015. 

	Duty to Cooperate  
	Duty to Cooperate  

	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? No 
	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? No 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	A range of views were expressed with a number of respondents seeking a degree of flexibility in the policy.  It is agreed that some flexibility should be included bearing in mind the range of locational constraints that apply to minerals and waste development, particularly the former and the potential to encourage the locating of minerals and waste development near to markets or sources of arisings (as sought in Options 2 and 4) through other locational policies in the Plan. In many cases road transport is 
	A range of views were expressed with a number of respondents seeking a degree of flexibility in the policy.  It is agreed that some flexibility should be included bearing in mind the range of locational constraints that apply to minerals and waste development, particularly the former and the potential to encourage the locating of minerals and waste development near to markets or sources of arisings (as sought in Options 2 and 4) through other locational policies in the Plan. In many cases road transport is 

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to D03: Transport of minerals and waste and associated traffic impacts 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to D03: Transport of minerals and waste and associated traffic impacts 

	Where practicable minerals and waste movements should utilise alternatives to road transport.  Where road transport is necessary, proposals for minerals and waste development will be permitted where;  There is capacity within the existing network for the level  of traffic proposed, and  Access arrangements are appropriate to the volume and nature of any road traffic 
	Where practicable minerals and waste movements should utilise alternatives to road transport.  Where road transport is necessary, proposals for minerals and waste development will be permitted where;  There is capacity within the existing network for the level  of traffic proposed, and  Access arrangements are appropriate to the volume and nature of any road traffic 

	generated and safe and suitable access can be achieved for all users of the site, and  There are suitable arrangements in place for on-site manoeuvring, parking and loading/unloading, and  An adverse impacts can be appropriately mitigated for example by traffic controls, highway improvements and traffic routing agreements For all proposals involving significant levels of road traffic generation, a transport assessment and green travel plan will also be required to demonstrate that opportunities for sustai
	generated and safe and suitable access can be achieved for all users of the site, and  There are suitable arrangements in place for on-site manoeuvring, parking and loading/unloading, and  An adverse impacts can be appropriately mitigated for example by traffic controls, highway improvements and traffic routing agreements For all proposals involving significant levels of road traffic generation, a transport assessment and green travel plan will also be required to demonstrate that opportunities for sustai

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 6 Objective 7 Objective 8 Objective 11 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id02: Locational approach to new sources of supply of aggregate Id51: Overall locational principles for provision of new waste management capacity Id52: Waste site identification principles Id54: Transport infrastructure Id55: Transport infrastructure safeguarding Id56: Locations for ancillary minerals infrastructure Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id68: Sustainable design, construct
	Link to Objectives: Objective 6 Objective 7 Objective 8 Objective 11 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id02: Locational approach to new sources of supply of aggregate Id51: Overall locational principles for provision of new waste management capacity Id52: Waste site identification principles Id54: Transport infrastructure Id55: Transport infrastructure safeguarding Id56: Locations for ancillary minerals infrastructure Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id68: Sustainable design, construct

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment Mostly this preferred policy option either supports or has no effect on the SA objectives. Key positives (all minor) relate to the transport, air quality, climate change, economic growth, community vitality and 
	Summary of assessment Mostly this preferred policy option either supports or has no effect on the SA objectives. Key positives (all minor) relate to the transport, air quality, climate change, economic growth, community vitality and 


	population needs objectives. Some uncertainty was noted in relation to the effect of road improvements etc. on sensitive landscapes as well as a mixed positive / uncertain outcome for the health and wellbeing objective as the policy supporting text currently does not link well to other policies relating to amenity and cumulative impacts. 
	Recommendations  
	Better linkages between this policy and the landscape and amenity / cumulative effects policies in the supporting text would help reduce the uncertainties identified in this assessment. 
	Id61 - North York Moors National Park and the AONBs 
	Id61 - North York Moors National Park and the AONBs 
	Id61 - North York Moors National Park and the AONBs 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: Include the Major Development Test, as worded in the NPPF (see above), and rely on generic Development Management policies for considering non-major development in the National Park and AONBs. OR 

	Option 2: Include the Major Development Test, as in Option 1, but also include a criteria based policy setting out the factors that should be considered for any development in the National Park and AONBs, including non-major  development.  For the National Park this could include specific consideration of impact upon the Park’s special qualities, effects on providing opportunities for understanding and enjoyment of the National Park, effects on tranquillity and effects on the image and brand of the Park and
	Option 2: Include the Major Development Test, as in Option 1, but also include a criteria based policy setting out the factors that should be considered for any development in the National Park and AONBs, including non-major  development.  For the National Park this could include specific consideration of impact upon the Park’s special qualities, effects on providing opportunities for understanding and enjoyment of the National Park, effects on tranquillity and effects on the image and brand of the Park and

	Option 3: In association with either Option 1 or Option 2, for development outside of National Parks and AONBs this option would require consideration to be given to the effects on the setting of and views out of these protected areas. These considerations would also apply to the setting of and views out of the adjacent Yorkshire Dales National Park. 
	Option 3: In association with either Option 1 or Option 2, for development outside of National Parks and AONBs this option would require consideration to be given to the effects on the setting of and views out of these protected areas. These considerations would also apply to the setting of and views out of the adjacent Yorkshire Dales National Park. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	Option 2 scores more positively than Option 1, particularly in relation to sustainability objectives that reflect the special qualities of these areas, such as those related to biodiversity, landscape, cultural heritage and clean air. Whilst the assessment recognises there may be negative effects for the economy of these areas through restricting minerals and waste developments it also identifies potential positive effects on the tourism economy of maintaining these high quality environments. Option 3, whic
	Option 2 scores more positively than Option 1, particularly in relation to sustainability objectives that reflect the special qualities of these areas, such as those related to biodiversity, landscape, cultural heritage and clean air. Whilst the assessment recognises there may be negative effects for the economy of these areas through restricting minerals and waste developments it also identifies potential positive effects on the tourism economy of maintaining these high quality environments. Option 3, whic

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	21 

	Question 149) Do you have a preference for any of the above options? 
	Question 149) Do you have a preference for any of the above options? 
	Number of respondents: 19 

	Option 1: 6 
	Option 1: 6 
	Combination: 7 


	Table
	TR
	SC: 1 MWI: 3 
	Opt. 2+3: 7 SC: 2 Local Authorities: 2 

	Option 2: 1 
	Option 2: 1 
	Did Not Specify: 2 MWI: 2  

	Option 3: 2 
	Option 3: 2 
	None: 1 MWI: 1  

	Question 150) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to North York Moors National Park and AONBs? 
	Question 150) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to North York Moors National Park and AONBs? 
	Number of respondents: 2 SC: 1 MWI: 0  Local Authorities: 0 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q149: Option 1:  Not necessary for the Joint Plan to go beyond national policy  Minerals extraction is not incompatible with National Park or AONB status  Repeats national policy Option 2:  Relies upon a subjective interpretation of the ‘special qualities’ of the National Park Option 3:  This option appears to unfairly extend the boundaries of the National Park, para 115 of the NPPF does not support this approach  If this option was taken forward the ‘setting’ and views of the National Pa
	Key Messages Q149: Option 1:  Not necessary for the Joint Plan to go beyond national policy  Minerals extraction is not incompatible with National Park or AONB status  Repeats national policy Option 2:  Relies upon a subjective interpretation of the ‘special qualities’ of the National Park Option 3:  This option appears to unfairly extend the boundaries of the National Park, para 115 of the NPPF does not support this approach  If this option was taken forward the ‘setting’ and views of the National Pa

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	N/A 
	N/A 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The wide range of views received on this issue is noted. It is agreed that the Plan needs to give 
	The wide range of views received on this issue is noted. It is agreed that the Plan needs to give 


	guidance on how the major development test will be applied at a local level.  Whilst it is acknowledged that minerals extraction may not always be incompatible with AONB or National Park designation, in many cases such extraction will comprise major development which will need to satisfy the major development test. Minerals supply policies in the Plan indicate where minerals development in the NP or AONBs may be acceptable in principle, subject where necessary to the major development test being satisfied. 
	guidance on how the major development test will be applied at a local level.  Whilst it is acknowledged that minerals extraction may not always be incompatible with AONB or National Park designation, in many cases such extraction will comprise major development which will need to satisfy the major development test. Minerals supply policies in the Plan indicate where minerals development in the NP or AONBs may be acceptable in principle, subject where necessary to the major development test being satisfied. 
	guidance on how the major development test will be applied at a local level.  Whilst it is acknowledged that minerals extraction may not always be incompatible with AONB or National Park designation, in many cases such extraction will comprise major development which will need to satisfy the major development test. Minerals supply policies in the Plan indicate where minerals development in the NP or AONBs may be acceptable in principle, subject where necessary to the major development test being satisfied. 

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	Updated evidence as of January 2015 Since consultation on the Issues and Options took place the Government has issue a Ministerial Statement, which says that applications for major development for unconventional hydrocarbons should be refused in National Parks, the Broads and AONBs except in exceptional circumstances and where it can be demonstrated that they are in the public interest. Therefore the principle of the major development test has not changed. 
	Updated evidence as of January 2015 Since consultation on the Issues and Options took place the Government has issue a Ministerial Statement, which says that applications for major development for unconventional hydrocarbons should be refused in National Parks, the Broads and AONBs except in exceptional circumstances and where it can be demonstrated that they are in the public interest. Therefore the principle of the major development test has not changed. 

	Duty to Cooperate  
	Duty to Cooperate  

	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? No At a general level there may be issues associated with impacts across the boundaries between NYCC and the North York Moors and Yorkshire Dales National Parks, although these are unlikely to be strategic scale issues. 
	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? No At a general level there may be issues associated with impacts across the boundaries between NYCC and the North York Moors and Yorkshire Dales National Parks, although these are unlikely to be strategic scale issues. 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	A combination of options 2 and 3 was the favoured approach of respondents, although significant support was also expressed for Option 1. It is considered necessary to include the exact wording of paragraph 116 of the NPPF in order to ensure that there is a robust policy in place. It is clear from recent experience that there is a lack of clarity in the wording of the NPPF in terms of how the major development test is applied in practice. For this reason it is considered necessary to include some information
	A combination of options 2 and 3 was the favoured approach of respondents, although significant support was also expressed for Option 1. It is considered necessary to include the exact wording of paragraph 116 of the NPPF in order to ensure that there is a robust policy in place. It is clear from recent experience that there is a lack of clarity in the wording of the NPPF in terms of how the major development test is applied in practice. For this reason it is considered necessary to include some information

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to D04: North York Moors National Park and AONBs 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to D04: North York Moors National Park and AONBs 

	Planning permission for major development in the National Park, Howardian Hills, Nidderdale, North Pennines and Forest of Bowland Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty will be refused except in exceptional circumstances and where it can be demonstrated they are in the public interest. Consideration of such applications will include an assessment of:  The need for the development, including in terms of any national considerations of mineral supply, and the impact of permitting it, or refusing it, upon the loc
	Planning permission for major development in the National Park, Howardian Hills, Nidderdale, North Pennines and Forest of Bowland Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty will be refused except in exceptional circumstances and where it can be demonstrated they are in the public interest. Consideration of such applications will include an assessment of:  The need for the development, including in terms of any national considerations of mineral supply, and the impact of permitting it, or refusing it, upon the loc

	Management Plan and are consistent with other relevant development management policies in the Plan.  Proposals for development outside of the National Parks and AONBs will be permitted where it would not have a harmful effect on the setting of the designated area. Supporting text The NPPF states that great weight should be given to conserving landscape and scenic beauty in National Parks and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, which have the highest status of protection in relation to landscape and scenic 
	Management Plan and are consistent with other relevant development management policies in the Plan.  Proposals for development outside of the National Parks and AONBs will be permitted where it would not have a harmful effect on the setting of the designated area. Supporting text The NPPF states that great weight should be given to conserving landscape and scenic beauty in National Parks and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, which have the highest status of protection in relation to landscape and scenic 

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 6 Objective 9 Objective 10 
	Link to Objectives: Objective 6 Objective 9 Objective 10 

	Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id59: Local amenity and cumulative Impacts Id63: Landscape Id64: Biodiversity and geodiversity Id65: Historic environment Id68: Sustainable design, construction and operation of development 
	Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id59: Local amenity and cumulative Impacts Id63: Landscape Id64: Biodiversity and geodiversity Id65: Historic environment Id68: Sustainable design, construction and operation of development 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment Whilst the assessment identifies that there may be negative effects for the economy of these areas through restricting minerals and waste developments it also identifies potential positive effects on the tourism economy of maintaining these high quality environments. Particularly positive impacts have been identified in relation to recreation and leisure and landscape whilst some minor negative impacts have been identified in relation to land use, as development may be displaced to are
	Summary of assessment Whilst the assessment identifies that there may be negative effects for the economy of these areas through restricting minerals and waste developments it also identifies potential positive effects on the tourism economy of maintaining these high quality environments. Particularly positive impacts have been identified in relation to recreation and leisure and landscape whilst some minor negative impacts have been identified in relation to land use, as development may be displaced to are


	Id62 - Minerals and waste development in the Green Belt 
	Id62 - Minerals and waste development in the Green Belt 
	Id62 - Minerals and waste development in the Green Belt 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: Include a specific policy supporting waste development and minerals extraction and minerals ancillary development within the Green Belt unless it conflicts with the purposes of the Green Belt designation. This option would rely on national planning policy on minerals and waste development in the Green Belt. The NPPF defines minerals extraction as ‘not inappropriate’ in the Green Belt provided the openness of the Green Belt is maintained (para 90). Draft updated national waste planning policy propo

	Option 2: Allow a more flexible local approach to waste development proposals in the Green Belt subject to demonstration that the development would make a significant contribution to the provision of an appropriate overall network of facilities, enabling waste to be moved up the hierarchy and managed in proximity to arisings, and where particularly high standards of siting, design and mitigation of any impacts can be achieved. Under this option the approach for minerals would be the same as for Option 1. OR
	Option 2: Allow a more flexible local approach to waste development proposals in the Green Belt subject to demonstration that the development would make a significant contribution to the provision of an appropriate overall network of facilities, enabling waste to be moved up the hierarchy and managed in proximity to arisings, and where particularly high standards of siting, design and mitigation of any impacts can be achieved. Under this option the approach for minerals would be the same as for Option 1. OR

	Option 3: This option would represent an alternative to Option 2 by only providing a more flexible approach to waste development in the Green Belt where the development would be located at existing Green Belt waste management facilities within the Plan area, as well as being subject to the other criteria outlined in Option 2. 
	Option 3: This option would represent an alternative to Option 2 by only providing a more flexible approach to waste development in the Green Belt where the development would be located at existing Green Belt waste management facilities within the Plan area, as well as being subject to the other criteria outlined in Option 2. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	Option 1 is likely to have positive effects on the landscape and historic environment as they are part of the reason for local Green Belt designation. However, this may result in effects on the economy and minerals supply through potentially restricting extraction in the Green Belt. Under option 2 there would be no local policy basis for the consideration of minerals proposals in the Green Belt so effects would, by default, be the same as option 1, although with greater uncertainty as to what the policy fra
	Option 1 is likely to have positive effects on the landscape and historic environment as they are part of the reason for local Green Belt designation. However, this may result in effects on the economy and minerals supply through potentially restricting extraction in the Green Belt. Under option 2 there would be no local policy basis for the consideration of minerals proposals in the Green Belt so effects would, by default, be the same as option 1, although with greater uncertainty as to what the policy fra


	would be. Option 1 may have implications for provision of sufficient waste management facilities around York and the southern part of the Plan area. However, Option 2 would enable a more flexible approach which would deal with these issues, although could result in effects similar to Option 1 on the landscape and historic character and setting of the historic towns and cities. Similarly, Option 3 would have a flexible approach to location using existing sites in the greenbelt. This option may have positive 
	would be. Option 1 may have implications for provision of sufficient waste management facilities around York and the southern part of the Plan area. However, Option 2 would enable a more flexible approach which would deal with these issues, although could result in effects similar to Option 1 on the landscape and historic character and setting of the historic towns and cities. Similarly, Option 3 would have a flexible approach to location using existing sites in the greenbelt. This option may have positive 
	would be. Option 1 may have implications for provision of sufficient waste management facilities around York and the southern part of the Plan area. However, Option 2 would enable a more flexible approach which would deal with these issues, although could result in effects similar to Option 1 on the landscape and historic character and setting of the historic towns and cities. Similarly, Option 3 would have a flexible approach to location using existing sites in the greenbelt. This option may have positive 

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	29 

	Question 151) Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 151) Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Number of respondents: 18 

	Option 1: 11 SC: 1 MWI: 4  
	Option 1: 11 SC: 1 MWI: 4  
	Combination: 2 Opt. 1+3: 2 Local Authorities: 1 

	Option 2: 1 MWI: 1  
	Option 2: 1 MWI: 1  
	Did Not Specify: 0 

	Option 3: 1 
	Option 3: 1 
	None: 3 SC: 1 

	Question 152) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to minerals and waste development in the Green Belt? 
	Question 152) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to minerals and waste development in the Green Belt? 
	Number of respondents: 3 SC: 0 MWI: 0  Local Authorities: 0 

	Question 153) Should there be a policy, or 
	Question 153) Should there be a policy, or 
	Number of respondents: 7 

	policies, in respect of minerals in the Green Belt 
	policies, in respect of minerals in the Green Belt 
	SC: 0 

	or should reliance be placed on national policy? 
	or should reliance be placed on national policy? 
	MWI: 2  Local Authorities: 1 

	Question 154) Should there be a policy, or policies, in respect of waste developments in the Green Belt or should reliance be placed on national policy? 
	Question 154) Should there be a policy, or policies, in respect of waste developments in the Green Belt or should reliance be placed on national policy? 
	Number of respondents: 1 SC: 0 MWI: 0  Local Authorities: 0 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q151: Option 1:  Supports mineral development in the greenbelt  Welcomes the acknowledgement that the NPPF states minerals development is ‘not inappropriate’ in the greenbelt  This approach relies upon draft national waste policy, which is considered not appropriate until fully published  This approach follows national greenbelt policy within the NPPF and there is no reason why this should be relaxed Option 2:  Provides flexibility for waste facilities in the greenbelt, such as composting 
	Key Messages Q151: Option 1:  Supports mineral development in the greenbelt  Welcomes the acknowledgement that the NPPF states minerals development is ‘not inappropriate’ in the greenbelt  This approach relies upon draft national waste policy, which is considered not appropriate until fully published  This approach follows national greenbelt policy within the NPPF and there is no reason why this should be relaxed Option 2:  Provides flexibility for waste facilities in the greenbelt, such as composting 


	Option 3:  The approach set out in this option would be covered under the last bullet point of Para 89 in the NPPF General comments on the options:  The NPPF provides sufficient guidance on minerals development in the greenbelt so no need for additional local policy Key Messages Q152: A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 8 – Development Management table’ along with justification as to why they have or have not been taken f
	Option 3:  The approach set out in this option would be covered under the last bullet point of Para 89 in the NPPF General comments on the options:  The NPPF provides sufficient guidance on minerals development in the greenbelt so no need for additional local policy Key Messages Q152: A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 8 – Development Management table’ along with justification as to why they have or have not been taken f
	Option 3:  The approach set out in this option would be covered under the last bullet point of Para 89 in the NPPF General comments on the options:  The NPPF provides sufficient guidance on minerals development in the greenbelt so no need for additional local policy Key Messages Q152: A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 8 – Development Management table’ along with justification as to why they have or have not been taken f

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of assessment Option 1 is likely to have positive effects on the landscape and historic environment as they are part of the reason for local Green Belt designation. However, this may result in effects on the economy and minerals supply through potentially restricting extraction in the Green Belt. Under Option 2 there would be no local policy basis for the consideration of minerals proposals in the Green Belt so effects would, by default, be the same as option 1, although with greater uncertainty as 
	Summary of assessment Option 1 is likely to have positive effects on the landscape and historic environment as they are part of the reason for local Green Belt designation. However, this may result in effects on the economy and minerals supply through potentially restricting extraction in the Green Belt. Under Option 2 there would be no local policy basis for the consideration of minerals proposals in the Green Belt so effects would, by default, be the same as option 1, although with greater uncertainty as 

	environment although it is acknowledged that it may also reduce opportunities where alternative locations in the Green Belt may be preferable. Option 4 has the potential to result in negative impacts upon cultural heritage and landscape as it would support development that would conflict with the purpose and beneficial use of the Green Belt designation where it can be shown that development is required in that location for operational purposes. This may however lead to some positive effects in relation to t
	environment although it is acknowledged that it may also reduce opportunities where alternative locations in the Green Belt may be preferable. Option 4 has the potential to result in negative impacts upon cultural heritage and landscape as it would support development that would conflict with the purpose and beneficial use of the Green Belt designation where it can be shown that development is required in that location for operational purposes. This may however lead to some positive effects in relation to t

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The support of the majority of respondents for a local policy in line with national policy is noted.  A small number of respondents sought an approach with more flexibility, particularly in relation to waste development in the Green Belt, including those which are more appropriate in rural areas, such as composting and anaerobic digestion.  It is acknowledged that some flexibility could be beneficial although it would also be important to ensure that any local policy is generally consistent with the nationa
	The support of the majority of respondents for a local policy in line with national policy is noted.  A small number of respondents sought an approach with more flexibility, particularly in relation to waste development in the Green Belt, including those which are more appropriate in rural areas, such as composting and anaerobic digestion.  It is acknowledged that some flexibility could be beneficial although it would also be important to ensure that any local policy is generally consistent with the nationa

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	Evidence updates as of January 2015. New national waste policy, published in October 2014, replaced PPS10 which was extant at the time of Issues and Options consultation.  The new policy includes a revised position on waste development in the Green Belt. In particular it indicates that planning authorities should first look for suitable sites and areas outside the Green Belt for waste management facilities that, if located in the Green Belt, would be inappropriate development and local planning authorities 
	Evidence updates as of January 2015. New national waste policy, published in October 2014, replaced PPS10 which was extant at the time of Issues and Options consultation.  The new policy includes a revised position on waste development in the Green Belt. In particular it indicates that planning authorities should first look for suitable sites and areas outside the Green Belt for waste management facilities that, if located in the Green Belt, would be inappropriate development and local planning authorities 

	Duty to Cooperate  
	Duty to Cooperate  

	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? No 
	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? No 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	The national policy position remains that mineral extraction is not inappropriate development in the Green Belt provided openness of the Green Belt is preserved and it would not conflict with the purposes of including land in the Green Belt. The main purposes of the Green Belt, as set out in national policy, that would most likely be impacted by minerals extraction in the Plan area are ‘to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment’ and ‘to preserve the setting and special character of histori
	The national policy position remains that mineral extraction is not inappropriate development in the Green Belt provided openness of the Green Belt is preserved and it would not conflict with the purposes of including land in the Green Belt. The main purposes of the Green Belt, as set out in national policy, that would most likely be impacted by minerals extraction in the Plan area are ‘to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment’ and ‘to preserve the setting and special character of histori

	site in the York Green Belt provides a range of waste management activities including disposal, composting and recycling and is a key part of the infrastructure for managing Local Authority Collected Waste in the Joint Plan area. It is considered that the types of waste management development that may not be inappropriate in the Green Belt, depending on the specific location and circumstances, could include open windrow composting, temporary activities such as recycling of construction and demolition waste 
	site in the York Green Belt provides a range of waste management activities including disposal, composting and recycling and is a key part of the infrastructure for managing Local Authority Collected Waste in the Joint Plan area. It is considered that the types of waste management development that may not be inappropriate in the Green Belt, depending on the specific location and circumstances, could include open windrow composting, temporary activities such as recycling of construction and demolition waste 

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to D05: Minerals and waste development in the Green Belt 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to D05: Minerals and waste development in the Green Belt 

	Part one - minerals Proposals for minerals development within the York and West Yorkshire Green Belts will be supported where they would preserve the openness of the Green Belt and are consistent with the purposes of Green Belt designation set out in national policy.  Where minerals extraction in the Green Belt is permitted, reclamation and afteruse will be required to be compatible with Green Belt objectives.   Part two -waste Proposals for most waste development in the Green Belt will be considered inappr
	Part one - minerals Proposals for minerals development within the York and West Yorkshire Green Belts will be supported where they would preserve the openness of the Green Belt and are consistent with the purposes of Green Belt designation set out in national policy.  Where minerals extraction in the Green Belt is permitted, reclamation and afteruse will be required to be compatible with Green Belt objectives.   Part two -waste Proposals for most waste development in the Green Belt will be considered inappr


	National planning policy provides strong protection to the Green Belt and in these areas inappropriate development should only be permitted in very special circumstances.  There are significant areas of Green Belt in the Joint Plan area, including parts of the West Yorkshire Green Belt (affecting parts of Selby District and Harrogate Borough) and the York Green Belt (affecting parts of Ryedale, Hambleton and Selby Districts as well as the City of York area).  A detailed inner Green Belt boundary for York is
	Minerals extraction can only take place where suitable resources occur and there is significant overlap between the distribution of some resources (such as Magnesian Limestone) and the Green Belt. There are a number of long established quarries in the Green Belt in Selby District. National policy states that minerals extraction in the Green Belt is not inappropriate, provided the openness of the Green Belt is preserved and where it would not conflict with the purposes of including land in the Green Belt.  T
	 
	 
	 
	to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas; 

	 
	 
	to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another; 

	 
	 
	to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment; 

	 
	 
	to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns; and 

	 
	 
	to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling if derelict and other urban land 


	It is likely that in many cases suitably designed, landscaped and restored minerals workings can be accommodated in the Green Belt.  Where proposals for extraction in the Green Belt are made, applicants should ensure that careful consideration has been given to the potential impact of the development on the openness of the Green Belt and in relation to the purposes of Green Belt designation, including the impact from any associated plant and infrastructure.  Particular consideration should be given to the i
	Waste management activities are generally not constrained by geology in the same way as minerals extraction and there is therefore more locational flexibility. However, other national policy has a bearing on the choice of locations for waste management, not least the proximity principle and the benefits of ensuring that waste facilities are well located in relation to main sources of arisings, which tend to be in the more urbanised parts of the Plan area.  As Green Belt is designated in association with lar
	National waste planning policy indicates that planning authorities should first look for suitable sites and areas outside the Green Belt for waste management facilities that, if located in the Green Belt, would be inappropriate development and local planning authorities should recognise the particular locational needs of some types of waste management facilities when preparing their Local Plan. 
	It is considered that there could be some circumstances within the Plan area where waste development in the Green Belt could be acceptable.  This includes a number of types of waste management activities and types of specific locations where development would be less likely to cause harm to openness and the purposes of Green Belt policy objectives.  In particular, they include activities which are typically associated with rural areas such as open composting, or are small scale and temporary activities co-l
	would not be significantly increased. As with minerals development, where proposals for waste development in the Green Belt are made, applicants should ensure that careful consideration has been given to the potential impact of the development on the openness of the Green Belt and in relation to the purposes of Green Belt designation and that appropriate design and mitigation measures are incorporated where necessary. 
	would not be significantly increased. As with minerals development, where proposals for waste development in the Green Belt are made, applicants should ensure that careful consideration has been given to the potential impact of the development on the openness of the Green Belt and in relation to the purposes of Green Belt designation and that appropriate design and mitigation measures are incorporated where necessary. 
	would not be significantly increased. As with minerals development, where proposals for waste development in the Green Belt are made, applicants should ensure that careful consideration has been given to the potential impact of the development on the openness of the Green Belt and in relation to the purposes of Green Belt designation and that appropriate design and mitigation measures are incorporated where necessary. 

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives Objective 9 Objective 12 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id54: Transport infrastructure Id57: Locations for minerals ancillary infrastructure Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id63: Landscape Id65: Historic environment Id67: Strategic approach to reclamation and afteruse Id69: Protection of Best and Most Versatile agricultural land and soils 
	Link to Objectives Objective 9 Objective 12 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id54: Transport infrastructure Id57: Locations for minerals ancillary infrastructure Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id63: Landscape Id65: Historic environment Id67: Strategic approach to reclamation and afteruse Id69: Protection of Best and Most Versatile agricultural land and soils 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment For some SA objectives the predicted effects for the waste and minerals parts of this preferred policy diverge, with a continuation of minor positive effects resulting from minerals development noted for the transport and climate change objectives, while at the same time negative effects are noted that arise from the lack of consideration of locational factors in relation to waste sites in the Green Belt. Similarly, for the economy SA objective, while minerals sites may continue to bri
	Summary of assessment For some SA objectives the predicted effects for the waste and minerals parts of this preferred policy diverge, with a continuation of minor positive effects resulting from minerals development noted for the transport and climate change objectives, while at the same time negative effects are noted that arise from the lack of consideration of locational factors in relation to waste sites in the Green Belt. Similarly, for the economy SA objective, while minerals sites may continue to bri


	Id63 - Landscape 
	Id63 - Landscape 
	Id63 - Landscape 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would support proposals which demonstrate that unacceptable impact on the landscape would not arise, having regard to the nature and purpose of any statutory or non-statutory designations that apply, including the setting of these designations, and taking into account any mitigation measures. In ensuring there will be no unacceptable landscape impact consideration should be given to the wider landscape character and context of the site (including visual impact) in the design of the sch


	Table
	TR
	historic environment and local amenity.  OR 

	Option 2: This option would not set out a specific local policy for protection and enhancement of the landscape and would rely on national policy in the NPPF, together with any other relevant policies in the development plan, including the ‘Other key criteria’ policy set out later in this chapter. Landscape policy in the NPPF states that the planning system should protect and enhance valued landscapes (para 109) and should give great weight to conserving landscape and scenic beauty in National Parks and AON
	Option 2: This option would not set out a specific local policy for protection and enhancement of the landscape and would rely on national policy in the NPPF, together with any other relevant policies in the development plan, including the ‘Other key criteria’ policy set out later in this chapter. Landscape policy in the NPPF states that the planning system should protect and enhance valued landscapes (para 109) and should give great weight to conserving landscape and scenic beauty in National Parks and AON

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	Generally these options have a neutral to positive effect on sustainable development, with Option 1 performing moderately better against a number of objectives. A greater level of uncertainty would result under Option 2 as the implications of future revisions to national policy are unknown. The most positive associations under option 1 relate to biodiversity / geodiversity, climate change mitigation and adaptation, heritage, landscapes and recreation. Similar benefits would result from Option 2, though with
	Generally these options have a neutral to positive effect on sustainable development, with Option 1 performing moderately better against a number of objectives. A greater level of uncertainty would result under Option 2 as the implications of future revisions to national policy are unknown. The most positive associations under option 1 relate to biodiversity / geodiversity, climate change mitigation and adaptation, heritage, landscapes and recreation. Similar benefits would result from Option 2, though with

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	23 

	Question 155) Do you have a preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Question 155) Do you have a preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Number of respondents: 21 

	Option 1: 13 SC: 2 MWI: 1 Local Authorities: 1 
	Option 1: 13 SC: 2 MWI: 1 Local Authorities: 1 
	Combination: 0 

	Option 2: 6 SC: 1 MWI: 3 Local Authorities: 1 
	Option 2: 6 SC: 1 MWI: 3 Local Authorities: 1 
	Did Not Specify: 2 MWI: 1  

	TR
	None: 0 

	Question 156) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to landscape? 
	Question 156) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to landscape? 
	Number of respondents: 2 SC: 0 MWI: 0 Local Authorities: 0 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q155: Option 1:  Supports locally specific and detailed policies in conjunction with national policy  Provides a tailored policy addressing the individual characteristics of landscapes  The NPPF expects compliant Local Plans to provide policies which enable applicants to have no need to refer to the NPPF for guidance  Also include reference to short term landscape impact Option 2:  Supports the flexibility and reliance upon national policy provided by this option  Appropriate, as this wou
	Key Messages Q155: Option 1:  Supports locally specific and detailed policies in conjunction with national policy  Provides a tailored policy addressing the individual characteristics of landscapes  The NPPF expects compliant Local Plans to provide policies which enable applicants to have no need to refer to the NPPF for guidance  Also include reference to short term landscape impact Option 2:  Supports the flexibility and reliance upon national policy provided by this option  Appropriate, as this wou


	questioned as these will reflect the NPPF  Some settlements are split by the National Park boundary and those areas adjacent to the National Park have landscape sensitivities  Waste management facilities should not be developed when landscape impacts cannot be mitigated  The Managing Landscape Change report predates the NPPF and needs to be reviewed  Clear regard must be had for the Major Development Test  Landscape policies should be used in conjunction with the National Policy and special attention s
	questioned as these will reflect the NPPF  Some settlements are split by the National Park boundary and those areas adjacent to the National Park have landscape sensitivities  Waste management facilities should not be developed when landscape impacts cannot be mitigated  The Managing Landscape Change report predates the NPPF and needs to be reviewed  Clear regard must be had for the Major Development Test  Landscape policies should be used in conjunction with the National Policy and special attention s
	questioned as these will reflect the NPPF  Some settlements are split by the National Park boundary and those areas adjacent to the National Park have landscape sensitivities  Waste management facilities should not be developed when landscape impacts cannot be mitigated  The Managing Landscape Change report predates the NPPF and needs to be reviewed  Clear regard must be had for the Major Development Test  Landscape policies should be used in conjunction with the National Policy and special attention s

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	N/A 
	N/A 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The support of the majority of respondents for Option 1 is noted and it is agreed that it would be preferable to have a specific policy in the Plan to deal with landscape impacts and opportunities. It is agreed that the relationship between national and local policy will need to be taken into account, as well as impact on important designations (including from proposals outside those designations where relevant).  The major development test is addressed in separate policy. 
	The support of the majority of respondents for Option 1 is noted and it is agreed that it would be preferable to have a specific policy in the Plan to deal with landscape impacts and opportunities. It is agreed that the relationship between national and local policy will need to be taken into account, as well as impact on important designations (including from proposals outside those designations where relevant).  The major development test is addressed in separate policy. 

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	No specific new evidence as of January 2015. 
	No specific new evidence as of January 2015. 

	Duty to Cooperate  
	Duty to Cooperate  

	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? Yes   At a general level any approach to landscape needs to be developed in conjunction with the relevant statutory body, Natural England. A meeting was held with Natural England to discuss their Response to the Issues and Options Stage. Comments and outcomes from the meeting are recorded on the Duty to Co-operate record log. 
	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? Yes   At a general level any approach to landscape needs to be developed in conjunction with the relevant statutory body, Natural England. A meeting was held with Natural England to discuss their Response to the Issues and Options Stage. Comments and outcomes from the meeting are recorded on the Duty to Co-operate record log. 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	The majority of respondents supported option 1. Some respondents supported the reliance on national policy rather than specific local policies, however it is considered that where an up to date plan is in place it is appropriate for it to contain policies consistent with the NPPF rather than relying on separate policies.  Option 1 also performed more positively in the initial SA of options.  Reference to tranquility and dark skies, previously addressed in id69 ‘Other key criteria’, have also been added into
	The majority of respondents supported option 1. Some respondents supported the reliance on national policy rather than specific local policies, however it is considered that where an up to date plan is in place it is appropriate for it to contain policies consistent with the NPPF rather than relying on separate policies.  Option 1 also performed more positively in the initial SA of options.  Reference to tranquility and dark skies, previously addressed in id69 ‘Other key criteria’, have also been added into

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to D06: Landscape 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to D06: Landscape 

	Proposals will be permitted where it can be demonstrated that there will be no unacceptable impact on the landscape, having taken into account any proposed mitigation measures. For proposals which may impact on nationally designated areas including the National Park, AONBs, Heritage Coast and the adjacent Yorkshire Dales National Park, including their setting, a very high level of protection to landscape will be required.  Development which would have an unacceptable adverse landscape impact on these design
	Proposals will be permitted where it can be demonstrated that there will be no unacceptable impact on the landscape, having taken into account any proposed mitigation measures. For proposals which may impact on nationally designated areas including the National Park, AONBs, Heritage Coast and the adjacent Yorkshire Dales National Park, including their setting, a very high level of protection to landscape will be required.  Development which would have an unacceptable adverse landscape impact on these design


	schemes should provide for a high standard of design and mitigation, having regard to landscape character, the wider landscape context and setting of the site and any visual impact, as well as for the delivery of landscape enhancement where practicable. 
	Supporting text 
	Landscape is defined by the European Landscape Convention as ‘An area as perceived by people, whose character is the result of the action and interaction of natural and/or human factors’. The Joint plan area has a very varied landscape ranging from moorland to rolling farmland to low-lying vales and seascapes characterised by high cliffs. The variety of landscapes in the area adds much to its overall distinctiveness. A large part of the area is designated nationally (as either National Park or AONB or Herit
	4

	Although areas afforded specific protection through designations are of particular significance, all landscapes are important in their own right.  Due to their nature and sometimes scale, minerals and waste developments can have significant impacts on the landscape. It is therefore important that, in bringing forward proposals, applicants give careful consideration to potential landscape impacts. 
	There are a number of Landscape Character Assessments (LCAs) covering the Joint Plan area, including those produced by district and borough councils, which provide a useful source of information relating to the various landscapes present in the area. In addition to the LCAs, a Historic Seascape Characterisation for the Scarborough to Hartlepool coastline is currently being undertaken by English Heritage and a North Yorkshire and Lower Tees Valley Historic Landscape Characterisation programme has been produc
	In particular, such studies can assist in gaining a wider understanding of the significance of a location in landscape terms, and how a development proposal may impact not just on the immediate site but on any wider area it may influence.   Particularly for larger scale proposals, including significant new minerals extraction and major new waste management facilities, especially in more rural locations, careful consideration should be given to  the wider landscape setting and context of the site when design
	A study commissioned by NYCC with funding from English Heritage in 2010 suggested that landscape provides an important context within which other important assets are found, particularly those relating 
	These areas are not identified under planning legislation but may be material considerations relevant to planning. A number of such areas have been designated in the Plan area. They largely coincide with areas already designated as National Park and AONB, where a high level of policy protection already exists. However some are found elsewhere in the Joint Plan area. Areas currently so designated can be viewed at  . 
	4 
	relief-for-national-heritage-assets
	https://www.gov.uk/tax
	-


	to biodiversity and the historic environment.  It is therefore important to ensure that proposals are informed by a good understanding of any such interactions, to help provide a more integrated approach to consideration of overall impacts and opportunities.  More information on the study can be found in the summary report http://www.northyorks.gov.uk/article/26667/Local‐core‐documents‐‐managing‐landscape‐change‐project‐April‐2012 . An important aspect of the environment of the Plan area, of relevance to co
	to biodiversity and the historic environment.  It is therefore important to ensure that proposals are informed by a good understanding of any such interactions, to help provide a more integrated approach to consideration of overall impacts and opportunities.  More information on the study can be found in the summary report http://www.northyorks.gov.uk/article/26667/Local‐core‐documents‐‐managing‐landscape‐change‐project‐April‐2012 . An important aspect of the environment of the Plan area, of relevance to co
	to biodiversity and the historic environment.  It is therefore important to ensure that proposals are informed by a good understanding of any such interactions, to help provide a more integrated approach to consideration of overall impacts and opportunities.  More information on the study can be found in the summary report http://www.northyorks.gov.uk/article/26667/Local‐core‐documents‐‐managing‐landscape‐change‐project‐April‐2012 . An important aspect of the environment of the Plan area, of relevance to co
	‐


	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 9 Objective 12 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impact Id61: National Parks and AONBs Id64: Biodiversity and geodiversity Id65: Historic environment Id67: Strategic approach to reclamation and afteruse Id69: Protection of Best and Most Versatile agricultural land and soils 
	Link to Objectives: Objective 9 Objective 12 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impact Id61: National Parks and AONBs Id64: Biodiversity and geodiversity Id65: Historic environment Id67: Strategic approach to reclamation and afteruse Id69: Protection of Best and Most Versatile agricultural land and soils 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment This policy is likely to result in a number of positive impacts particularly in relation to protection of the landscape. This is likely to also result in positive impacts in relation to cultural heritage, tourism and amenity in those areas of high landscape value. This policy may result in a clustering of development outside of the designated and high value landscapes in the plan area therefore resulting in cumulative negative impacts. Recommendations Overall the policy is considered t
	Summary of assessment This policy is likely to result in a number of positive impacts particularly in relation to protection of the landscape. This is likely to also result in positive impacts in relation to cultural heritage, tourism and amenity in those areas of high landscape value. This policy may result in a clustering of development outside of the designated and high value landscapes in the plan area therefore resulting in cumulative negative impacts. Recommendations Overall the policy is considered t


	waste development where this would be compatible with landscape character. 
	Id64 - Biodiversity and geodiversity 
	Id64 - Biodiversity and geodiversity 
	Id64 - Biodiversity and geodiversity 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would not set out specific local policy for protection and enhancement of biodiversity and geodiversity and would rely on national policy in the NPPF, together with any other relevant policies in the development plan. In summary, biodiversity policies in the NPPF state that the planning system should minimise impacts on biodiversity and provide net gains where possible, contributing to ecological networks (para 109), preserve, restore or re-create priority habitats, ecological networks

	Option 2: This option would support proposals which demonstrate that unacceptable impacts on biodiversity and geodiversity would not arise, having regard to any statutory or non-statutory designations and/or legal protections that apply as well as any agreed local priority habitats, habitat networks and species, looking to avoid and mitigate effects and, where this is not possible, compensate for residual effects. Proposals should look to contribute towards the delivery of agreed biodiversity and geodiversi
	Option 2: This option would support proposals which demonstrate that unacceptable impacts on biodiversity and geodiversity would not arise, having regard to any statutory or non-statutory designations and/or legal protections that apply as well as any agreed local priority habitats, habitat networks and species, looking to avoid and mitigate effects and, where this is not possible, compensate for residual effects. Proposals should look to contribute towards the delivery of agreed biodiversity and geodiversi

	Option 3: Where residual impacts occur which cannot be avoided or mitigated and the provision of compensatory habitat within the site would not be feasible and the need for the development overrides the need to protect the site, habitat or species, this option would support the principle of biodiversity offsetting in relation to fully compensating for any losses and would require any gains to be related to the planning authority area in which the loss occurred. OR 
	Option 3: Where residual impacts occur which cannot be avoided or mitigated and the provision of compensatory habitat within the site would not be feasible and the need for the development overrides the need to protect the site, habitat or species, this option would support the principle of biodiversity offsetting in relation to fully compensating for any losses and would require any gains to be related to the planning authority area in which the loss occurred. OR 

	Option 4: Where residual impacts occur which cannot be avoided or mitigation and the provision of compensatory habitat within the site would not be feasible and the need for the development overrides need to protect the site, habitat or species, this option would support the principle of biodiversity offsetting in relation to fully compensating for any losses and would not specify where the gains should take place. 
	Option 4: Where residual impacts occur which cannot be avoided or mitigation and the provision of compensatory habitat within the site would not be feasible and the need for the development overrides need to protect the site, habitat or species, this option would support the principle of biodiversity offsetting in relation to fully compensating for any losses and would not specify where the gains should take place. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	Whilst Option 1 would enable a level of protection and enhancement to be afforded to biodiversity and geodiversity, it would not provide direct links with meeting the objectives or local priorities established for example through the Local Nature Partnership and the local Biodiversity and Geodiversity Action Plans. Option 2 would have greater benefits for biodiversity in the Joint Plan by linking with local objectives. In the longer term effects under Option 1 would be uncertain as the implications of any f
	Whilst Option 1 would enable a level of protection and enhancement to be afforded to biodiversity and geodiversity, it would not provide direct links with meeting the objectives or local priorities established for example through the Local Nature Partnership and the local Biodiversity and Geodiversity Action Plans. Option 2 would have greater benefits for biodiversity in the Joint Plan by linking with local objectives. In the longer term effects under Option 1 would be uncertain as the implications of any f


	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	37 

	Question 157) Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 157) Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Number of respondents: 25 

	Option 1: 6 
	Option 1: 6 
	Combination: 12 

	TR
	SC: 1 
	Opt. 2+3: 8 

	TR
	MWI: 4 
	SC: 1 

	TR
	Local Authorities: 1 
	Local Authorities: 1 

	TR
	Opt. 1+2+3: 3 

	TR
	Opt. 3+4: 1 

	Option 2: 6 
	Option 2: 6 
	Did Not Specify: 1 

	TR
	SC: 1 

	TR
	MWI: 1 

	TR
	Local Authorities: 1 

	Option 3: 0 
	Option 3: 0 
	None: 0 

	Option 4: 0 
	Option 4: 0 

	Question 158) Are there any alternative 
	Question 158) Are there any alternative 
	Number of respondents: 6 

	options the Authorities should consider in 
	options the Authorities should consider in 
	SC: 0 

	relation to biodiversity and geodiversity? 
	relation to biodiversity and geodiversity? 
	MWI: 1 Local Authorities: 0 

	Question 159) Are there any other specific elements of protecting and enhancing biodiversity which should be covered by the policy? 
	Question 159) Are there any other specific elements of protecting and enhancing biodiversity which should be covered by the policy? 
	Number of respondents: 6 SC: 0 MWI: 0 Local Authorities: 0 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q157: Option 1:  National policy in the NPPF is sufficient, local policy should not be used to resist appropriate and necessary mineral extraction  This option ensures national policy is not duplicated  Provides the greatest flexibility  The Planning Authorities key concern is whether the residual impacts of the proposal is acceptable following implementation of mitigation measures Option 2:  Operators accept the need to conserve and enhance biodiversity and geodiversity, primarily through
	Key Messages Q157: Option 1:  National policy in the NPPF is sufficient, local policy should not be used to resist appropriate and necessary mineral extraction  This option ensures national policy is not duplicated  Provides the greatest flexibility  The Planning Authorities key concern is whether the residual impacts of the proposal is acceptable following implementation of mitigation measures Option 2:  Operators accept the need to conserve and enhance biodiversity and geodiversity, primarily through


	 
	 
	 
	NPPF does not provide sufficient protection for biodiversity 

	 
	 
	Local policies for restoration is important rather than relying upon national policy 

	 
	 
	Minerals site restoration needs to linked to biodiversity opportunity mapping 


	Option 1+2+3: 
	 
	 
	 
	The NPPF provides the minimum, additional local criteria is required 

	 
	 
	Option two seems to support proposals which demonstrate that unacceptable impacts on biodiversity and geodiversity would not arise having regard to certain local aspects and three ensures there are no overall losses to biodiversity in the local area 


	Option 3+4: 
	 
	 
	 
	Concerned about biodiversity offsetting, SPAs, SACs, RAMSAR and SSSIs should be excluded from this 

	 
	 
	Any offsetting scheme requires long term management and monitoring to ensure biodiversity benefits 

	 
	 
	Premature to include biodiversity offsetting as it is unclear how this would work 


	General comments on the options: 
	 
	 
	 
	Reflect the mineral related objectives in the North Yorkshire and York Local Nature Partnership Draft Strategy 

	 
	 
	Biodiversity gains are used as an excuse to destroy open agricultural land 

	 
	 
	Local policy should not try to resist appropriate and necessary development. 


	Key Messages Q158: 
	A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 8 – Development Management table’ along with justification as to why they have or have not been taken forward. The realistic alternative have been summarised below: 
	Proposed Option 5 
	 Biodiversity offsetting should not apply in statutory protected sites 
	Suggested approach Biodiversity offsetting would not be applied where harm relates to international and national statutory protected sites. 
	Proposed Option 6 
	 There should be no overall loss to biodiversity 
	Suggested approach Development would not be permitted where there would be overall losses to biodiversity. 
	Key Messages Q159: 
	 
	 
	 
	Authorities should protect local biodiversity and where a development results in an overall loss of biodiversity in should not be permitted 

	 
	 
	Minerals extracted on agricultural land should be restored to its pre-existing use for food production and biodiversity gains 

	 
	 
	Mandatory biodiversity offsetting is very seldom either necessary or practicable and biodiversity gains can almost always be designed into proposals 

	 
	 
	Biodiversity should be the primary consideration in restoration plans and sites should be allocated which have the greatest potential to maximise biodiversity and at a strategic scale 

	 
	 
	Set targets to create priority habitats at a landscape scale and avoid grouping too many different habitats into one site 

	 
	 
	Deliver BAP and LNP targets and objectives 

	 
	 
	Integrate restored mineral sites into the existing local ecological network 


	General: 
	i. Biodiversity offsetting is not a valid justification for the destruction of wildlife habitats due to loss of ecological, historical and social value 
	i. Biodiversity offsetting is not a valid justification for the destruction of wildlife habitats due to loss of ecological, historical and social value 
	i. Biodiversity offsetting is not a valid justification for the destruction of wildlife habitats due to loss of ecological, historical and social value 

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of assessment Whilst Option 1 would enable a level of protection and enhancement to be afforded to biodiversity and geodiversity, it would not provide direct links with meeting the objectives or local priorities established for example through the Local Nature Partnership and the local Biodiversity and Geodiversity Action Plans. Option 2 would have greater benefits for biodiversity in the Joint Plan by linking with local objectives. In the longer term effects under Option 1 would be uncertain as the
	Summary of assessment Whilst Option 1 would enable a level of protection and enhancement to be afforded to biodiversity and geodiversity, it would not provide direct links with meeting the objectives or local priorities established for example through the Local Nature Partnership and the local Biodiversity and Geodiversity Action Plans. Option 2 would have greater benefits for biodiversity in the Joint Plan by linking with local objectives. In the longer term effects under Option 1 would be uncertain as the

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The range of responses received is noted, with no very clear preference emerging.  It is considered that, on balance, a local policy approach should be included in the plan rather than relying on national policy, as this should help provide more local guidance to applicants.  Whilst concerns about the potential impact of habitat creation on availability of open agricultural land are noted, there has been significant support from other respondents to an approach which delivers maximum biodiversity benefits w
	The range of responses received is noted, with no very clear preference emerging.  It is considered that, on balance, a local policy approach should be included in the plan rather than relying on national policy, as this should help provide more local guidance to applicants.  Whilst concerns about the potential impact of habitat creation on availability of open agricultural land are noted, there has been significant support from other respondents to an approach which delivers maximum biodiversity benefits w

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	No new evidence as of January 2015. 
	No new evidence as of January 2015. 

	Duty to Cooperate  
	Duty to Cooperate  

	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? Yes At a general level any approach to biodiversity and geodiversity needs to be developed in conjunction with the relevant statutory body, Natural England. A meeting was held with Natural England to discuss points raised in their Issues and Options Consultation response. A brief note and agreed outcome of the meeting is recorded on the Duty to Cooperate record log. 
	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? Yes At a general level any approach to biodiversity and geodiversity needs to be developed in conjunction with the relevant statutory body, Natural England. A meeting was held with Natural England to discuss points raised in their Issues and Options Consultation response. A brief note and agreed outcome of the meeting is recorded on the Duty to Cooperate record log. 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	A small majority of respondents preferred a combination of options 2 and 3, whilst a number of respondents also preferred options 1 and 2 as stand-alone options. Options 2 and 3 were preferred in the initial SA. A number of key messages were noted in response to this proposed option. It is considered overall that a positive approach towards protection of biodiversity and delivery of 
	A small majority of respondents preferred a combination of options 2 and 3, whilst a number of respondents also preferred options 1 and 2 as stand-alone options. Options 2 and 3 were preferred in the initial SA. A number of key messages were noted in response to this proposed option. It is considered overall that a positive approach towards protection of biodiversity and delivery of 

	biodiversity benefits should be included in the Plan as this would be more in line with national policy.  Two further options were put forward for consideration and elements of these have been incorporated into the draft policy. Although there were a number of objections to proposals for biodiversity offsetting, there is support from government for this principle and therefore it is considered appropriate to refer to offsetting in exceptional circumstances.  The preferred approach is based on Options 2 and 
	biodiversity benefits should be included in the Plan as this would be more in line with national policy.  Two further options were put forward for consideration and elements of these have been incorporated into the draft policy. Although there were a number of objections to proposals for biodiversity offsetting, there is support from government for this principle and therefore it is considered appropriate to refer to offsetting in exceptional circumstances.  The preferred approach is based on Options 2 and 

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to D07: Biodiversity and geodiversity 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to D07: Biodiversity and geodiversity 

	Proposals will be permitted where it can be demonstrated that there will be no unacceptable impacts on biodiversity or geodiversity, including on statutory and non-statutory designated sites, local priority habitats, habitat networks and species, having taken into account any proposed mitigation measures.  A very high level of protection will be afforded to sites designated at an international or national level, including SPAs, SACs, RAMSAR sites and SSSIs. Development which would have an unacceptable impac
	Proposals will be permitted where it can be demonstrated that there will be no unacceptable impacts on biodiversity or geodiversity, including on statutory and non-statutory designated sites, local priority habitats, habitat networks and species, having taken into account any proposed mitigation measures.  A very high level of protection will be afforded to sites designated at an international or national level, including SPAs, SACs, RAMSAR sites and SSSIs. Development which would have an unacceptable impac

	important to help maintain and enhance.  Biodiversity and geodiversity assets also form an important element of the green infrastructure5 of the area and contribute to overall quality of life. National policy requires the protection and enhancement of biodiversity by minimising impacts and providing net gains where possible, including for the creation, protection, enhancement and management of networks of biodiversity and green infrastructure at a landscape scale. Minerals and waste developments have the po
	important to help maintain and enhance.  Biodiversity and geodiversity assets also form an important element of the green infrastructure5 of the area and contribute to overall quality of life. National policy requires the protection and enhancement of biodiversity by minimising impacts and providing net gains where possible, including for the creation, protection, enhancement and management of networks of biodiversity and green infrastructure at a landscape scale. Minerals and waste developments have the po

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 9 Objective 11 Objective 12 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: 
	Link to Objectives: Objective 9 Objective 11 Objective 12 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: 


	Green infrastructure is a network of multi‐functional green space, both new and existing, both rural and urban, which supports the natural and ecological processes and is integral to the health and quality of life of sustainable communities. It includes parks, open space, plating fields, woodlands, allotments and private gardens. 
	5 

	Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id63: Landscape Id66: Water environment Id67: Strategic approach to reclamation and afteruse 
	Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id63: Landscape Id66: Water environment Id67: Strategic approach to reclamation and afteruse 
	Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id63: Landscape Id66: Water environment Id67: Strategic approach to reclamation and afteruse 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	This preferred policy will have a range of largely positive effects as through the protection and enhancement of biodiversity valuable ecosystem services, such as water or air quality improvements, carbon storage benefits, or increased access to outdoor space. It may also benefit the local economy, helping to ensure that the plan area remains attractive to tourists and investors. Some uncertainty was however noted in relation to biodiversity offsetting which while seeking to provide a net gain, might fail t
	This preferred policy will have a range of largely positive effects as through the protection and enhancement of biodiversity valuable ecosystem services, such as water or air quality improvements, carbon storage benefits, or increased access to outdoor space. It may also benefit the local economy, helping to ensure that the plan area remains attractive to tourists and investors. Some uncertainty was however noted in relation to biodiversity offsetting which while seeking to provide a net gain, might fail t


	Id65 - Historic environment 
	Id65 - Historic environment 
	Id65 - Historic environment 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would not set out a specific local policy for conservation and enhancement of the historic environment and would rely on national policy in the NPPF, together with any other relevant policies in the development plan. In summary, NPPF policy on the historic environment relates to protecting and enhancing the significance of heritage assets – permission should not be granted for proposals which would lead to substantial harm or loss of the significance of a designated asset unless public

	Option 2: This option would indicate that heritage assets will be conserved in line with the requirements of the NPPF (see Option 1) but would encourage proposals, where practicable, to deliver enhancements to the setting and/or secure improved access to and understanding of the asset for the longer term, linking into existing projects or initiatives where possible. AND 
	Option 2: This option would indicate that heritage assets will be conserved in line with the requirements of the NPPF (see Option 1) but would encourage proposals, where practicable, to deliver enhancements to the setting and/or secure improved access to and understanding of the asset for the longer term, linking into existing projects or initiatives where possible. AND 

	Option 3: Under either option above, this option would seek to protect the setting of the City of York by supporting proposals which do not compromise the setting. 
	Option 3: Under either option above, this option would seek to protect the setting of the City of York by supporting proposals which do not compromise the setting. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	All of the options would provide positive effects for both the historic environment and landscape of the Plan area. Option 1 would present an element of uncertainty as the implications of any future revisions to national policy are unknown. Option 2 would have greater positive effects through the requirement 
	All of the options would provide positive effects for both the historic environment and landscape of the Plan area. Option 1 would present an element of uncertainty as the implications of any future revisions to national policy are unknown. Option 2 would have greater positive effects through the requirement 


	National guidance on biodiversity offsetting has not yet been finalised. Information on the pilot work and consultation work run by Defra is available at 
	6 
	https://www.gov.uk/biodiversity‐offsetting. 

	for enhancements. Option 3, where used together with earlier options, would have significant positive effects for the setting of the City of York. 
	for enhancements. Option 3, where used together with earlier options, would have significant positive effects for the setting of the City of York. 
	for enhancements. Option 3, where used together with earlier options, would have significant positive effects for the setting of the City of York. 

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	28 

	Question 160) Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 160) Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Number of respondents: 19 

	Option 1: 8 
	Option 1: 8 
	Combination: 6 

	TR
	SC: 1 
	Opt. 1+3: 1 

	TR
	MWI: 4  
	MWI: 1 

	TR
	Local Authorities: 1 

	TR
	Opt. 2+3: 4 

	TR
	SC: 1 

	TR
	Local Authorities: 2 

	Option 2: 4 
	Option 2: 4 
	Did Not Specify: 1 

	Option 3: 0 
	Option 3: 0 
	None: 0 

	Question 161) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to historic environment? 
	Question 161) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to historic environment? 
	Number of respondents: 2 SC: 0 MWI: 0  Local Authorities: 0 

	Question 162) Are there any other specific 
	Question 162) Are there any other specific 
	Number of respondents: 4 

	elements of protecting the historic environment 
	elements of protecting the historic environment 
	SC: 1 

	which should be covered by the policy? 
	which should be covered by the policy? 
	MWI: 1 Local Authorities: 0 

	Question 163) In addition to York, and bearing in mind the landscape options provide protection to the landscape setting of settlements, are there any other strategically important historic assets in the Plan area which would benefit from specific protection through Option 3? 
	Question 163) In addition to York, and bearing in mind the landscape options provide protection to the landscape setting of settlements, are there any other strategically important historic assets in the Plan area which would benefit from specific protection through Option 3? 
	Number of respondents: 3 SC: 0 MWI: 1 Local Authorities: 1 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q160: Option 1:  Most flexible option  Existing national and local plan policies afford a high degree of protection for heritage assets and no more criteria is required  No need to duplicate national policy  The NPPF expects compliant Local Plans to provide policies which enable applicants to have no need to refer to the NPPF for guidance  It is not considered appropriate to rely upon various policies in Local Plans across the Joint Plan area Option 2:  This option is already covered unde
	Key Messages Q160: Option 1:  Most flexible option  Existing national and local plan policies afford a high degree of protection for heritage assets and no more criteria is required  No need to duplicate national policy  The NPPF expects compliant Local Plans to provide policies which enable applicants to have no need to refer to the NPPF for guidance  It is not considered appropriate to rely upon various policies in Local Plans across the Joint Plan area Option 2:  This option is already covered unde


	York’s historic core 
	 This option should be expanded to include the historic setting of all historic settlements within the Plan area 
	Option 1+3: 
	 The setting of York can be clearly defined and justified whereas other heritage assets is an esoteric subjective opinion that cannot be defined 
	Option 2+3: 
	 
	 
	 
	Para 126 of the NPPF requires a positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment 

	 
	 
	Due to the international importance of York it is essential to include a polices which protect these elements 

	 
	 
	Heritage assets should be conserved in line with the NPPF with the additional enhancements for improved access and understanding of the asset 


	General comments on the options: 
	 
	 
	 
	In order to comply with the NPPF the Joint Plan should; provide certainty on how proposals affecting heritage assets will be determined; set out how the presumption in favour of sustainable development will be locally applied to the historic environment; and provide clear development management policies for proposal affecting a heritage asset 

	 
	 
	A policy which conserves heritage assets in line with the NPPF with additional encouragement of proposals delivering enhancements to the setting and/or improved assets and understanding of the asset would be supported. The consideration of ‘setting’ should not be specific to the City of York alone. 


	Key Messages Q161: 
	A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 8 – Development Management table’ along with justification as to why they have or have not been taken forward. One realistic alternative option is summarised and worked up below: 
	Proposed Option 4 
	 The setting of all historic settlements in the Plan area should be protected, not just the ones in York. 
	Suggested approach In conjunction with either Option 1 or Option 2, this option would seek to protect the setting of the City of York and other historic settlements in the Plan area by supporting proposals which do not compromise their settings. 
	Other points were put forward in response to the alternative options question which require consideration while progressing the policy to the Preferred Options stage. English Heritage suggested the Plan should include a framework which is specifically designed to protect elements which contribute to the special historic character and setting of the City of York, and provided suggested wording. It was also suggested that policy guidance for designated heritage assets where the views are important, such as Fo
	Key Messages Q162: 
	 
	 
	 
	The archaeology of the entire Plan area should be preserved 

	 
	 
	The Plan needs to set out an approach to proposals affecting non-designated archaeological remains as the NPPF provides only minor guidance.  

	 
	 
	Two areas of numerous undesignated archaeological assets are the Archaeological landscapes of the Vale of Pickering and the Yorkshire Wolds, which are of international and 


	national importance respectively, and need protecting  Views from and into designated heritage assets may need specific policy, including Fountains Abbey/Studley Royal WHS and Registered Battlefields  A holistic approach is supported Key Messages Q163:  The pre-historic landscape of the A1 corridor  York should not be absolved from its responsibilities because it is a historic city, however, all statutory and non-statutory sites should be given due regard through a sequential approach 
	national importance respectively, and need protecting  Views from and into designated heritage assets may need specific policy, including Fountains Abbey/Studley Royal WHS and Registered Battlefields  A holistic approach is supported Key Messages Q163:  The pre-historic landscape of the A1 corridor  York should not be absolved from its responsibilities because it is a historic city, however, all statutory and non-statutory sites should be given due regard through a sequential approach 
	national importance respectively, and need protecting  Views from and into designated heritage assets may need specific policy, including Fountains Abbey/Studley Royal WHS and Registered Battlefields  A holistic approach is supported Key Messages Q163:  The pre-historic landscape of the A1 corridor  York should not be absolved from its responsibilities because it is a historic city, however, all statutory and non-statutory sites should be given due regard through a sequential approach 

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of assessment All of the options would provide positive effects for both the historic environment and landscape of the Plan area. Option 1 would present an element of uncertainty as the implications of any future revisions to national policy are unknown. Option 2 would have greater positive effects through the requirement for enhancements. Options 3 and 4, where used together with earlier options, would have significant positive effects for the setting of the City of York (Option 3 and 4) and other 
	Summary of assessment All of the options would provide positive effects for both the historic environment and landscape of the Plan area. Option 1 would present an element of uncertainty as the implications of any future revisions to national policy are unknown. Option 2 would have greater positive effects through the requirement for enhancements. Options 3 and 4, where used together with earlier options, would have significant positive effects for the setting of the City of York (Option 3 and 4) and other 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The wide range of responses at Issues and Options consultation is noted, along with the preference of a small majority of consultees for Option 1.  Overall it is considered preferable to develop local policy, generally consistent with national policy, in order to provide a local context for consideration of the historic environment, which is an important issue in the Joint Plan area.  It is agreed that consideration should be given to protection of ‘setting’ of heritage assets. It is also agreed that any re
	The wide range of responses at Issues and Options consultation is noted, along with the preference of a small majority of consultees for Option 1.  Overall it is considered preferable to develop local policy, generally consistent with national policy, in order to provide a local context for consideration of the historic environment, which is an important issue in the Joint Plan area.  It is agreed that consideration should be given to protection of ‘setting’ of heritage assets. It is also agreed that any re

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	Evidence update as of January 2015. New National Planning Practice Guidance, published since issues and options consultation, sets out additional guidance relating to planning for the historic environment. 
	Evidence update as of January 2015. New National Planning Practice Guidance, published since issues and options consultation, sets out additional guidance relating to planning for the historic environment. 

	Duty to Cooperate  
	Duty to Cooperate  

	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? Yes At a general level any policy approach to heritage assets needs to be developed in conjunction with the relevant statutory body, English Heritage. A meeting with English Heritage was held to discuss the comments raised at the Issues and Option stage. A summary of the meeting and outcomes is recorded on the Duty to Cooperate Record Log.  Further comments from English Heritage have been received during drafting of the preferred policy and are reflected in the proposed p
	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? Yes At a general level any policy approach to heritage assets needs to be developed in conjunction with the relevant statutory body, English Heritage. A meeting with English Heritage was held to discuss the comments raised at the Issues and Option stage. A summary of the meeting and outcomes is recorded on the Duty to Cooperate Record Log.  Further comments from English Heritage have been received during drafting of the preferred policy and are reflected in the proposed p

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	The majority of respondents preferred Option 1, which relies on the requirements set out in the NPPF. The SA also preferred Option 1, as potentially reflecting the most flexible option, albeit with greater uncertainty as to its effects, combined with option 4 which would provide protection to the setting of all historic settlements.  English Heritage consider it essential that the MWJP sets out its own framework to ensure that the historic environment is appropriately conserved in line with the requirements
	The majority of respondents preferred Option 1, which relies on the requirements set out in the NPPF. The SA also preferred Option 1, as potentially reflecting the most flexible option, albeit with greater uncertainty as to its effects, combined with option 4 which would provide protection to the setting of all historic settlements.  English Heritage consider it essential that the MWJP sets out its own framework to ensure that the historic environment is appropriately conserved in line with the requirements

	include an option to preserve the setting of the city.  It is agreed that this would be appropriate due to its high level of significance within the Plan area and taking into account that the NPPF indicates that account should be taken of the wider social, cultural, economic and environmental benefits that conservation of the historic environment can bring.  However, it is less clear how other ‘historic’ settlements would be identified for the purposes of protecting their setting.  Taking into account the r
	include an option to preserve the setting of the city.  It is agreed that this would be appropriate due to its high level of significance within the Plan area and taking into account that the NPPF indicates that account should be taken of the wider social, cultural, economic and environmental benefits that conservation of the historic environment can bring.  However, it is less clear how other ‘historic’ settlements would be identified for the purposes of protecting their setting.  Taking into account the r

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to D08: Historic environment 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to D08: Historic environment 

	Minerals or waste development proposals will be permitted where it can be demonstrated that they will conserve and, where appropriate, enhance those elements which contribute to the significance of the area’s heritage assets including their setting. Particular regard will be had to the benefits of conserving those elements which contribute most to the distinctive character and sense of place of the Plan area including;  The World Heritage Site at Fountains Abbey/Studley Royal  The special historic charact
	Minerals or waste development proposals will be permitted where it can be demonstrated that they will conserve and, where appropriate, enhance those elements which contribute to the significance of the area’s heritage assets including their setting. Particular regard will be had to the benefits of conserving those elements which contribute most to the distinctive character and sense of place of the Plan area including;  The World Heritage Site at Fountains Abbey/Studley Royal  The special historic charact
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	assets it contains and because of the significance of long distance views of landmark buildings such as the York Minster tower and Terry’s clock tower from the wider Vale of York. Maintaining the wider setting of York is also of importance because of the significance of the City to the tourism and wider economy of the Joint Plan area, with the City receiving around 7 million visitors annually.  The City as a whole is not subject of specific protection through any designations and it is therefore considered 
	assets it contains and because of the significance of long distance views of landmark buildings such as the York Minster tower and Terry’s clock tower from the wider Vale of York. Maintaining the wider setting of York is also of importance because of the significance of the City to the tourism and wider economy of the Joint Plan area, with the City receiving around 7 million visitors annually.  The City as a whole is not subject of specific protection through any designations and it is therefore considered 
	assets it contains and because of the significance of long distance views of landmark buildings such as the York Minster tower and Terry’s clock tower from the wider Vale of York. Maintaining the wider setting of York is also of importance because of the significance of the City to the tourism and wider economy of the Joint Plan area, with the City receiving around 7 million visitors annually.  The City as a whole is not subject of specific protection through any designations and it is therefore considered 
	-


	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives Objective 9 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id63: Landscape Id67: Strategic approach to reclamation and afteruse 
	Link to Objectives Objective 9 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id63: Landscape Id67: Strategic approach to reclamation and afteruse 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment This policy would have particularly strong positive impacts in relation to the historic environment and landscape objectives. The policy would conserve and where appropriate enhance the historic environment and affords particular protection for the most significant historic assets within the plan area. Positive impacts are also likely to result in relation to tourism, recreation, community viability and vitality and the economy as this policy may boost tourism and conserve and enhance 
	Summary of assessment This policy would have particularly strong positive impacts in relation to the historic environment and landscape objectives. The policy would conserve and where appropriate enhance the historic environment and affords particular protection for the most significant historic assets within the plan area. Positive impacts are also likely to result in relation to tourism, recreation, community viability and vitality and the economy as this policy may boost tourism and conserve and enhance 


	Id66 - Water environment 
	Id66 - Water environment 
	Id66 - Water environment 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would not set out a specific local policy for the protection of the water environment and would rely on national policy in the NPPF, together with any other relevant policies in the development plan. In summary, water policies in the NPPF require that strategies should take account of water supply and demand (para. 94), permitted operations should not have unacceptable adverse impacts on water (para. 109) and new and existing development should not contribute to or be put at unacceptab

	Option 2: Proposals will be supported where it can be demonstrated, when considered  against the following criteria, that unacceptable adverse (including cumulative) effects can be avoided or have been appropriately mitigated and, where possible, that the development would provide enhancements to the locality. Consideration would be given to:  Impacts on water quality (surface or underground) and water supply and flows, including effects on Nitrate Vulnerable Zones and Groundwater Source Protection Zones  
	Option 2: Proposals will be supported where it can be demonstrated, when considered  against the following criteria, that unacceptable adverse (including cumulative) effects can be avoided or have been appropriately mitigated and, where possible, that the development would provide enhancements to the locality. Consideration would be given to:  Impacts on water quality (surface or underground) and water supply and flows, including effects on Nitrate Vulnerable Zones and Groundwater Source Protection Zones  

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	Both options report positive effects in relation to biodiversity, the water environment, climate change adaptation, the economy, community vitality, recreation, health and wellbeing and meeting the needs of a changing population. However, these are generally stronger for Option 2 than for Option 1. Option 1 could have negative effects on flooding by resulting in the Plan having no reference to the need to consider impacts on and from flooding, while Option 2 strongly supports the sustainability objective to
	Both options report positive effects in relation to biodiversity, the water environment, climate change adaptation, the economy, community vitality, recreation, health and wellbeing and meeting the needs of a changing population. However, these are generally stronger for Option 2 than for Option 1. Option 1 could have negative effects on flooding by resulting in the Plan having no reference to the need to consider impacts on and from flooding, while Option 2 strongly supports the sustainability objective to


	minimise flood risk. In the long term, there is uncertainty with Option 1 in relation to the continued operation of the NPPF in its present format. 
	minimise flood risk. In the long term, there is uncertainty with Option 1 in relation to the continued operation of the NPPF in its present format. 
	minimise flood risk. In the long term, there is uncertainty with Option 1 in relation to the continued operation of the NPPF in its present format. 

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	45 

	Question 164) Do you have a preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Question 164) Do you have a preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Number of respondents: 31 

	Option 1: 6 MWI: 4 Local Authorities: 1 
	Option 1: 6 MWI: 4 Local Authorities: 1 
	Combination: 1 Option 1+2: 1 MWI: 1  

	Option 2: 18 
	Option 2: 18 
	Did Not Specify: 2 

	TR
	SC: 2 
	MWI: 1  

	TR
	MWI: 2 

	TR
	Local Authorities: 2 

	TR
	None: 4 

	Question 165) Are there any alternative 
	Question 165) Are there any alternative 
	Number of respondents: 7 

	options the Authorities should consider in 
	options the Authorities should consider in 
	SC: 0 

	relation to the water environment? 
	relation to the water environment? 
	MWI: 2 Local Authorities: 0 

	Question 166) Do you have any comments on the options presented above, including the suitability of the criteria referred to in Option 2. 
	Question 166) Do you have any comments on the options presented above, including the suitability of the criteria referred to in Option 2. 
	Number of respondents: 7 SC: 0 MWI: 0 Local Authorities: 0 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q164: Option 1:  Most flexible option  Define the term ‘unacceptable’  This option doesn’t provide any spatial context of the Plan area Option 2:  A specific policy gives greater weight to water protection, flood risk mitigation and water resources and provides a degree of control on the issue  Contributes towards meeting the Water Framework Directive water quality targets  Suggest including ‘groundwater’ in the first bullet point text  The NPPF is the minimum and additional local criter
	Key Messages Q164: Option 1:  Most flexible option  Define the term ‘unacceptable’  This option doesn’t provide any spatial context of the Plan area Option 2:  A specific policy gives greater weight to water protection, flood risk mitigation and water resources and provides a degree of control on the issue  Contributes towards meeting the Water Framework Directive water quality targets  Suggest including ‘groundwater’ in the first bullet point text  The NPPF is the minimum and additional local criter


	General comments on the options:  Neither option is robust enough to ensure safeguards are in place to protect water quality  Responsibility for water protection must be clear when issues of water quality arise  Tipping of colliery spoil on principle aquifers should not be permitted  Water pollution impacts are the responsibility of the Environment Agency and various internal drainage boards and duplication of roles should be avoided  Need to protect the water environment from shale gas contamination a
	General comments on the options:  Neither option is robust enough to ensure safeguards are in place to protect water quality  Responsibility for water protection must be clear when issues of water quality arise  Tipping of colliery spoil on principle aquifers should not be permitted  Water pollution impacts are the responsibility of the Environment Agency and various internal drainage boards and duplication of roles should be avoided  Need to protect the water environment from shale gas contamination a
	General comments on the options:  Neither option is robust enough to ensure safeguards are in place to protect water quality  Responsibility for water protection must be clear when issues of water quality arise  Tipping of colliery spoil on principle aquifers should not be permitted  Water pollution impacts are the responsibility of the Environment Agency and various internal drainage boards and duplication of roles should be avoided  Need to protect the water environment from shale gas contamination a

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	N/A 
	N/A 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The preference of the majority of consultees for Option 2 is noted and it is agreed that specific local policy should be included. It is not considered practicable to require that the criteria are ‘guaranteed’ and in some cases other regulatory regimes are also relevant.  The role of other regulatory authorities is noted but it is considered relevant to make reference in local planning policy to key matters relating to the water environment because of the general relevance to the use and development of land
	The preference of the majority of consultees for Option 2 is noted and it is agreed that specific local policy should be included. It is not considered practicable to require that the criteria are ‘guaranteed’ and in some cases other regulatory regimes are also relevant.  The role of other regulatory authorities is noted but it is considered relevant to make reference in local planning policy to key matters relating to the water environment because of the general relevance to the use and development of land

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	Evidence update as of January 2015. The National Planning Practice Guidance was published subsequently to the drafting of the Options above and provides more in depth guidance on water supply, wastewater and water quality issues. With regard to water environment issues which need to be taken into consideration when plan making the NPPG highlights the need for a ‘Local Plan to consider the contribution that can be made to a ‘catchment-based approach’ to water’ (a policy framework devised by Defra to improve 
	Evidence update as of January 2015. The National Planning Practice Guidance was published subsequently to the drafting of the Options above and provides more in depth guidance on water supply, wastewater and water quality issues. With regard to water environment issues which need to be taken into consideration when plan making the NPPG highlights the need for a ‘Local Plan to consider the contribution that can be made to a ‘catchment-based approach’ to water’ (a policy framework devised by Defra to improve 

	plans and provide a platform for engagement, discussion and decisions of much wider benefits).’ The NPPG also states ‘In plan-making, the broad considerations relevant to water supply and water quality include: infrastructure (water supply and wastewater); water quality; wastewater; cross-boundary concerns; strategic environmental assessment and sustainability appraisal.’ With regard to water quality the NPPG states ‘Plan-making may need to consider: How to help protect and enhance local surface water and g
	plans and provide a platform for engagement, discussion and decisions of much wider benefits).’ The NPPG also states ‘In plan-making, the broad considerations relevant to water supply and water quality include: infrastructure (water supply and wastewater); water quality; wastewater; cross-boundary concerns; strategic environmental assessment and sustainability appraisal.’ With regard to water quality the NPPG states ‘Plan-making may need to consider: How to help protect and enhance local surface water and g

	Duty to Cooperate  
	Duty to Cooperate  

	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? At a general level any policy approach to heritage assets needs to be developed in conjunction with the relevant statutory body, the Environment Agency. 
	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? At a general level any policy approach to heritage assets needs to be developed in conjunction with the relevant statutory body, the Environment Agency. 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	The majority of respondents preferred Option 2, including two statutory consultees, Natural England and the Environment Agency, who suggested that A specific policy gives greater weight to water protection, flood risk mitigation, water resources and provides a degree of control on the issue’. On the advice of the EA Option 2 will be amended to include the term ‘groundwater’ in the first bullet point in order to emphasise its importance. The SA of the options suggests that Option 2 would produce ‘generally s
	The majority of respondents preferred Option 2, including two statutory consultees, Natural England and the Environment Agency, who suggested that A specific policy gives greater weight to water protection, flood risk mitigation, water resources and provides a degree of control on the issue’. On the advice of the EA Option 2 will be amended to include the term ‘groundwater’ in the first bullet point in order to emphasise its importance. The SA of the options suggests that Option 2 would produce ‘generally s

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to D09: Water environment 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to D09: Water environment 

	Proposals for minerals and waste development will be permitted where it can be demonstrated that no unacceptable adverse impacts will arise, taking into account any proposed mitigation, on: Surface or groundwater quality Surface or groundwater supplies and flows In relation to surface and groundwater quality and flows a very high level of protection will be applied to principle aquifers and groundwater Source Protection Zones. Development which would have an adverse impact on principle aquifers and Source P
	Proposals for minerals and waste development will be permitted where it can be demonstrated that no unacceptable adverse impacts will arise, taking into account any proposed mitigation, on: Surface or groundwater quality Surface or groundwater supplies and flows In relation to surface and groundwater quality and flows a very high level of protection will be applied to principle aquifers and groundwater Source Protection Zones. Development which would have an adverse impact on principle aquifers and Source P


	Proposals for minerals and waste development should, where necessary or practicable taking into account the scale, nature and location of the development proposed, include measures to contribute to flood alleviation and other climate change mitigation and adaptation measures including use of sustainable urban drainage systems. 
	Supporting text 
	Large parts of the Joint Plan area, particularly within the City of York area and lower lying parts of the NYCC area are at risk of flooding, as demonstrated in the Strategic Flood Risk assessment that has been prepared alongside the Plan.  Flood risk maps are available on the Environment Agency’s website.  There are also substantial areas which are underlain by principle aquifers, including the Magnesian Limestone resource and some rocks of Jurassic age in the eastern part of the Plan area.  Some of these 
	The Environment Agency has prepared a number of Position Statements setting out their likely approach to environmental permitting of various forms of development which may present a pollution hazard to groundwater. A number of these Statements are of relevance to minerals and waste development, including conventional and unconventional oil and gas, landfill, non-landfill waste activities and mining, quarrying and gravel extraction.  In order to help ensure a general consistency of approach the planning auth
	National planning policy places considerable emphasis on the need to address flood risk, water pollution and water availability in planning decisions and includes specific national policy tests in relation to flood risk that are required to be met, in the form of a Sequential Test for flood risk and an Exception Test.  The Sequential Test involves a risk-based approach to locating development.  The aim of the Sequential Test is to steer new development to areas with the lowest probability of flooding. It op
	Full details of the Tests can be found in the Technical Guidance on flood risk published alongside the NPPF. Applicants are advised to consider the Technical Guidance and national policy on flood risk at an early stage in developing proposals. 
	In some cases it may be necessary for a site-specific flood risk assessment to be carried out in support of an application.  A site specific flood risk assessment is required for proposals of 1 hectare or greater in flood zone 1 and for all proposals for new development (including minor development and change of use) in flood zones 2 and 3.  Further guidance is available in the Technical guidance accompanying the NPPF.  Applicants should also consider the ‘standing advice’ on flood risk produced by the Envi
	Different types of development have different vulnerabilities to flooding and some are considered to be ‘water compatible’.  Water compatible development includes some forms of development which fall within the scope of the MWJP, specifically sand and gravel extraction and sewage transmission infrastructure and pumping stations.  These forms of development are appropriate within all flood 
	zones.  Most other forms of development within the scope of the Plan, such as other types of mineral working and processing as well as waste development (except landfill and hazardous waste facilities) are classed as ‘less vulnerable’.  These may be acceptable in all flood risk zones except Zone 3b (functional floodplain).  Landfill and sites used for management of hazardous waste are ‘more vulnerable’ and should not take place in Zone 3b and would only be acceptable in Zone 3a if they meet the Exception Te
	zones.  Most other forms of development within the scope of the Plan, such as other types of mineral working and processing as well as waste development (except landfill and hazardous waste facilities) are classed as ‘less vulnerable’.  These may be acceptable in all flood risk zones except Zone 3b (functional floodplain).  Landfill and sites used for management of hazardous waste are ‘more vulnerable’ and should not take place in Zone 3b and would only be acceptable in Zone 3a if they meet the Exception Te
	zones.  Most other forms of development within the scope of the Plan, such as other types of mineral working and processing as well as waste development (except landfill and hazardous waste facilities) are classed as ‘less vulnerable’.  These may be acceptable in all flood risk zones except Zone 3b (functional floodplain).  Landfill and sites used for management of hazardous waste are ‘more vulnerable’ and should not take place in Zone 3b and would only be acceptable in Zone 3a if they meet the Exception Te

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 9 Objective 10 Objective 11 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id63: Landscape Id64: Biodiversity and geodiversity Id67: Strategic approach to reclamation and afteruse Id68: Sustainable design, construction and operation of development 
	Link to Objectives: Objective 9 Objective 10 Objective 11 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id63: Landscape Id64: Biodiversity and geodiversity Id67: Strategic approach to reclamation and afteruse Id68: Sustainable design, construction and operation of development 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment This is a generally positive development management policy, with benefits to biodiversity, water, climate change mitigation and adaptation, the economy, community vitality, recreation, health and wellbeing and a changing population. It will work well alongside the environmental permitting and water licensing regimes. Recommendations A reference to the importance of not impeding the achievement of water status objectives outlined in River Basin Management Plans (which is important in me
	Summary of assessment This is a generally positive development management policy, with benefits to biodiversity, water, climate change mitigation and adaptation, the economy, community vitality, recreation, health and wellbeing and a changing population. It will work well alongside the environmental permitting and water licensing regimes. Recommendations A reference to the importance of not impeding the achievement of water status objectives outlined in River Basin Management Plans (which is important in me


	See Environment Agency, 2014. Living on the Edge URL: 
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	https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/403435/LIT_7114.pdf 

	Id67 - Strategic approach to reclamation and afteruse 
	Options 
	Options 
	Options 
	Option 1: 

	presented at 
	presented at 
	This option would support reclamation and afteruse proposals across the whole of the 

	Issues and 
	Issues and 
	Plan area which meet a number of general criteria and are carried out to a high 

	options stage 
	options stage 
	standard and which, where relevant and particularly for larger scale workings, have 

	TR
	demonstrably:  

	TR
	i. Been brought forward in discussion with local communities and other relevant 

	TR
	stakeholders and where practicable reflect the outcome of those discussions 

	TR
	ii. Taken into account the wider context of the development proposed, including the 

	TR
	implications for the development of other significant permitted or proposed 

	TR
	development in the area and the range of environmental and other assets and 

	TR
	infrastructure that may be affected, including any important interactions between 

	TR
	those assets and infrastructure 

	TR
	ii. Reflected the potential for the proposed reclamation and/or afteruse to give rise to 

	TR
	positive and adverse impacts, including cumulative impacts, and have sought 

	TR
	where practicable to maximise potential overall benefits and minimise overall 

	TR
	adverse impacts 

	TR
	v. Taken into account potential impacts on and from climate change factors  

	TR
	v. Made best use of onsite materials for reclamation purposes and only rely on the 

	TR
	need for importation of waste where essential to deliver an appropriate standard of 

	TR
	reclamation  

	TR
	vi. Provided for progressive, phased restoration where appropriate 

	TR
	ii. Provided for the longer term implementation and management of the agreed form 

	TR
	of reclamation and any relevant afteruse (this would not apply to reclamation for 

	TR
	agriculture or forestry where a statutory 5 year maximum aftercare period applies).  

	TR
	AND 


	Table
	TR
	Option 2: In addition to the general criteria identified in Option 1, this option would seek to deliver a more targeted approach to minerals site reclamation and afteruse by supporting proposals which, where relevant, focus reclamation and/or afteruse proposals towards particular objectives including: i. In areas of best and most versatile agricultural land, maximising the protection and enhancement of soils and maximising the extent of best and most versatile land to be provided following reclamation and a

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	Option 1 is likely to lead to a range of positive environmental and social effects, including in relation to biodiversity, air and water quality, soils and agricultural land, landscape and reusing materials, with particularly strong positive effects recorded in relation to mitigating and adapting to climate change and engaging with communities. Uncertain effects are recorded in relation to sustainable waste management as the option provides less scope for wastes other than those generated on site to be used
	Option 1 is likely to lead to a range of positive environmental and social effects, including in relation to biodiversity, air and water quality, soils and agricultural land, landscape and reusing materials, with particularly strong positive effects recorded in relation to mitigating and adapting to climate change and engaging with communities. Uncertain effects are recorded in relation to sustainable waste management as the option provides less scope for wastes other than those generated on site to be used

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	23 

	Question 168) Do you have a preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Question 168) Do you have a preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Number of respondents: 16 

	Option 1: 1 MWI: 1  
	Option 1: 1 MWI: 1  
	Combination: 6 Opt. 1+2: 6 MWI: 2  Local Authorities: 1 


	Table
	TR
	Option 2: 6 SC: 2 Local Authorities: 1 
	Did Not Specify: 3 MWI: 2  

	TR
	None: 0 

	Question 169) Are there any alternative options or criteria the Authorities should consider in relation to reclamation and afteruse? 
	Question 169) Are there any alternative options or criteria the Authorities should consider in relation to reclamation and afteruse? 
	Number of respondents: 5 SC: 1 MWI: 1  Local Authorities: 1 

	Question 170) If Option 2 were to be followed do you have any views on the priorities which should be addressed? 
	Question 170) If Option 2 were to be followed do you have any views on the priorities which should be addressed? 
	Number of respondents: 2 SC: 0 MWI: 0  Local Authorities: 0 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q168: Option 2:  Provides the best mechanism to secure long term ecological enhancements through reclamation schemes  Contributes to meeting the Plans objectives  Provides the greatest range of benefits  Reference to flooding should be directed towards the minimisation of both upstream and downstream flooding  Reclamation items such as enhancements of the enjoyment of heritage assets and increasing access opportunities etc. should be subject to CIL  The criteria in this option should be e
	Key Messages Q168: Option 2:  Provides the best mechanism to secure long term ecological enhancements through reclamation schemes  Contributes to meeting the Plans objectives  Provides the greatest range of benefits  Reference to flooding should be directed towards the minimisation of both upstream and downstream flooding  Reclamation items such as enhancements of the enjoyment of heritage assets and increasing access opportunities etc. should be subject to CIL  The criteria in this option should be e
	-



	below: Proposed Option 3  There should be a presumption in favour of restoration before other options are considered to be acceptable. Suggested approach Restore a site to its previous use and condition. Only where this is not possible would consideration be given to alternative reclamation and afteruse proposals as set out under Options 1 and 2.  Proposed Option 4  Options 1 and 2 should not apply to oil and gas developments Suggested approach Restore oil and gas sites to their previous use and condition
	below: Proposed Option 3  There should be a presumption in favour of restoration before other options are considered to be acceptable. Suggested approach Restore a site to its previous use and condition. Only where this is not possible would consideration be given to alternative reclamation and afteruse proposals as set out under Options 1 and 2.  Proposed Option 4  Options 1 and 2 should not apply to oil and gas developments Suggested approach Restore oil and gas sites to their previous use and condition
	below: Proposed Option 3  There should be a presumption in favour of restoration before other options are considered to be acceptable. Suggested approach Restore a site to its previous use and condition. Only where this is not possible would consideration be given to alternative reclamation and afteruse proposals as set out under Options 1 and 2.  Proposed Option 4  Options 1 and 2 should not apply to oil and gas developments Suggested approach Restore oil and gas sites to their previous use and condition

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of assessment Option 1 is likely to lead to a range of positive environmental and social effects, including in relation to biodiversity, air and water quality, soils and agricultural land, landscape and reusing materials, with particularly strong positive effects recorded in relation to mitigating and adapting to climate change and engaging with communities. Uncertain effects are recorded in relation to sustainable waste management as the option provides less scope for wastes other than those genera
	Summary of assessment Option 1 is likely to lead to a range of positive environmental and social effects, including in relation to biodiversity, air and water quality, soils and agricultural land, landscape and reusing materials, with particularly strong positive effects recorded in relation to mitigating and adapting to climate change and engaging with communities. Uncertain effects are recorded in relation to sustainable waste management as the option provides less scope for wastes other than those genera

	also have uncertain effect related to which option it would work alongside. Revised Recommendations It is recommended that both options 1 and 2 be followed. 
	also have uncertain effect related to which option it would work alongside. Revised Recommendations It is recommended that both options 1 and 2 be followed. 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The general support for Option 2 or a combination of Options 1 and 2 is noted. It is agreed that reference could be made to both upstream and downstream flooding.  CIL is not relevant for the purposes of minerals and waste development.  It is agreed that reference could be made to connectivity between habitats and that the policy needs to be flexible taking into account the wide range of circumstances that may exist across the Plan area.  Technical Guidance on minerals policy, published alongside the NPPF, 
	The general support for Option 2 or a combination of Options 1 and 2 is noted. It is agreed that reference could be made to both upstream and downstream flooding.  CIL is not relevant for the purposes of minerals and waste development.  It is agreed that reference could be made to connectivity between habitats and that the policy needs to be flexible taking into account the wide range of circumstances that may exist across the Plan area.  Technical Guidance on minerals policy, published alongside the NPPF, 

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	The National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) was published subsequent to the drafting of the Options above and provides more guidance on the reclamation and afteruse of mineral sites.  With regard to mineral site reclamation and afteruse issues the NPPG suggests that ‘the most appropriate form of site restoration to facilitate different potential after uses should be addressed in both local minerals plans, which should include policies to ensure worked land is reclaimed at the earliest opportunity and tha
	The National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) was published subsequent to the drafting of the Options above and provides more guidance on the reclamation and afteruse of mineral sites.  With regard to mineral site reclamation and afteruse issues the NPPG suggests that ‘the most appropriate form of site restoration to facilitate different potential after uses should be addressed in both local minerals plans, which should include policies to ensure worked land is reclaimed at the earliest opportunity and tha

	Duty to Cooperate  
	Duty to Cooperate  

	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? No 
	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? No 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	The largest proportion of respondents selected a combination of Option 1 & 2 (or Option 2 which in itself would only operate in conjunction with Option 1). The Environment Agency support Option 2 (supported by Option 1) suggesting that this ‘provides the best mechanism to secure long term ecological enhancements … and will provide policy backing for meeting the plan’s objectives’. The second bullet point in Option 2 has been amended to include a reference to minimisation of 
	The largest proportion of respondents selected a combination of Option 1 & 2 (or Option 2 which in itself would only operate in conjunction with Option 1). The Environment Agency support Option 2 (supported by Option 1) suggesting that this ‘provides the best mechanism to secure long term ecological enhancements … and will provide policy backing for meeting the plan’s objectives’. The second bullet point in Option 2 has been amended to include a reference to minimisation of 

	flooding in ‘upstream’ locations as well as downstream locations. The eighth bullet point in Option 2 has been amended to include a reference to ‘the creation of BAP Habitats’ and improvements to the ‘connections between’ habitats. Two realistic alternative options have been put forward by respondents. Although these suggested options have been determined to be realistic, the SA has determined that they would result in ‘largely minor positive and negative effects on the environment and society’. In addition
	flooding in ‘upstream’ locations as well as downstream locations. The eighth bullet point in Option 2 has been amended to include a reference to ‘the creation of BAP Habitats’ and improvements to the ‘connections between’ habitats. Two realistic alternative options have been put forward by respondents. Although these suggested options have been determined to be realistic, the SA has determined that they would result in ‘largely minor positive and negative effects on the environment and society’. In addition

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to D10: Reclamation and afteruse 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to D10: Reclamation and afteruse 

	Part One Proposals which require restoration and afteruse elements will be permitted where it can be demonstrated that they would be carried out to a high standard and which, where relevant, have demonstrably: i. Been brought forward in discussion with local communities and other relevant stakeholders and where practicable reflect the outcome of those discussions; ii. Taken into account the location and context of the site, including the implications of other significant permitted or proposed development in
	Part One Proposals which require restoration and afteruse elements will be permitted where it can be demonstrated that they would be carried out to a high standard and which, where relevant, have demonstrably: i. Been brought forward in discussion with local communities and other relevant stakeholders and where practicable reflect the outcome of those discussions; ii. Taken into account the location and context of the site, including the implications of other significant permitted or proposed development in


	restoration and afteruse (except in cases of agriculture or forestry afteruses where a statutory 5 year maximum aftercare will apply). 
	Part Two 
	In addition to the criteria in Part A above, proposals will be permitted which deliver a more targeted approach to minerals site restoration and afteruse by contributing towards objectives, appropriate to the location of the site, including where relevant: 
	i. In areas of best and most versatile agricultural land, prioritising the protection and enhancement of soils and the long term potential to create areas of best and most versatile land during reclamation of the site; 
	ii. Where opportunities allow, particularly for sand and gravel extraction in the flood plains of the rivers Swale and Ure, providing additional flood storage capacity to help minimise flooding in upstream and downstream locations; 
	iii. Within the National Park and AONBs, enhancing the special qualities of the designated area and/or providing opportunities for the enjoyment and understanding of those special qualities; 
	iv. 
	iv. 
	iv. 
	Within airfield safeguarding zones, particularly where reclamation for biodiversity is involved, ensuring that reclamation and afteruse proposals respect safeguarding constraints whilst maximising the potential restoration and afteruse benefits delivered by the site; 

	v. 
	v. 
	In proximity to important heritage assets, ensuring that the significance of assets and their settings is sustained and where practicable enhanced and, also where practicable, that opportunities to facilitate enjoyment of the asset are provided;  


	vi. Where the development is located within or adjacent to identified green infrastructure corridors, reflecting any locally agreed priorities for delivery of additional or enhanced green infrastructure and ecosystems services; 
	vii. In proximity to major settlements within and adjacent to the Plan area, and subject to local amenity considerations, providing enhanced opportunities for informal and formal public access and recreation; 
	viii. Delivering enhancements for biodiversity, improvements to habitat networks and the connectivity between these, including the creation of Biodiversity Action Plan habitats, based on contributing towards established objectives, seeking to deliver benefits at a landscape scale where practicable; 
	ix. Creating geodiversity benefits where appropriate including contributing towards the delivery of priorities identified in any relevant Geodiversity Action Plan. 
	Supporting text 
	The nature of minerals development, which often involves permanent or long term physical change to land, sometimes on a substantial scale, makes it important that consideration is given at an early stage as to how sites are restored and used once workings have finished.  Whilst many modern waste developments are permanent or long term built developments, which do not give rise to restoration and afteruse considerations in the same way, proposals for landfill and temporary plant and buildings may require con
	National planning guidance defines restoration as ‘restoration means operations associated with the winning and working of minerals and which are designed to return the area to an acceptable environmental condition, whether for the resumption of former land use or a new use’.  The process of restoring a site may also involve a period of aftercare, required to ensure the proposed use is implemented.  The term ‘reclamation’ refers to the combined process of restoration and, where relevant, aftercare. 
	A high standard of reclamation is essential to ensure that development is sustainable and applicants for minerals or waste development where reclamation will be required will need to demonstrate, as part 
	of their initial proposals, how this can be achieved and the intended timescale for delivery. In bringing forward proposals, applicants should have regard to the advice in paragraphs 33 to 48 of the Technical Guidance to the National Planning Policy Framework (March 2012). Applicants should liaise with host communities when developing restoration and afteruse proposals.  This can help ensure that local views are taken into account at an early stage in the design of the scheme and that the proposals receive 
	of their initial proposals, how this can be achieved and the intended timescale for delivery. In bringing forward proposals, applicants should have regard to the advice in paragraphs 33 to 48 of the Technical Guidance to the National Planning Policy Framework (March 2012). Applicants should liaise with host communities when developing restoration and afteruse proposals.  This can help ensure that local views are taken into account at an early stage in the design of the scheme and that the proposals receive 
	of their initial proposals, how this can be achieved and the intended timescale for delivery. In bringing forward proposals, applicants should have regard to the advice in paragraphs 33 to 48 of the Technical Guidance to the National Planning Policy Framework (March 2012). Applicants should liaise with host communities when developing restoration and afteruse proposals.  This can help ensure that local views are taken into account at an early stage in the design of the scheme and that the proposals receive 

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives Objective 9 Objective 10 Objective 11 Objective 12 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id61: North York Moors National Park and AONBs Id63: Landscape Id64: Biodiversity and geodiversity Id65: Historic environment Id66: Water environment 
	Link to Objectives Objective 9 Objective 10 Objective 11 Objective 12 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id61: North York Moors National Park and AONBs Id63: Landscape Id64: Biodiversity and geodiversity Id65: Historic environment Id66: Water environment 

	Id68: Sustainable design, construction and operation of development  Id69: Protection of Best and Most Versatile agricultural land and soils 
	Id68: Sustainable design, construction and operation of development  Id69: Protection of Best and Most Versatile agricultural land and soils 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment This policy is likely to result in largely positive impacts with particularly strong positive effects recorded in relation to biodiversity, land use, climate change adaptation, historic environment, flood risk and meeting the needs of a changing population due to the wide range of considerations promoted by the policy. A minor negative impact has been recorded in relation to resource use and encouraging re-use of materials as through encouraging the use of on-site materials above the i
	Summary of assessment This policy is likely to result in largely positive impacts with particularly strong positive effects recorded in relation to biodiversity, land use, climate change adaptation, historic environment, flood risk and meeting the needs of a changing population due to the wide range of considerations promoted by the policy. A minor negative impact has been recorded in relation to resource use and encouraging re-use of materials as through encouraging the use of on-site materials above the i


	Id68 - Sustainable design, construction and operation of development 
	Id68 - Sustainable design, construction and operation of development 
	Id68 - Sustainable design, construction and operation of development 

	Options 
	Options 
	Option 1: 

	presented at 
	presented at 
	This option would support proposals for minerals and waste development which 

	Issues and 
	Issues and 
	demonstrate that, where relevant, appropriate measures have been incorporated in 

	options stage 
	options stage 
	the design, construction and operation of the development and where relevant reclamation of the site, in relation to: i. Reduction or minimisation of greenhouse gas emissions, including mitigation measures where necessary, through incorporation of energy efficient siting, design and operational practices including those relating to bulk transport of materials ii. Minimisation of waste generated by new minerals and waste development  ii. Generation and utilisation of renewable or low carbon energy in a manne


	Table
	TR
	Option 2: For minerals and waste development this option sets out criteria which would, where relevant, apply in addition to the criteria set out in Option 1, and which would also apply to proposals for new residential, commercial and industrial development, including development for which the District and Borough Councils in the NYCC part of the area are the planning authority. The additional criteria would seek to help deliver sustainable waste management and the sustainable use of minerals through: i. Im
	-


	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	The options for sustainable design and construction should have an overall positive effect on environmental sustainability objectives. The remit to support development which requires demonstration of how it minimises greenhouse gas emissions, reuses resources and promotes renewable technologies, as well as energy efficiency and high quality (through BREEAM), will have positive effects for climate change, air quality and resource use. Furthermore, Option 1’s criteria support development with sustainable drai
	The options for sustainable design and construction should have an overall positive effect on environmental sustainability objectives. The remit to support development which requires demonstration of how it minimises greenhouse gas emissions, reuses resources and promotes renewable technologies, as well as energy efficiency and high quality (through BREEAM), will have positive effects for climate change, air quality and resource use. Furthermore, Option 1’s criteria support development with sustainable drai

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	23 

	Question 171) Do you have a preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Question 171) Do you have a preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Number of respondents: 14 

	Option 1: 2 
	Option 1: 2 
	Combination: 6 

	TR
	MWI: 1 
	Opt. 1+2: 6 

	TR
	Local Authorities: 1 

	TR
	MWI: 1  

	Option 2: 2 Local Authorities: 1 
	Option 2: 2 Local Authorities: 1 
	Did Not Specify: 4 MWI: 2 Local Authorities: 1 

	TR
	None: 0 

	Question 172) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in 
	Question 172) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in 
	Number of respondents: 3 SC: 0 


	relation to sustainable design, operation and construction of development? 
	relation to sustainable design, operation and construction of development? 
	relation to sustainable design, operation and construction of development? 
	MWI: 1 Local Authorities: 0 

	Question 173) Are there any other criteria 
	Question 173) Are there any other criteria 
	Number of respondents: 5 

	which should be included in Option 1 or 2? 
	which should be included in Option 1 or 2? 
	SC: 0 MWI: 1 Local Authorities: 0 

	Question 174) Do you have any views on a 
	Question 174) Do you have any views on a 
	Number of respondents: 1 

	size threshold that could be used within 
	size threshold that could be used within 
	SC: 0 

	option 1 (5th bullet point) relating to meeting 
	option 1 (5th bullet point) relating to meeting 
	MWI: 1 

	of BREEAM standards, and on the standard 
	of BREEAM standards, and on the standard 
	Local Authorities: 0 

	that should be sought? 
	that should be sought? 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q171: Option 1:  The NPPF appears to ensure that development is resilient to climate change rather than requiring an assessment of its impact upon climate change  The parameters of what a Climate Change Assessment will include will determine the acceptability of the policy Option 2:  Supports the promotion of resource efficiency Option 1+2:  Explain what a ‘Climate Change Assessment’ should include  Low Carbon mineral extraction, such as CBM, should be exempt from the requirement to produc
	Key Messages Q171: Option 1:  The NPPF appears to ensure that development is resilient to climate change rather than requiring an assessment of its impact upon climate change  The parameters of what a Climate Change Assessment will include will determine the acceptability of the policy Option 2:  Supports the promotion of resource efficiency Option 1+2:  Explain what a ‘Climate Change Assessment’ should include  Low Carbon mineral extraction, such as CBM, should be exempt from the requirement to produc


	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	N/A 
	N/A 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The general preference for a combination of Options 1 and 2 is noted. It is agreed that clarity needs to be provided in relation to any requirement for a climate change impact assessment and that such an assessment may not be appropriate for certain forms of minerals and waste development.  It is agreed that tree planting can have a range of benefits in mitigating impacts.  There is insufficient evidence to indicate whether a requirement to meet ‘excellent’ BREEAM standards would be viable for the forms of 
	The general preference for a combination of Options 1 and 2 is noted. It is agreed that clarity needs to be provided in relation to any requirement for a climate change impact assessment and that such an assessment may not be appropriate for certain forms of minerals and waste development.  It is agreed that tree planting can have a range of benefits in mitigating impacts.  There is insufficient evidence to indicate whether a requirement to meet ‘excellent’ BREEAM standards would be viable for the forms of 

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	No new evidence as of January 2015. 
	No new evidence as of January 2015. 

	Duty to Cooperate  
	Duty to Cooperate  

	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? Yes At a general level delivery of an approach to sustainable design, construction and operation of minerals and waste development will require cooperation between NYCC and the District/Borough Councils in the two tier part of the area. 
	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? Yes At a general level delivery of an approach to sustainable design, construction and operation of minerals and waste development will require cooperation between NYCC and the District/Borough Councils in the two tier part of the area. 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	The Sustainability Report recommends Option 1 in combination with Option 2 be taken forward and such an approach was generally favoured by respondents.  National policy (NPPF) states that ‘Planning plays a key role in helping shape places to secure radical reductions in greenhouse gas emissions, minimising vulnerability and providing resilience to the impacts of climate change, and supporting the delivery of renewable and low carbon energy and associated infrastructure.’  It is considered that the criteria 
	The Sustainability Report recommends Option 1 in combination with Option 2 be taken forward and such an approach was generally favoured by respondents.  National policy (NPPF) states that ‘Planning plays a key role in helping shape places to secure radical reductions in greenhouse gas emissions, minimising vulnerability and providing resilience to the impacts of climate change, and supporting the delivery of renewable and low carbon energy and associated infrastructure.’  It is considered that the criteria 

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to D11: Sustainable design, construction and operation of development 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to D11: Sustainable design, construction and operation of development 

	Part one Proposals for minerals and waste development will be permitted where it has been demonstrated that measures appropriate and proportionate to the scale and nature of development proposed have been incorporated in the design, construction and operation of the development in relation to: i. Reduction or minimisation of greenhouse gas emissions through incorporation of energy efficient siting, design and operational practices including those relating to bulk transport of materials; ii. Minimisation of 
	Part one Proposals for minerals and waste development will be permitted where it has been demonstrated that measures appropriate and proportionate to the scale and nature of development proposed have been incorporated in the design, construction and operation of the development in relation to: i. Reduction or minimisation of greenhouse gas emissions through incorporation of energy efficient siting, design and operational practices including those relating to bulk transport of materials; ii. Minimisation of 


	iv. 
	iv. 
	iv. 
	Minimisation of water consumption through incorporation of water efficiency measures, including where practicable the re-use of waste water originating from the development; 

	v. 
	v. 
	Measures to minimise flood risk associated with the development including use of Sustainable Drainage Systems and permeable surfacing; 


	vi. A requirement for the relevant built elements of significant new minerals and waste developments to meet a minimum ‘Very Good’ BREEAM or CEEQUAL standard as appropriate;  
	vii. For energy from waste development the efficient use of energy generated by the development including, for development with the potential for generation of combined heat and power, the beneficial use of heat either on site or to serve other existing or proposed development in the vicinity of the site; 
	viii. Implementation of landscape planting comprising native species able to successfully adapt to climate change and where practicable incorporation of areas of new wildlife habitat that would help to improve habitat connectivity; 
	ix. 
	ix. 
	ix. 
	Mitigation of the impacts on the development arising from any predicted mining subsidence or land instability 

	x. 
	x. 
	For minerals workings and mineral working deposits, consideration of tip and quarry slope stability and incorporation of appropriate mitigation in the design of tips and slopes in order to minimise any hazard to people and property 


	Proposals for substantial new minerals extraction and for the large scale treatment, recovery or disposal of waste should be accompanied by a climate change assessment showing how the proposals have taken into account impacts from climate change and include appropriate mitigation measures where necessary. 
	Part two Proposals for new built development should demonstrate how the development would be designed, constructed and operated in order to: 
	i. minimise waste generated during construction of the development, and incorporate measures to encourage or facilitate the re-use and recovery of any waste generated during construction of the development 
	ii. Incorporate appropriate space to enable waste arising during use of the development to be sorted and stored prior to being collected for recycling or re-use 
	iii. Use sustainable construction materials where practicable, including use of alternatives to primary land-won aggregate 
	Supporting text 
	Minerals and waste developments can be large in scale and sometimes give rise to significant impacts. The fact that minerals can only be worked where they occur also means that development sometimes needs to take place in sensitive locations.  They can also be energy intensive, as a result of transport requirements and the operational processes involved.  Careful design and a comprehensive approach to minimisation and mitigation of impacts can help support developments that would otherwise be unacceptable, 
	Particular design considerations sometimes apply to quarries and mining waste tips.  In particular, there is a need to ensure that quarry faces and any waste tips are designed so as to ensure the stability of slopes, in order to help ensure public safety as well as that of employees. It is therefore important that proposals for new mineral working and/or the construction of mining waste tips are supported by information in relation to any potential hazard to people and property, assess the significance and 
	the working to enable basic quarry design to be undertaken. National planning policy gives high priority to the achievement of high design standards as an important element of sustainable development.  With regard to waste, it seeks the incorporation of provision for waste management in the design of other forms of development, as well as the use of design measures to secure that waste arising from construction and operation of development is handled to maximise reuse and recovery opportunities and that the
	the working to enable basic quarry design to be undertaken. National planning policy gives high priority to the achievement of high design standards as an important element of sustainable development.  With regard to waste, it seeks the incorporation of provision for waste management in the design of other forms of development, as well as the use of design measures to secure that waste arising from construction and operation of development is handled to maximise reuse and recovery opportunities and that the
	the working to enable basic quarry design to be undertaken. National planning policy gives high priority to the achievement of high design standards as an important element of sustainable development.  With regard to waste, it seeks the incorporation of provision for waste management in the design of other forms of development, as well as the use of design measures to secure that waste arising from construction and operation of development is handled to maximise reuse and recovery opportunities and that the

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives Objective 6 Objective 9 Objective 10 Objective 11 Objective 12 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id14: Supply of alternatives to land won primary aggregates Id42: Overall approach to the waste hierarchy 
	Link to Objectives Objective 6 Objective 9 Objective 10 Objective 11 Objective 12 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id14: Supply of alternatives to land won primary aggregates Id42: Overall approach to the waste hierarchy 


	CEEQUAL is a sustainability rating and assessment scheme for civil engineering and infrastructure projects, similar to the BREEAM rating system for buildings. 
	9 

	Id59: local amenity and cumulative impacts Id67: Strategic approach to reclamation and afteruse Id72: Coal mining legacy 
	Id59: local amenity and cumulative impacts Id67: Strategic approach to reclamation and afteruse Id72: Coal mining legacy 
	Id59: local amenity and cumulative impacts Id67: Strategic approach to reclamation and afteruse Id72: Coal mining legacy 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment It is considered that this policy would have an overall positive effect on achieving sustainable design, construction and operation of developments. The policy performs positively against most SA objectives, particularly those relating to air quality, climate change and flooding. Some areas of uncertainty have been highlighted including in relation to objective 12 (economic growth) as the costs associated with developing a site are likely to increase given the requirement for high stan
	Summary of assessment It is considered that this policy would have an overall positive effect on achieving sustainable design, construction and operation of developments. The policy performs positively against most SA objectives, particularly those relating to air quality, climate change and flooding. Some areas of uncertainty have been highlighted including in relation to objective 12 (economic growth) as the costs associated with developing a site are likely to increase given the requirement for high stan


	Id69 -Other key criteria for minerals and waste development 
	Id69 -Other key criteria for minerals and waste development 
	Id69 -Other key criteria for minerals and waste development 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: Proposals will be supported where it can be demonstrated, when considered against the following criteria, that unacceptable adverse (including cumulative) effects can be avoided or have been appropriately mitigated and, where possible, that the development would provide enhancements to the locality. Consideration would be given to:  Impacts upon tranquillity and dark night skies  Impacts relating to subsidence or land stability, and the ability for these to be addressed satisfactorily  Impacts 

	Option 2: Under this option the Plan would not contain any reference to the criteria set out under Option 1 and the NPPF would be relied on for guidance on these issues. 
	Option 2: Under this option the Plan would not contain any reference to the criteria set out under Option 1 and the NPPF would be relied on for guidance on these issues. 


	See 
	10
	http://www.ceequal.com/about.html 
	http://www.ceequal.com/about.html 


	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	Option 1 is likely to have positive effects as it covers a range of additional criteria that would provide a more in-depth consideration of the wider implications of minerals and waste development on social, environmental and economic objectives. The option would have particularly strong positive effects in relation to the local economy, tranquility, recreation, safety of communities, landscape and protecting high quality agricultural land with less significant positive effects for biodiversity. Option 2 pr
	Option 1 is likely to have positive effects as it covers a range of additional criteria that would provide a more in-depth consideration of the wider implications of minerals and waste development on social, environmental and economic objectives. The option would have particularly strong positive effects in relation to the local economy, tranquility, recreation, safety of communities, landscape and protecting high quality agricultural land with less significant positive effects for biodiversity. Option 2 pr

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	21 

	Question 175) Do you have a preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Question 175) Do you have a preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Number of respondents: 18 

	Option 1: 13 SC: 2 Local Authorities: 1 
	Option 1: 13 SC: 2 Local Authorities: 1 
	Combination: 0 

	Option 2: 5 MWI: 4 Local Authorities: 1 
	Option 2: 5 MWI: 4 Local Authorities: 1 
	Did Not Specify: 0 

	TR
	None: 0 

	Question 176) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to other key criteria for minerals and waste development? 
	Question 176) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to other key criteria for minerals and waste development? 
	Number of respondents: 1 SC: 0 MWI: 1 Local Authorities: 0 

	Question 177) Do you have any views on the range of criteria which should be referenced in Option 1? 
	Question 177) Do you have any views on the range of criteria which should be referenced in Option 1? 
	Number of respondents: 2 SC: 0 MWI: 2 Local Authorities: 0 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q175) Option 1:  Supports the consideration of land stability  The criteria presented are very important, particularly ‘dark night skies’ which is a specific quality of North Yorkshire, and the avoidance or mitigation of unacceptable adverse effects upon land stability, air quality, soil resources and public safety  The criteria will operate satisfactorily with other national and local policies, and will protect and enhance local communities and the environment Option 2:  Provides flexibili
	Key Messages Q175) Option 1:  Supports the consideration of land stability  The criteria presented are very important, particularly ‘dark night skies’ which is a specific quality of North Yorkshire, and the avoidance or mitigation of unacceptable adverse effects upon land stability, air quality, soil resources and public safety  The criteria will operate satisfactorily with other national and local policies, and will protect and enhance local communities and the environment Option 2:  Provides flexibili


	inconsistencies between policies 
	inconsistencies between policies 
	inconsistencies between policies 

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	N/A 
	N/A 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	It is agreed that there is significant overlap between some of the criteria in this policy option and other policy areas for the Plan.  It is considered that it would be preferable where practicable to incorporate elements addressed under the ‘other key criteria’ option within other relevant policy areas in the Plan.  
	It is agreed that there is significant overlap between some of the criteria in this policy option and other policy areas for the Plan.  It is considered that it would be preferable where practicable to incorporate elements addressed under the ‘other key criteria’ option within other relevant policy areas in the Plan.  

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	Updated National Planning Practice Guidance has been published subsequent to Issues and Options consultation. 
	Updated National Planning Practice Guidance has been published subsequent to Issues and Options consultation. 

	Duty to Cooperate  
	Duty to Cooperate  

	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? No 
	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? No 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	The majority of respondents expressed a preference for Option 1. The Sustainability Report recommends that Option 1 be taken forward. It was considered that Option 2 presents an element of uncertainty in the long term should the NPPF be replaced or amended. In response to concerns raised by consultees about the potential overlap between different policies within the plan it is considered that the majority of the criteria addressed in this option could be included within other relevant policy topics in the P
	The majority of respondents expressed a preference for Option 1. The Sustainability Report recommends that Option 1 be taken forward. It was considered that Option 2 presents an element of uncertainty in the long term should the NPPF be replaced or amended. In response to concerns raised by consultees about the potential overlap between different policies within the plan it is considered that the majority of the criteria addressed in this option could be included within other relevant policy topics in the P

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to D12: Protection of agricultural land and soils 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to D12: Protection of agricultural land and soils 

	Best and Most Versatile agricultural land will be protected from unnecessary and irreversible loss.  Where development of best and most versatile agricultural land is justified, taking into account the requirements of other strategic policies in the Plan, proposals should specify the measures to be taken to ensure that any soils requiring removal as part of the development are retained and conserved on site in order to maintain their longer term potential for agricultural production. Reclamation proposals f
	Best and Most Versatile agricultural land will be protected from unnecessary and irreversible loss.  Where development of best and most versatile agricultural land is justified, taking into account the requirements of other strategic policies in the Plan, proposals should specify the measures to be taken to ensure that any soils requiring removal as part of the development are retained and conserved on site in order to maintain their longer term potential for agricultural production. Reclamation proposals f

	versatile quality (i.e. it meets the requirements for classification as Grades, 1, 2 or 3a quality in the Defra agricultural land classification system).  National planning policy requires that local planning authorities should take into account the economic and other benefits of best and most versatile agricultural land and that, where significant development of agricultural land is demonstrated to be necessary, areas of poorer quality land should be used in preference to that of higher quality. Whilst it 
	versatile quality (i.e. it meets the requirements for classification as Grades, 1, 2 or 3a quality in the Defra agricultural land classification system).  National planning policy requires that local planning authorities should take into account the economic and other benefits of best and most versatile agricultural land and that, where significant development of agricultural land is demonstrated to be necessary, areas of poorer quality land should be used in preference to that of higher quality. Whilst it 

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives Objective 9 Objective 10 Objective 11 Objective 12 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id63: Landscape Id67: Strategic approach to reclamation and Afteruse 
	Link to Objectives Objective 9 Objective 10 Objective 11 Objective 12 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id63: Landscape Id67: Strategic approach to reclamation and Afteruse 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment This policy will help towards the sustainable conservation of our most important soil resources. It performs positively against most SA objectives, particularly those relating to protecting soils and land, adapting to climate change, protecting landscapes and supporting a changing population’s needs. While some mixed outcomes may be expected in the long term when the benefits of low level quarry restoration are considered (i.e. for the biodiversity, recreation and health objectives) th
	Summary of assessment This policy will help towards the sustainable conservation of our most important soil resources. It performs positively against most SA objectives, particularly those relating to protecting soils and land, adapting to climate change, protecting landscapes and supporting a changing population’s needs. While some mixed outcomes may be expected in the long term when the benefits of low level quarry restoration are considered (i.e. for the biodiversity, recreation and health objectives) th


	No further mitigation is proposed. 
	Id70 - Developments proposed within Mineral Safeguarding Areas 
	Id70 - Developments proposed within Mineral Safeguarding Areas 
	Id70 - Developments proposed within Mineral Safeguarding Areas 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would indicate that within Minerals Safeguarding Areas non-minerals development will only be permitted in certain circumstances. This could include where:  It would not sterilise or prejudice future extraction, or  The mineral will be extracted prior to development (without unacceptable adverse impact on the environment or the amenity of local communities), or  The need for the non-mineral development can be demonstrated to outweigh the need for the mineral, or  It can be demonstra

	Option 2: This option would adopt a list of application types that would be exempt from consideration under the Minerals Safeguarding Area policy. Possible exemptions could include:   Infilling in towns and villages  Householder applications within the curtilage of a property  Advertisement applications  Reserved matters applications  Applications for new or improved accesses  ‘Minor’ extensions/alterations to existing uses/buildings which do not fundamentally change the scale and character of the use
	Option 2: This option would adopt a list of application types that would be exempt from consideration under the Minerals Safeguarding Area policy. Possible exemptions could include:   Infilling in towns and villages  Householder applications within the curtilage of a property  Advertisement applications  Reserved matters applications  Applications for new or improved accesses  ‘Minor’ extensions/alterations to existing uses/buildings which do not fundamentally change the scale and character of the use

	Option 3: In areas identified as underground coal or potash Minerals Safeguarding Areas, 
	Option 3: In areas identified as underground coal or potash Minerals Safeguarding Areas, 


	Table
	TR
	applicants proposing the following types of development would be required to consider the potential impacts on the proposed development arising from extraction of the safeguarded resources, as well as the potential for the surface development to sterilise the underlying resource:   Large institutional and public buildings  Major industrial buildings including those with sensitive processes and precision equipment vulnerable to ground movement   Major retail complexes   Non-residential high rise building

	TR
	Option 4: As an alternative to Option 3 in respect of underground coal safeguarding areas this option would not set out a specific approach to consultation for non-mineral development which is sensitive to mining subsidence, relying instead on the advice of the Coal Authority as a statutory consultee. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	It is difficult to predict the effects with any certainty as this would depend on the particular circumstances of each case as to whether the development would or would not cause unacceptable sterilisation of the mineral. Potential negative effects from each of the options include effects on the economy of potentially precluding certain developments from taking place. However the exemptions provided under Option 2 would help to ensure that certain developments could still take place.  Considered together wi
	It is difficult to predict the effects with any certainty as this would depend on the particular circumstances of each case as to whether the development would or would not cause unacceptable sterilisation of the mineral. Potential negative effects from each of the options include effects on the economy of potentially precluding certain developments from taking place. However the exemptions provided under Option 2 would help to ensure that certain developments could still take place.  Considered together wi

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	13 

	Question 178) Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 178) Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Number of respondents: 10 

	Option 1: 1 
	Option 1: 1 
	Combination: 5 

	TR
	Opt. 1+2+3: 2 

	TR
	SC: 1 

	TR
	Local Authorities: 1 

	TR
	Opt. 1+2: 3 

	TR
	SC: 1 

	TR
	MWI: 2 

	Option 2: 0 
	Option 2: 0 
	Did Not Specify: 2 MWI: 1  

	Option 3: 0 
	Option 3: 0 
	None: 0 


	Table
	TR
	Option 4: 0 

	Question 179) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to minerals safeguarding areas? 
	Question 179) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to minerals safeguarding areas? 
	Number of respondents: 1 SC: 0 MWI: 1 Local Authorities: 0 

	Question 180) Should any of the criteria in Option 1 be excluded, or any additional criteria included? 
	Question 180) Should any of the criteria in Option 1 be excluded, or any additional criteria included? 
	Number of respondents: 1 SC: 0 MWI: 1 Local Authorities: 0 

	Question 181) Do you have any views on the list 
	Question 181) Do you have any views on the list 
	Number of respondents: 1 

	of possible exemptions provided in Option 2? 
	of possible exemptions provided in Option 2? 
	SC: 0 MWI: 1  Local Authorities: 0 

	Question 182) Do you have any views on the list 
	Question 182) Do you have any views on the list 
	Number of respondents: 0 

	of possible developments provided in Option 3? 
	of possible developments provided in Option 3? 
	SC: 0 MWI: 0  Local Authorities: 0 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q178: Option 4:  This option would not allow prospective developers sufficient clarity as to whether the issue of mineral sterilisation would need to be considered in any scheme Option 1+2:  These options follow good practice advice from BGS Option 1+2+3:  Sets out a proportionate approach towards achieving the avoidance of unnecessary mineral sterilisation without being overly burdensome on LPAs to implement General Comments on Options  All options are supported as they follow the BGS Good
	Key Messages Q178: Option 4:  This option would not allow prospective developers sufficient clarity as to whether the issue of mineral sterilisation would need to be considered in any scheme Option 1+2:  These options follow good practice advice from BGS Option 1+2+3:  Sets out a proportionate approach towards achieving the avoidance of unnecessary mineral sterilisation without being overly burdensome on LPAs to implement General Comments on Options  All options are supported as they follow the BGS Good

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	N/A 
	N/A 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The general support for Options 1 and 2 or Options 1 and 2 in combination with Option 3 is noted. It is agreed that an approach generally in line with the BGS Good Practice guidance on safeguarding would be appropriate.  
	The general support for Options 1 and 2 or Options 1 and 2 in combination with Option 3 is noted. It is agreed that an approach generally in line with the BGS Good Practice guidance on safeguarding would be appropriate.  

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 


	Evidence update as at January 2015 The National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) states that MPAs should adopt clear development management policies which set out how proposals for non-mineral development within Mineral Safeguarding Areas will be handled, and what action applicants for development should take to address the risk of losing ability to extract the resource. This may include policies that encourage preextraction of minerals, where practicable, if it is necessary for non-minerals development to
	Evidence update as at January 2015 The National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) states that MPAs should adopt clear development management policies which set out how proposals for non-mineral development within Mineral Safeguarding Areas will be handled, and what action applicants for development should take to address the risk of losing ability to extract the resource. This may include policies that encourage preextraction of minerals, where practicable, if it is necessary for non-minerals development to
	Evidence update as at January 2015 The National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) states that MPAs should adopt clear development management policies which set out how proposals for non-mineral development within Mineral Safeguarding Areas will be handled, and what action applicants for development should take to address the risk of losing ability to extract the resource. This may include policies that encourage preextraction of minerals, where practicable, if it is necessary for non-minerals development to
	-


	Duty to Cooperate  
	Duty to Cooperate  

	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? Yes Minerals safeguarding requires cooperation between NYCC and the North Yorkshire District and Borough Councils in the two-tier part of the Joint Plan area.  Consultation has also taken place with adjacent MPAs in respect of any proposed safeguarding areas near to the Joint Plan area boundary in order to help ensure a consistent approach. 
	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? Yes Minerals safeguarding requires cooperation between NYCC and the North Yorkshire District and Borough Councils in the two-tier part of the Joint Plan area.  Consultation has also taken place with adjacent MPAs in respect of any proposed safeguarding areas near to the Joint Plan area boundary in order to help ensure a consistent approach. 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	The NPPG supports the principle of identifying Mineral Safeguarding Areas and the development of policy to prevent the sterilisation of mineral resources. The majority of respondents preferred either a combination of Option 1 and 2 or a combination of Options 1, 2 and 3, which could all be combined to form a preferred policy.  Options 1, 2 and 3 were also supported by the findings of the initial SA. The approach set out in Options 1, 2 and 3 are also generally in line with the BGS Good Practice Guide and th
	The NPPG supports the principle of identifying Mineral Safeguarding Areas and the development of policy to prevent the sterilisation of mineral resources. The majority of respondents preferred either a combination of Option 1 and 2 or a combination of Options 1, 2 and 3, which could all be combined to form a preferred policy.  Options 1, 2 and 3 were also supported by the findings of the initial SA. The approach set out in Options 1, 2 and 3 are also generally in line with the BGS Good Practice Guide and th

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to S02: Developments proposed within Mineral Safeguarding Areas 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to S02: Developments proposed within Mineral Safeguarding Areas 

	Part one - Surface mineral resources: Within Surface Minerals Safeguarding Areas shown on the Policies Map permission for development other than minerals extraction will be granted where: i) It would not sterilise the mineral or prejudice future extraction; or ii) The mineral will be extracted prior to the development (without unacceptable adverse impact on the environment or the amenity of local communities), or iii) The need for the non-mineral development can be demonstrated to outweigh the need to safeg
	Part one - Surface mineral resources: Within Surface Minerals Safeguarding Areas shown on the Policies Map permission for development other than minerals extraction will be granted where: i) It would not sterilise the mineral or prejudice future extraction; or ii) The mineral will be extracted prior to the development (without unacceptable adverse impact on the environment or the amenity of local communities), or iii) The need for the non-mineral development can be demonstrated to outweigh the need to safeg


	Part two - Deep minerals resources: 
	In areas identified as Underground Mineral Safeguarding Areas on the Policies Map, proposals for the following types of development should be accompanied by information on the effect of the proposed development on the potential future extraction of the safeguarded underground resource, as well as on the potential for the proposed surface development to be impacted by subsidence arising from working of the underlying minerals resource: 
	 
	 
	 
	Large institutional and public buildings; 

	 
	 
	Major industrial buildings including those with sensitive processes and precision equipment vulnerable to ground movement; 

	 
	 
	Major retail complexes; 

	 
	 
	Non-residential high rise buildings (3 storeys plus); 

	 
	 
	Strategic gas, oil, naphtha and petrol pipelines; 

	 
	 
	Vulnerable parts of main highways and motorway networks (e.g. viaducts, large bridges, service stations and interchanges); 

	 
	 
	Security sensitive structures; 

	 
	 
	Strategic water pumping stations, waterworks, reservoirs, sewage works and pumping stations; 

	 
	 
	Ecclesiastical property; 

	 
	 
	Power stations; and 

	 
	 
	Wind turbines 


	Permission will be granted where the assessment demonstrates that a significant risk of adverse impact on the development from mining subsidence will not arise or that the criteria in Part one of the policy (other than the final criterion) are met. 
	Part three – protecting deep mineral resources from other underground minerals development: 
	Where proposals for appraisal or development of underground gas resources or the underground storage of gas or carbon are located within the area safeguarded for potash, salt and polyhalite shown on the Policies Map, permission for development will only be granted where it can be demonstrated that the development will not adversely affect the potential future extraction of the protected mineral. 
	Supporting text 
	The purpose of safeguarding is not to protect the minerals resource in all circumstances, but to ensure that the presence and potential significance of the resource is taken into account when other proposals in a safeguarded area are under consideration, and that sterilisation of the resource only takes place where there is appropriate justification. In some cases it may be practicable for prior extraction of the resource to take place, where this can be done without unacceptable impacts on local communitie
	Certain forms of surface development proposals are unlikely to lead to significant sterilisation of minerals resources, even when proposed in a safeguarded area.  These are identified in the 
	Safeguarding Exemptions list.  Where development falls within the scope of the exemptions list then applicants do not need to address safeguarding issues in their proposals, and there is no requirement for planning authorities to consider minerals safeguarding issues when taking decisions on development proposals. In order to implement an approach to safeguarding in the two-tier part of the Joint Plan area it will be necessary for consultation to take place between District/Borough Councils and the mineral 
	Safeguarding Exemptions list.  Where development falls within the scope of the exemptions list then applicants do not need to address safeguarding issues in their proposals, and there is no requirement for planning authorities to consider minerals safeguarding issues when taking decisions on development proposals. In order to implement an approach to safeguarding in the two-tier part of the Joint Plan area it will be necessary for consultation to take place between District/Borough Councils and the mineral 
	Safeguarding Exemptions list.  Where development falls within the scope of the exemptions list then applicants do not need to address safeguarding issues in their proposals, and there is no requirement for planning authorities to consider minerals safeguarding issues when taking decisions on development proposals. In order to implement an approach to safeguarding in the two-tier part of the Joint Plan area it will be necessary for consultation to take place between District/Borough Councils and the mineral 

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 3 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id06: Safeguarding sand and gravel Id09: Safeguarding crushed rock Id16: Safeguarding silica sand Id19: Safeguarding clay Id22: Safeguarding building stone Id31: Safeguarding shallow coal Id32: Safeguarding deep coal Id35: Safeguarding potash Id37: Safeguarding gypsum Id38: Safeguarding deep mineral resources Id40: Safeguarding vein minerals Id53: Waste management facility safeguarding Id55: Transport infrastructure safeguarding I
	Link to Objectives: Objective 3 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id06: Safeguarding sand and gravel Id09: Safeguarding crushed rock Id16: Safeguarding silica sand Id19: Safeguarding clay Id22: Safeguarding building stone Id31: Safeguarding shallow coal Id32: Safeguarding deep coal Id35: Safeguarding potash Id37: Safeguarding gypsum Id38: Safeguarding deep mineral resources Id40: Safeguarding vein minerals Id53: Waste management facility safeguarding Id55: Transport infrastructure safeguarding I

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment In terms of the environmental sustainability objectives there are minor benefits from this policy, as arguably it would potentially reduce the amount of development in safeguarding areas, though to some extent some of this development would simply go somewhere else (with uncertain impacts).  The assessment also picked strong benefits for the minimising resource use objective as safeguarding a broad range of minerals resources would help protect resources for possible future use. Simila
	Summary of assessment In terms of the environmental sustainability objectives there are minor benefits from this policy, as arguably it would potentially reduce the amount of development in safeguarding areas, though to some extent some of this development would simply go somewhere else (with uncertain impacts).  The assessment also picked strong benefits for the minimising resource use objective as safeguarding a broad range of minerals resources would help protect resources for possible future use. Simila


	Id71 - Consideration of applications in Mineral Consultation Areas 
	Id71 - Consideration of applications in Mineral Consultation Areas 
	Id71 - Consideration of applications in Mineral Consultation Areas 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: Where safeguarding of a particular minerals resource is identified in the Plan, this option would define the whole of that area (to the extent that it falls within NYCC) as a Minerals Consultation Area, where District/Borough Councils would be required to consult the County Council in respect of any non-exempt proposals.  

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	This option scores positively by adding additional certainty over the process of operating the Minerals Safeguarding Areas policy, thus ensuring minerals are not sterilised by development being given permission by district or borough councils. Recommendations It is recommended that this option be pursued to ensure that the Minerals Safeguarding Area policy is applied consistently across the Joint Plan area. 
	This option scores positively by adding additional certainty over the process of operating the Minerals Safeguarding Areas policy, thus ensuring minerals are not sterilised by development being given permission by district or borough councils. Recommendations It is recommended that this option be pursued to ensure that the Minerals Safeguarding Area policy is applied consistently across the Joint Plan area. 

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	12 

	Question 183) Do you agree with option 1 above? 
	Question 183) Do you agree with option 1 above? 
	Number of respondents: 11 

	Option 1: 11 SC: 1 MWI: 5  Local Authorities: 2 
	Option 1: 11 SC: 1 MWI: 5  Local Authorities: 2 
	Did Not Specify: 0 

	TR
	None: 0 

	Question 184) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to the extent of Mineral Consultation Areas, for example should any areas be excluded? 
	Question 184) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to the extent of Mineral Consultation Areas, for example should any areas be excluded? 
	Number of respondents: 1 SC: 0 MWI: 1  Local Authorities: 0 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q183: Option 1:  It is considered essential that lower tier authorities take full account of safeguarded mineral resources to ensure they are not sterilised Key Messages Q184: One realistic additional option was suggested and is summarised below: Proposed Option 2  Safeguarded mineral infrastructure and ancillary development should be included in MCAs Suggested approach Areas safeguarded for minerals infrastructure and ancillary development would be included within Mineral Consultation Areas.
	Key Messages Q183: Option 1:  It is considered essential that lower tier authorities take full account of safeguarded mineral resources to ensure they are not sterilised Key Messages Q184: One realistic additional option was suggested and is summarised below: Proposed Option 2  Safeguarded mineral infrastructure and ancillary development should be included in MCAs Suggested approach Areas safeguarded for minerals infrastructure and ancillary development would be included within Mineral Consultation Areas.

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of assessment Both options score positively by adding additional certainty over the process of operating the Minerals Safeguarding Areas policy, thus ensuring minerals are not sterilised by development being given permission by district or borough councils.  Recommendations It is recommended that the combination of both options be pursued to ensure that the Minerals Safeguarding Area policy and safeguarding of infrastructure and ancillary development is applied consistently across the Joint Plan are
	Summary of assessment Both options score positively by adding additional certainty over the process of operating the Minerals Safeguarding Areas policy, thus ensuring minerals are not sterilised by development being given permission by district or borough councils.  Recommendations It is recommended that the combination of both options be pursued to ensure that the Minerals Safeguarding Area policy and safeguarding of infrastructure and ancillary development is applied consistently across the Joint Plan are

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 


	It is agreed that a policy mechanism would need to be in place to ensure consultation between District/Borough Councils and the mineral planning authority where development is proposed in areas safeguarded for infrastructure/ancillary development. Although not raised specifically in consultation responses, it is considered that it would be appropriate to extend this approach to where development is proposed in areas safeguarded for waste infrastructure. 
	It is agreed that a policy mechanism would need to be in place to ensure consultation between District/Borough Councils and the mineral planning authority where development is proposed in areas safeguarded for infrastructure/ancillary development. Although not raised specifically in consultation responses, it is considered that it would be appropriate to extend this approach to where development is proposed in areas safeguarded for waste infrastructure. 
	It is agreed that a policy mechanism would need to be in place to ensure consultation between District/Borough Councils and the mineral planning authority where development is proposed in areas safeguarded for infrastructure/ancillary development. Although not raised specifically in consultation responses, it is considered that it would be appropriate to extend this approach to where development is proposed in areas safeguarded for waste infrastructure. 

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	The National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) states that in those areas where a mineral planning authority has defined a Minerals Consultation Area (MCA), district councils should consult the mineral planning authority and take account of the local minerals plan before determining a planning application on any proposal for non-minerals development within the MCA. This evidence is accurate as of January 2015. 
	The National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) states that in those areas where a mineral planning authority has defined a Minerals Consultation Area (MCA), district councils should consult the mineral planning authority and take account of the local minerals plan before determining a planning application on any proposal for non-minerals development within the MCA. This evidence is accurate as of January 2015. 

	Duty to Cooperate  
	Duty to Cooperate  

	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? Yes At a general level, operation of minerals and waste safeguarding arrangements requires cooperation between district/borough councils and the minerals and waste planning authority in the two tier part of the Joint Plan area. 
	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? Yes At a general level, operation of minerals and waste safeguarding arrangements requires cooperation between district/borough councils and the minerals and waste planning authority in the two tier part of the Joint Plan area. 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	The general support for the option presented is noted.  One additional suggestion was the need to identify areas safeguarded for minerals and ancillary infrastructure as Minerals Consultation Areas, as well as areas of safeguarded resources.  It is agreed that this would be appropriate in the two-tier part of the Plan area and it would also be appropriate to follow this approach for safeguarded waste infrastructure. The SA states that both options score positively by adding additional certainty over the pro
	The general support for the option presented is noted.  One additional suggestion was the need to identify areas safeguarded for minerals and ancillary infrastructure as Minerals Consultation Areas, as well as areas of safeguarded resources.  It is agreed that this would be appropriate in the two-tier part of the Plan area and it would also be appropriate to follow this approach for safeguarded waste infrastructure. The SA states that both options score positively by adding additional certainty over the pro

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to S06: Consideration of applications in Consultation Areas 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to S06: Consideration of applications in Consultation Areas 

	Where non-exempt development is proposed in an area safeguarded on the Policies Map for minerals resources, minerals transport infrastructure, minerals ancillary infrastructure and waste infrastructure, and the proposed development site is located outside the City of York and North York Moors National Park areas, consultation with North Yorkshire County Council will be required before permission is granted. Supporting text This policy only applies in those parts of the Joint Plan area outside the City of Yo
	Where non-exempt development is proposed in an area safeguarded on the Policies Map for minerals resources, minerals transport infrastructure, minerals ancillary infrastructure and waste infrastructure, and the proposed development site is located outside the City of York and North York Moors National Park areas, consultation with North Yorkshire County Council will be required before permission is granted. Supporting text This policy only applies in those parts of the Joint Plan area outside the City of Yo

	infrastructure and ancillary development, as well as important waste management infrastructure.  It is therefore appropriate to identify, within the NYCC area, corresponding consultation areas for these safeguarded areas too. Consultation will not be required where the non-minerals or waste development proposed is included in the list of exempt forms of development.  As with minerals resource safeguarding, the purpose of consultation is to help ensure the implementation of the safeguarding policy requiremen
	infrastructure and ancillary development, as well as important waste management infrastructure.  It is therefore appropriate to identify, within the NYCC area, corresponding consultation areas for these safeguarded areas too. Consultation will not be required where the non-minerals or waste development proposed is included in the list of exempt forms of development.  As with minerals resource safeguarding, the purpose of consultation is to help ensure the implementation of the safeguarding policy requiremen

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 3 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id06: Safeguarding sand and gravel Id09: Safeguarding crushed rock Id16: Safeguarding silica sand Id19:Safeguarding clay Id22: Safeguarding building stone Id31: Safeguarding shallow coal Id32: Safeguarding deep coal Id35: Safeguarding potash Id37: Safeguarding gypsum Id38: Safeguarding deep mineral resources Id40: Safeguarding vein minerals Id53: Waste management facility safeguarding Id55: Transport Infrastructure safeguarding Id
	Link to Objectives: Objective 3 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id06: Safeguarding sand and gravel Id09: Safeguarding crushed rock Id16: Safeguarding silica sand Id19:Safeguarding clay Id22: Safeguarding building stone Id31: Safeguarding shallow coal Id32: Safeguarding deep coal Id35: Safeguarding potash Id37: Safeguarding gypsum Id38: Safeguarding deep mineral resources Id40: Safeguarding vein minerals Id53: Waste management facility safeguarding Id55: Transport Infrastructure safeguarding Id

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment In most cases this preferred option has no link with the SA objectives. However, there are positive effects in relation to three objectives. In terms of minimising resource use, this would prevent needless sterilisation of minerals resources. In terms of the historic environment building stone may be protected from sterilisation, and these benefits would also support the changing population objective. Similarly requiring consultation with the County Council over development affecting s
	Summary of assessment In most cases this preferred option has no link with the SA objectives. However, there are positive effects in relation to three objectives. In terms of minimising resource use, this would prevent needless sterilisation of minerals resources. In terms of the historic environment building stone may be protected from sterilisation, and these benefits would also support the changing population objective. Similarly requiring consultation with the County Council over development affecting s


	Id72 - Coal mining legacy 
	Id72 - Coal mining legacy 
	Id72 - Coal mining legacy 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would seek to ensure that coal mining legacy issues are taken into account during assessment of development proposals which are proposed in development high risk areas identified by the Coal Authority, including those proposals falling within the responsibility of the District and Borough Councils within the Plan area. Applicants in such areas and for the relevant forms of development identified by the Coal Authority50 would be required to provide information on land stability issues a

	Option 2: 
	Option 2: 


	Table
	TR
	This option would not set out a specific policy relating to coal mining legacy issues but would refer to, and rely on, national policy in the NPPF and the advice published by the Coal Authority. The NPPF does not set out any specific policy relating to development in areas of former coal mining but does require that development is not put at unacceptable risk from land instability (para 109). OR 

	Option 3: The consideration of the legacy of coal mining would be left to be included within the local plans of the relevant District Councils given that the relevant developments being proposed are most likely to be determined by those councils.  
	Option 3: The consideration of the legacy of coal mining would be left to be included within the local plans of the relevant District Councils given that the relevant developments being proposed are most likely to be determined by those councils.  

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	There are unlikely to be widespread effects as a result of either of these options. However, there are some small scale effects on soil / land, climate change adaptation, health and wellbeing, flood risk and meeting the needs of the population. These effects are generally positive, however, greater uncertainty is observed under Option 2 (which is subject to changes in national policy in the long term). Option 3 is generally considered to have neutral effects on trends observed in the baseline to this assess
	There are unlikely to be widespread effects as a result of either of these options. However, there are some small scale effects on soil / land, climate change adaptation, health and wellbeing, flood risk and meeting the needs of the population. These effects are generally positive, however, greater uncertainty is observed under Option 2 (which is subject to changes in national policy in the long term). Option 3 is generally considered to have neutral effects on trends observed in the baseline to this assess

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	5 

	Question 185) Do you have an initial preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 185) Do you have an initial preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Number of respondents: 4 

	Option 1: 3 SC: 1 
	Option 1: 3 SC: 1 
	Combination: 1 Opt. 2+3:1 

	Option 2: 0 
	Option 2: 0 
	Did Not Specify: 0 

	Option 3: 0 
	Option 3: 0 
	None: 0 

	Question 186) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to coal mining legacy? 
	Question 186) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to coal mining legacy? 
	Number of respondents: 1 SC: 0 MWI: 0 Local Authorities: 0 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q185: Option 1:  The Plan should contain policy criteria on land instability issues arising from mining legacy  This option is valid because there is a strong correlation between waste sites and previously developed mining sites General comments on the options:  The NPPG includes additional policy advice on coal mining risks  Non-coal minerals working should also take account of ground stability issues Key Messages Q186: One suggested alternative option was put forward but it has not been t
	Key Messages Q185: Option 1:  The Plan should contain policy criteria on land instability issues arising from mining legacy  This option is valid because there is a strong correlation between waste sites and previously developed mining sites General comments on the options:  The NPPG includes additional policy advice on coal mining risks  Non-coal minerals working should also take account of ground stability issues Key Messages Q186: One suggested alternative option was put forward but it has not been t

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	N/A 
	N/A 


	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	It is agreed that the Plan should contain policy criteria relating to mining legacy land instability, given the potential for development proposals to come forward in areas affected by former mining. Any approach should be generally in line with advice from the Coal Authority. 
	It is agreed that the Plan should contain policy criteria relating to mining legacy land instability, given the potential for development proposals to come forward in areas affected by former mining. Any approach should be generally in line with advice from the Coal Authority. 

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	The NPPG (published since completion of Issues and Options consultation) contains a section on land stability. A Planning Authority should be concerned about land stability as failure to deal with the issue could cause harm to human health, local property and associated infrastructure and the wider environment. The planning system has an important role in considering land stability by:  Minimising the risk and effects of land stability on property, infrastructure and the public,  Helping ensure that vario
	The NPPG (published since completion of Issues and Options consultation) contains a section on land stability. A Planning Authority should be concerned about land stability as failure to deal with the issue could cause harm to human health, local property and associated infrastructure and the wider environment. The planning system has an important role in considering land stability by:  Minimising the risk and effects of land stability on property, infrastructure and the public,  Helping ensure that vario

	Duty to Cooperate  
	Duty to Cooperate  

	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? Yes At a general level addressing land instability issues arising from former mining requires a consistent approach across both NYCC and the various district/borough councils in the two tier part of the Joint Plan area. 
	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? Yes At a general level addressing land instability issues arising from former mining requires a consistent approach across both NYCC and the various district/borough councils in the two tier part of the Joint Plan area. 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	There were only a small number of responses to this option.  The majority supported Option 1, with one supporting a combination of Option 2 and Option 3. The Coal Authority, who are responsible for mapping and providing advice on old and abandoned coal mines, considered that the Plan should contain some policy criteria based on land instability arising from mining legacy in relation to minerals and waste development, and that it is also necessary to take due account of this issue for non-coal mineral extrac
	There were only a small number of responses to this option.  The majority supported Option 1, with one supporting a combination of Option 2 and Option 3. The Coal Authority, who are responsible for mapping and providing advice on old and abandoned coal mines, considered that the Plan should contain some policy criteria based on land instability arising from mining legacy in relation to minerals and waste development, and that it is also necessary to take due account of this issue for non-coal mineral extrac

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to D13: Consideration of applications in Development High Risk Areas 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to D13: Consideration of applications in Development High Risk Areas 

	Proposals for non-exempt development in Development High Risk Areas identified by the Coal Authority should be accompanied by a Coal Mining Risk Assessment and where necessary incorporate suitable mitigation measures in relation to land stability.  Permission will be granted where it can be demonstrated, through the Coal Mining Risk Assessment, that the development will not be at unacceptable risk. Supporting text National panning policy and guidance indicates that Planning Authorities should be concerned a
	Proposals for non-exempt development in Development High Risk Areas identified by the Coal Authority should be accompanied by a Coal Mining Risk Assessment and where necessary incorporate suitable mitigation measures in relation to land stability.  Permission will be granted where it can be demonstrated, through the Coal Mining Risk Assessment, that the development will not be at unacceptable risk. Supporting text National panning policy and guidance indicates that Planning Authorities should be concerned a

	below, as well as proposals in Development Low Risk Areas, will not require a Coal Mining Risk Assessment but the Coal Authority’s standing advice will apply and the local planning authority will include an informative note within the decision notice when granting planning permission. The exemption list is divided into two parts.  The first part is based on type of application and the second on the nature of the development proposed. Proposals only need to meet a criterion on one of the lists in order to be
	below, as well as proposals in Development Low Risk Areas, will not require a Coal Mining Risk Assessment but the Coal Authority’s standing advice will apply and the local planning authority will include an informative note within the decision notice when granting planning permission. The exemption list is divided into two parts.  The first part is based on type of application and the second on the nature of the development proposed. Proposals only need to meet a criterion on one of the lists in order to be

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 9 Objective 10 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts. Id68: Sustainable design, construction and operation of development 
	Link to Objectives: Objective 9 Objective 10 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts. Id68: Sustainable design, construction and operation of development 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment There are unlikely to be widespread effects as a result of this policy, however, there are some small scale positive effects on soil / land, climate change adaptation, health and wellbeing, flood risk and meeting the needs of the population. This is because the policy is likely to ensure that development is less prone to land instability impacts. Recommendations No further mitigation is proposed. 
	Summary of assessment There are unlikely to be widespread effects as a result of this policy, however, there are some small scale positive effects on soil / land, climate change adaptation, health and wellbeing, flood risk and meeting the needs of the population. This is because the policy is likely to ensure that development is less prone to land instability impacts. Recommendations No further mitigation is proposed. 


	Q72- Safeguarding Oil and Gas 
	Q72- Safeguarding Oil and Gas 
	Q72- Safeguarding Oil and Gas 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	No Options were put forward in the Issues and Options Consultation.  

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 


	N/A 
	N/A 
	N/A 

	Number of Consultation Responses 
	Number of Consultation Responses 

	Question 72 : Do you agree with this approach? 
	Question 72 : Do you agree with this approach? 
	Yes: 5 (1 SC/3 MWI) 

	No: 3 
	No: 3 

	Did not Specify: 1 
	Did not Specify: 1 

	Question 73: If not, what alternatives would you suggest in relation to the safeguarding of oil and gas? 
	Question 73: If not, what alternatives would you suggest in relation to the safeguarding of oil and gas? 
	Number of respondents: 1 (1MWI) 

	Summary of Consultation responses 
	Summary of Consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q72: Three respondents disagreed with the approach. Two of those disagreed on the grounds that paragraph 143 of the NPPF requires MPAs to define mineral safeguarding areas and adopt appropriate policies in order that known locations of minerals are not needlessly sterilised. Work undertaken by BGS for NYCC and the NYMNPA on minerals safeguarding states that hydrocarbons have not been considered as locations for surface infrastructure are considered to be flexible so the resources are not suscep
	Key Messages Q72: Three respondents disagreed with the approach. Two of those disagreed on the grounds that paragraph 143 of the NPPF requires MPAs to define mineral safeguarding areas and adopt appropriate policies in order that known locations of minerals are not needlessly sterilised. Work undertaken by BGS for NYCC and the NYMNPA on minerals safeguarding states that hydrocarbons have not been considered as locations for surface infrastructure are considered to be flexible so the resources are not suscep

	Joint Authorities Response to Consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities Response to Consultation responses 

	The limited knowledge available of the distribution of potential underground resources of hydrocarbons suggests that it is unlikely to be practicable to safeguard them.  The potential to use directional drilling and the small surface area requirements of well sites, also helps provide a degree of flexibility in the locating of surface infrastructure, although it is acknowledged that other factors may constrain the locational flexibility for surface well sites.  Taking these factors into account, including a
	The limited knowledge available of the distribution of potential underground resources of hydrocarbons suggests that it is unlikely to be practicable to safeguard them.  The potential to use directional drilling and the small surface area requirements of well sites, also helps provide a degree of flexibility in the locating of surface infrastructure, although it is acknowledged that other factors may constrain the locational flexibility for surface well sites.  Taking these factors into account, including a

	Evidence Base 
	Evidence Base 

	No new evidence as of January 2015. 
	No new evidence as of January 2015. 

	Preferred Policy Approach 
	Preferred Policy Approach 

	It is not proposed to safeguard underground resources of gas in the MWJP. Surface infrastructure for gas processing is safeguarded under policy dealing with minerals infrastructure safeguarding. 
	It is not proposed to safeguard underground resources of gas in the MWJP. Surface infrastructure for gas processing is safeguarded under policy dealing with minerals infrastructure safeguarding. 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment There are unlikely to be widespread effects as a result of this policy, however, there are some small scale positive effects on soil / land, climate change adaptation, health and wellbeing, flood risk and meeting the needs of the population. This is because the policy is likely to ensure that development is less prone to land instability impacts. Recommendations No further mitigation is proposed. 
	Summary of assessment There are unlikely to be widespread effects as a result of this policy, however, there are some small scale positive effects on soil / land, climate change adaptation, health and wellbeing, flood risk and meeting the needs of the population. This is because the policy is likely to ensure that development is less prone to land instability impacts. Recommendations No further mitigation is proposed. 




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

	The porfomas contained in this paper were created to provide an audit trail for the progression of policy options from the Issues and Options stage through to the Preferred Options draft policies. 
	In the Issues and Options document, published in February 2014, 72 separate issues which had been identified following the First Consultation Document published in May 2013 were identified, with potential policy options for dealing with each issue provided. 
	Following consultation on the Issues and Options document, comments were assessed and any alternative options not already proposed were identified and assessed as to whether they were reasonable and realistic for dealing with the issue concerned. These are summarised where relevant in the ‘Brief overview of consultation responses’ section on each proforma sheet.  An audit trial of how the alternative issues were identified and assessed is provided in ‘Identification of alternative options and progression to
	www.northyorks.gov.uk/mwevidence
	www.northyorks.gov.uk/mwevidence


	An outline of any major new evidence available since May 2014 has been included on the proforma along with an indication of whether the issue has any important ‘Duty to Cooperate’ implications. 
	Consultation responses, alternative options, any new evidence and sustainability appraisal of options and alternative options were all taken into account in preparing the ‘Discussion around development of preferred policy approach’, which consequently leads to the ‘Preferred Policy Approach’, which includes the draft preferred policy wording and justification.  The preferred policies have been through a sustainability assessment and the summary is included in the proformas.  In some cases, since completion 
	At this stage some topic areas were reassessed, such as aggregates, oil and gas and safeguarding and some issues were combined with others.  The table below clarifies how issues identified at Issues and Options stage have been translated into draft policies. 
	id 
	id 
	id 
	Issue title 
	Policy number 
	Preferred Policy title 

	Id01 
	Id01 
	Broad geographical approach to supply of aggregates 
	M01 
	Broad geographical approach to supply of aggregates 

	Id02 
	Id02 
	Locational approach to new sources of supply of aggregate 
	-
	Issue addressed under other aggregate policies 

	Id03 
	Id03 
	Calculating sand and gravel provision 
	M02 
	Provision of sand and gravel 

	Id04 
	Id04 
	Overall distribution of sand and gravel provision 
	M03 
	Overall distribution of sand and gravel provision 

	Id05 
	Id05 
	Landbanks for sand and gravel 
	M04 
	Landbanks for sand and gravel 

	Id06 
	Id06 
	Safeguarding of sand and gravel resources 
	S01
	 Safeguarding mineral resources 

	Id07 
	Id07 
	Provision of crushed rock 
	M05 
	Provision of crushed rock 

	Id08 
	Id08 
	Maintenance of landbanks for crushed rock 
	M06 
	Landbanks for crushed rock 

	Id09 
	Id09 
	Safeguarding crushed rock 
	S01 
	Safeguarding mineral resources 

	Id10 
	Id10 
	Concreting sand and gravel 
	M07 
	Meeting concreting sand and gravel requirements 

	Id11 
	Id11 
	Building sand delivery 
	M08 
	Meeting building sand requirements 

	Id12 
	Id12 
	Magnesian limestone delivery 
	M09 
	Meting crushed rock requirements 

	Id13 
	Id13 
	Unallocated extensions to existing aggregate quarries 
	M10 
	Unallocated extensions to existing quarries 

	Id14 
	Id14 
	Supply of alternatives to landwon primary aggregates 
	M11 
	Supply of alternatives to landwon primary aggregates 

	Id15 
	Id15 
	Continuity of supply of silica sand 
	M12 
	Continuity of supply of silica sand 

	Id16 
	Id16 
	Silica sand resources safeguarding 
	S01 
	Safeguarding mineral resources 

	Id17 
	Id17 
	Continuity of supply of clay 
	M13 
	Continuity of supply of clay 

	Id18 
	Id18 
	Incidental working of clay in association with other minerals 
	M14 
	Incidental working of clay in association with other minerals 

	Id19 
	Id19 
	Clay resources safeguarding 
	S01 
	Safeguarding mineral resources 

	Id20 
	Id20 
	Continuity of supply of building stone 
	M15 
	Continuity of supply of building stone 

	Id21 
	Id21 
	Use of building stone 
	-
	Incorporated into M15 

	Id22 
	Id22 
	Safeguarding building stone 
	S01 
	Safeguarding mineral resources 

	Id23 
	Id23 
	Overall spatial options for oil and gas 
	M16 
	Overall spatial policy for hydrocarbon development 

	Id24 
	Id24 
	Co-ordination of gas extraction and processing 
	-
	Incorporated into M18 

	Id25 
	Id25 
	Gas developments (Exploration and appraisal) 
	M17 
	Exploration and appraisal for hydrocarbon resources 

	Id26 
	Id26 
	Gas developments (Production and processing) 
	M18 
	Production and processing of hydrocarbon resources 

	Id27 
	Id27 
	Coal mine methane 
	-
	Covered by policies M17 and M18 

	Id28 
	Id28 
	Coal bed methane, underground coal gasification, shale gas and carbon and gas storage 
	M19
	 Carbon gas storage (CBM, underground coal gasification and shale gas covered by M17 and M18) 

	Id29 
	Id29 
	Continuity of supply of deep coal 
	M20 
	Continuity of supply of deep coal 

	Id30 
	Id30 
	Shallow coal 
	M21 
	Shallow coal 

	Id31 
	Id31 
	Safeguarding shallow coal 
	S01 
	Safeguarding mineral resources 

	Id32 
	Id32 
	Safeguarding deep coal 
	S01 
	Safeguarding mineral resources 

	Id33 
	Id33 
	Disposal of colliery spoil 
	M22 
	Disposal of colliery spoil 

	Id34 
	Id34 
	Potash supply 
	M23 
	Potash and Polyhalite supply 

	Id35 
	Id35 
	Safeguarding potash 
	S01 
	Safeguarding mineral resources 

	Id36 
	Id36 
	Supply of gypsum 
	M24 
	Supply of gypsum 

	Id37 
	Id37 
	Gypsum safeguarding 
	S01 
	Safeguarding mineral resources 

	Id38 
	Id38 
	Safeguarding of deep mineral resources 
	S01 
	Safeguarding mineral resources 

	Id39 
	Id39 
	Supply of vein minerals 
	M25 
	Supply of vein minerals 

	Id40 
	Id40 
	Safeguarding vein minerals 
	S01 
	Safeguarding mineral resources 

	Id41 
	Id41 
	Borrow pits 
	M26 
	Borrow pits 

	Id42 
	Id42 
	Overall approach to the waste hierarchy 
	W01 
	Moving waste up the waste hierarchy 

	Id43 
	Id43 
	Strategic role of the Plan area in the management of waste 
	W02 
	Strategic role of the Plan area in the management of waste 

	Id44 
	Id44 
	Meeting waste management capacity requirements – Local Authority Collected Waste 
	W03 
	Meeting waste management capacity requirements – Local Authority Collected Waste 

	Id45 
	Id45 
	Meeting waste management capacity requirements – Commercial and Industrial waste 
	W04 
	Meeting waste management capacity requirements – Commercial and Industrial waste 

	Id46 
	Id46 
	Meeting waste management capacity requirements – Construction Demolition and Excavation waste 
	W05 
	Meeting waste management capacity requirements – Construction Demolition and Excavation waste 

	Id47 
	Id47 
	Managing agricultural waste 
	W06 
	Managing agricultural waste 

	Id48 
	Id48 
	Managing Low Level (Non-nuclear) Radioactive waste 
	W07 
	Managing Low Level (Non-nuclear) Radioactive waste 

	Id49 
	Id49 
	Managing waste water (sewage sludge) 
	W08 
	Managing waste water (sewage sludge) 

	Id50 
	Id50 
	Managing power station ash 
	W09 
	Managing power station ash 

	Id51 
	Id51 
	Overall locational principle for provision of new waste capacity 
	W10 
	Overall locational principle for provision of new waste capacity 

	Id52 
	Id52 
	Waste site identification principles 
	W11 
	Waste site identification principles 

	Id53 
	Id53 
	Waste management facility safeguarding
	 S03 
	Waste management facility safeguarding 

	Id54 
	Id54 
	Transport infrastructure 
	I01 
	Minerals and waste transport infrastructure 

	Id55 
	Id55 
	Transport infrastructure safeguarding 
	S04 
	Transport infrastructure safeguarding 

	Id56 
	Id56 
	Locations for ancillary minerals infrastructure 
	I02 
	Locations for ancillary minerals infrastructure 

	Id57 
	Id57 
	Minerals ancillary infrastructure safeguarding 
	S05 
	Minerals ancillary infrastructure safeguarding 

	Id58 
	Id58 
	Presumption in favour of sustainable development 
	D01 
	Presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste development 

	Id59 
	Id59 
	Local amenity and cumulative impacts 
	D02 
	Local amenity and cumulative impacts 

	Id60 
	Id60 
	Transport of minerals and waste and associated traffic impacts 
	D03 
	Transport of minerals and waste and associated traffic impacts 

	Id61 
	Id61 
	North York Moors National Park and AONBs 
	D04 
	North York Moors National Park and AONBs 

	Id62 
	Id62 
	Minerals and waste development in the Green Belt 
	D05 
	Minerals and waste development in the Green Belt 

	Id63 
	Id63 
	Landscape
	 D06 
	Landscape 

	Id64 
	Id64 
	Biodiversity and Geodiversity 
	D07 
	Biodiversity and Geodiversity 

	Id65 
	Id65 
	Historic environment 
	D08 
	Historic environment 

	Id66 
	Id66 
	Water environment 
	D09 
	Water environment 

	Id67 
	Id67 
	Strategic approach to reclamation and afteruse 
	D10 
	Reclamation and afteruse 

	Id68 
	Id68 
	Sustainable design, construction and operation of development 
	D11 
	Sustainable design, construction and operation of development 

	Id69 
	Id69 
	Other criteria for minerals and waste development 
	D12 
	Protection of agricultural land and soils 

	Id70 
	Id70 
	Developments proposed within Mineral Safeguarding Areas 
	S02 
	Developments proposed within Mineral Safeguarding Areas 

	Id71 
	Id71 
	Consideration of applications in minerals consultation areas 
	S06 
	Consideration of applications in Consultation areas 

	Id72 
	Id72 
	Coal mining legacy 
	D13 
	Consideration of applications in Development High Risk Areas 


	The individual proformas are included in the following pages. 
	Policy id01- Broad geographical approach to supply of aggregates 
	Policy id01- Broad geographical approach to supply of aggregates 
	Policy id01- Broad geographical approach to supply of aggregates 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This approach could seek to ensure that requirements for new aggregates supply from the Joint Plan area would be met only from those parts of the area outside the North York Moors National Park, AONBs and the City of York area. 

	Option 2: In addition to aggregates supply from the NYCC area, this approach could seek to deliver an element of total sand and gravel supply requirements from the City of York area by encouraging working of sand and gravel (including building sand) in appropriate locations. 
	Option 2: In addition to aggregates supply from the NYCC area, this approach could seek to deliver an element of total sand and gravel supply requirements from the City of York area by encouraging working of sand and gravel (including building sand) in appropriate locations. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	Option 1 would have clear benefits for the landscape and natural and historic environment whilst enabling supply of aggregates to be maintained. In particular significant positive effects would be evident in the AONBs which currently contain aggregates quarries. Option 2 would potentially have negative effects on the environment of the City of York but would potentially displace such effects from elsewhere in the Plan area and enable aggregates required within York to be sourced locally. 
	Option 1 would have clear benefits for the landscape and natural and historic environment whilst enabling supply of aggregates to be maintained. In particular significant positive effects would be evident in the AONBs which currently contain aggregates quarries. Option 2 would potentially have negative effects on the environment of the City of York but would potentially displace such effects from elsewhere in the Plan area and enable aggregates required within York to be sourced locally. 

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total number of comments against id: 
	Total number of comments against id: 
	32 

	Question 07: Do you have any views on either of these options? 
	Question 07: Do you have any views on either of these options? 
	Option 1: 11(1 SC, 1 MWI) 

	Option 2: 7 (2 LA, 2 MWI) 
	Option 2: 7 (2 LA, 2 MWI) 

	DNS: 5 ( 1 SC) 
	DNS: 5 ( 1 SC) 

	Question 08: Are there any alternative options that you think should be considered? 
	Question 08: Are there any alternative options that you think should be considered? 
	Number of respondents: 9 (1 SC, 1 LA, 1MWI) 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q7: Several responses suggested that there should be no restriction on where aggregates are worked and that the City of York should contribute to aggregate supply. Converse views were also received which sought to see a restriction of working within the North York Moors National Park and AONBs. Developing a policy which locates sites close to markets was also raised and supported in some consultation responses. One representation sought to clarify the interpretation of the NPPF within the consu
	Key Messages Q7: Several responses suggested that there should be no restriction on where aggregates are worked and that the City of York should contribute to aggregate supply. Converse views were also received which sought to see a restriction of working within the North York Moors National Park and AONBs. Developing a policy which locates sites close to markets was also raised and supported in some consultation responses. One representation sought to clarify the interpretation of the NPPF within the consu


	Proposed Option 5  There should be no specific geographical restriction in the Plan relating to the location of aggregates extraction in the Joint Plan area. Suggested approach Allow extraction to take place from any geographical location in the Joint Plan area. Proposed Option 6  Restrict further extraction in the land between the North York Moors and Yorkshire Dales National Parks, any sites should be restored to their former use. Suggested approach Only permit future extraction in the geographical area
	Proposed Option 5  There should be no specific geographical restriction in the Plan relating to the location of aggregates extraction in the Joint Plan area. Suggested approach Allow extraction to take place from any geographical location in the Joint Plan area. Proposed Option 6  Restrict further extraction in the land between the North York Moors and Yorkshire Dales National Parks, any sites should be restored to their former use. Suggested approach Only permit future extraction in the geographical area
	Proposed Option 5  There should be no specific geographical restriction in the Plan relating to the location of aggregates extraction in the Joint Plan area. Suggested approach Allow extraction to take place from any geographical location in the Joint Plan area. Proposed Option 6  Restrict further extraction in the land between the North York Moors and Yorkshire Dales National Parks, any sites should be restored to their former use. Suggested approach Only permit future extraction in the geographical area

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of assessment Option 1 would have clear benefits for the landscape and natural and historic environment whilst enabling supply of aggregates to be maintained. In particular significant positive effects would be evident in the AONBs which currently contain aggregates quarries. Option 3 would place greater uncertainty over the positive effects observed for  the National Park and AONBs as a result of both Options 1 and 2, although would have positive effects in relation to supply of minerals and the ec
	Summary of assessment Option 1 would have clear benefits for the landscape and natural and historic environment whilst enabling supply of aggregates to be maintained. In particular significant positive effects would be evident in the AONBs which currently contain aggregates quarries. Option 3 would place greater uncertainty over the positive effects observed for  the National Park and AONBs as a result of both Options 1 and 2, although would have positive effects in relation to supply of minerals and the ec

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	Whilst mixed views were received on the degree of constraint that should be applied in the NP and AONBs, it is considered that a relatively high level of constraint is appropriate, taking into account the requirements of national minerals policy. It is acknowledged that it may be reasonable to allow some 
	Whilst mixed views were received on the degree of constraint that should be applied in the NP and AONBs, it is considered that a relatively high level of constraint is appropriate, taking into account the requirements of national minerals policy. It is acknowledged that it may be reasonable to allow some 

	more flexibility in AONBs in relation to the approach towards existing aggregates quarries and this distinction could be reflected in policy. It is agreed that incidental extraction of aggregate in association with building stone in these areas could be appropriate in some circumstances.  It is also accepted that it would be appropriate in principle to support sand and gravel working within the City of York area, taking into account national policy and guidance.  In practice opportunities for working in thi
	more flexibility in AONBs in relation to the approach towards existing aggregates quarries and this distinction could be reflected in policy. It is agreed that incidental extraction of aggregate in association with building stone in these areas could be appropriate in some circumstances.  It is also accepted that it would be appropriate in principle to support sand and gravel working within the City of York area, taking into account national policy and guidance.  In practice opportunities for working in thi

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	A further assessment of the potential deliverability of sand and gravel working in York was undertaken by the Joint Plan authorities in August 2014, taking into account findings of previous resource identification work carried out by BGS in 2013.  The assessment suggests there are significant constraints to sand and gravel working and that any supportive policy should utilise a criteria based approach. Since Issues and Options consultation a site for aggregates working in the NYMNPA area has been submitted 
	A further assessment of the potential deliverability of sand and gravel working in York was undertaken by the Joint Plan authorities in August 2014, taking into account findings of previous resource identification work carried out by BGS in 2013.  The assessment suggests there are significant constraints to sand and gravel working and that any supportive policy should utilise a criteria based approach. Since Issues and Options consultation a site for aggregates working in the NYMNPA area has been submitted 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this is a DtC matter: yes At a general level the imbalance between location of resources and areas of demand for minerals was a factor influencing the decision to produce a joint minerals and waste plan for NYCC/CYC/NYMNPA. 
	Is this is a DtC matter: yes At a general level the imbalance between location of resources and areas of demand for minerals was a factor influencing the decision to produce a joint minerals and waste plan for NYCC/CYC/NYMNPA. 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	A range of national policy considerations and guidance are relevant particularly: -Landbanks of non-energy minerals should be maintained outside National Parks, AONBs, World Heritage Sites, Sites of Special Scientific Interest and Conservation Areas as far as practical; -National Park Authorities are not expected to designate preferred areas or areas of search for minerals given their overarching responsibilities for managing National Parks; -All areas with minerals resources should make a contribution to s
	A range of national policy considerations and guidance are relevant particularly: -Landbanks of non-energy minerals should be maintained outside National Parks, AONBs, World Heritage Sites, Sites of Special Scientific Interest and Conservation Areas as far as practical; -National Park Authorities are not expected to designate preferred areas or areas of search for minerals given their overarching responsibilities for managing National Parks; -All areas with minerals resources should make a contribution to s

	that the removal of this material from the site would not compromise the standard of restoration, taking into account the sensitivity of the environment in these areas.  The preferred approach is a combination of Options 1 and 2 with elements of additional options 3 and 8. 
	that the removal of this material from the site would not compromise the standard of restoration, taking into account the sensitivity of the environment in these areas.  The preferred approach is a combination of Options 1 and 2 with elements of additional options 3 and 8. 

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M01: Broad geographical approach to supply of aggregates 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M01: Broad geographical approach to supply of aggregates 

	The Joint Plan area outside the North York Moors National Park, the Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty and the City of York will be the main focus for extraction of aggregate (sand and gravel and crushed rock).  Exceptions to this principle will be made for: 1) In the National Park and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, the extraction of crushed rock aggregate where it is incidental to building stone extraction as the primary activity, and where the removal of crushed rock from the site will not compromi
	The Joint Plan area outside the North York Moors National Park, the Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty and the City of York will be the main focus for extraction of aggregate (sand and gravel and crushed rock).  Exceptions to this principle will be made for: 1) In the National Park and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, the extraction of crushed rock aggregate where it is incidental to building stone extraction as the primary activity, and where the removal of crushed rock from the site will not compromi

	Where an extension in time, or additional extraction through lateral extensions or deepening, are proposed a very high degree of protection of the environment should be demonstrated and, preferably, overall enhancement of the quality of environmental mitigation and site reclamation compared with that required by the existing permission/s.  This is necessary to help reduce the overall impact of such development on these highly protected areas.  It is unlikely that proposals involving an increase in rate of o
	Where an extension in time, or additional extraction through lateral extensions or deepening, are proposed a very high degree of protection of the environment should be demonstrated and, preferably, overall enhancement of the quality of environmental mitigation and site reclamation compared with that required by the existing permission/s.  This is necessary to help reduce the overall impact of such development on these highly protected areas.  It is unlikely that proposals involving an increase in rate of o

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Links to Objectives Objective 6 Objective 7 Objective 9 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id04: Overall distribution of sand and gravel Id07: Provision of crushed rock Id10:Concreting sand and gravel delivery Id11: Building sand delivery Id12: Magnesian limestone delivery Id13: Unallocated extension to existing aggregate quarries Id58: Presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste development Id59: Local amenity and cumlative impacts Id61: North York Moor National Park and the AONBs Id
	Links to Objectives Objective 6 Objective 7 Objective 9 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id04: Overall distribution of sand and gravel Id07: Provision of crushed rock Id10:Concreting sand and gravel delivery Id11: Building sand delivery Id12: Magnesian limestone delivery Id13: Unallocated extension to existing aggregate quarries Id58: Presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste development Id59: Local amenity and cumlative impacts Id61: North York Moor National Park and the AONBs Id

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment This preferred option exhibits a range of different effects. In the main the sustainability objectives recorded minor positive effects for the protected landscapes in the plan area. However, some minor negative effects associated with crushed rock extraction  shifted location away from protected areas and into the remaining plan area.  Recommendations No further mitigation is proposed. 
	Summary of assessment This preferred option exhibits a range of different effects. In the main the sustainability objectives recorded minor positive effects for the protected landscapes in the plan area. However, some minor negative effects associated with crushed rock extraction  shifted location away from protected areas and into the remaining plan area.  Recommendations No further mitigation is proposed. 


	Policy id02: Locational approach to new sources of supply of aggregate 
	Policy id02: Locational approach to new sources of supply of aggregate 
	Policy id02: Locational approach to new sources of supply of aggregate 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option could seek to establish the principle that new sources of supply of aggregates are provided as close as practicable to the main external markets, including Tees Valley and County Durham areas, and West and South Yorkshire, as well as, for sites expected to serve mainly internal markets, the main population centres of York, Harrogate and Scarborough. 

	Option 2: This option would seek to ensure that new sources of supply of aggregates are provided in proximity to the A1 to help provide flexibility in supply. 
	Option 2: This option would seek to ensure that new sources of supply of aggregates are provided in proximity to the A1 to help provide flexibility in supply. 

	Option 3: This option would not seek to direct new sources of supply to specific areas in proximity to markets but would consider the whole area of potential resources as being suitable in principle for the identification of new sites or areas, subject to testing against other relevant criteria and constraints. 
	Option 3: This option would not seek to direct new sources of supply to specific areas in proximity to markets but would consider the whole area of potential resources as being suitable in principle for the identification of new sites or areas, subject to testing against other relevant criteria and constraints. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	While all options display a mixture of positive, negative and uncertain effects, Options 1 and 2 exhibit more positive effects than Option 3. Negative effects are associated with land and soils and recreation to some degree under all three options. In broad terms, while Option 1 and 2 are considered to reduce journey lengths, there remains a risk that those journeys will run close to communities under Option 1. Another key issue is how options may restrict the distribution of sites – with Option 1 more like
	While all options display a mixture of positive, negative and uncertain effects, Options 1 and 2 exhibit more positive effects than Option 3. Negative effects are associated with land and soils and recreation to some degree under all three options. In broad terms, while Option 1 and 2 are considered to reduce journey lengths, there remains a risk that those journeys will run close to communities under Option 1. Another key issue is how options may restrict the distribution of sites – with Option 1 more like

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	30 

	Question 9: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 9: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 8 (1 SC/1 MWI/ 1Local Authorities) 
	Combination: 1(SC/MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 

	Option 2: 6(SC/2 MWI/ 2 Local Authorities) 
	Option 2: 6(SC/2 MWI/ 2 Local Authorities) 
	Did not Specify: 2(SC/MWI/  1 Local Authorities) 

	Option 3: 8(1 SC/2 MWI/ Local Authorities) 
	Option 3: 8(1 SC/2 MWI/ Local Authorities) 
	None: 2(1 SC/1 MWI/ Local Authorities) 

	Question 10: Are there any alternative spatial options relevant to the supply of aggregates the Authorities should consider? 
	Question 10: Are there any alternative spatial options relevant to the supply of aggregates the Authorities should consider? 
	Number of respondents: 3 (SC/ 1 MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q9: Responses expressed mixed views on which option is preferred. Support was given to option 3 because of the flexibility it provides. Responses which supported option 1 did so as it as it would reduce the overall transport distances and those that did not specify a particular option did express support for sourcing aggregates as near as possible to intended markets or that environmental factors should be taken into account. One respondent did not express support for any of the options present
	Key Messages Q9: Responses expressed mixed views on which option is preferred. Support was given to option 3 because of the flexibility it provides. Responses which supported option 1 did so as it as it would reduce the overall transport distances and those that did not specify a particular option did express support for sourcing aggregates as near as possible to intended markets or that environmental factors should be taken into account. One respondent did not express support for any of the options present


	 Priority to be given to sites to be located in close proximity to market and good transport networks, extraction from more restricted areas would be allowed if can be justified. Suggested option Give priority to proposals which locate sites in close proximity to market and good transport networks and suitable restoration proposals. Extraction from more restricted areas would be allowed if there is suitable justification for it. Proposed Option 5  Working alongside other options consideration should be gi
	 Priority to be given to sites to be located in close proximity to market and good transport networks, extraction from more restricted areas would be allowed if can be justified. Suggested option Give priority to proposals which locate sites in close proximity to market and good transport networks and suitable restoration proposals. Extraction from more restricted areas would be allowed if there is suitable justification for it. Proposed Option 5  Working alongside other options consideration should be gi
	 Priority to be given to sites to be located in close proximity to market and good transport networks, extraction from more restricted areas would be allowed if can be justified. Suggested option Give priority to proposals which locate sites in close proximity to market and good transport networks and suitable restoration proposals. Extraction from more restricted areas would be allowed if there is suitable justification for it. Proposed Option 5  Working alongside other options consideration should be gi

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of assessment While all options display a mixture of positive, negative and uncertain effects, Options 1 and 2 exhibit more positive effects than Option 3. Negative effects are associated with land and soils and recreation to some degree under options 1, 2, 3 and 7 and 8. In broad terms, while Option 1 and 2 are considered to reduce journey lengths, there remains a risk that those journeys will run close to communities under Option 1. Similarly options 4 and  5 broadly reduce journey lengths, though
	Summary of assessment While all options display a mixture of positive, negative and uncertain effects, Options 1 and 2 exhibit more positive effects than Option 3. Negative effects are associated with land and soils and recreation to some degree under options 1, 2, 3 and 7 and 8. In broad terms, while Option 1 and 2 are considered to reduce journey lengths, there remains a risk that those journeys will run close to communities under Option 1. Similarly options 4 and  5 broadly reduce journey lengths, though

	lifetime, and may end up clustering together displaying cumulative effects. Revised Recommendations A key conclusion of this assessment is that there is merit in adopting an approach that includes aspects of both options 1 and the links to the A1 explored in 2. This would potentially balance the negative aspects of each option with the positive aspects of the other. So such an option would include the principle of proximity to markets, but would also favour proximity to the A1 (or other access to the rail /
	lifetime, and may end up clustering together displaying cumulative effects. Revised Recommendations A key conclusion of this assessment is that there is merit in adopting an approach that includes aspects of both options 1 and the links to the A1 explored in 2. This would potentially balance the negative aspects of each option with the positive aspects of the other. So such an option would include the principle of proximity to markets, but would also favour proximity to the A1 (or other access to the rail /

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The range of views received is likely to reflect the wide range of considerations that may be impacted by an overall locational approach to new sources of supply.  The need for a degree of flexibility in any approach is acknowledged, in order to reflect the relative lack of detailed knowledge of resource quantity/quality across the Plan area. It is also acknowledged that the existing distribution of sites will already, to some extent, represent a reasonable match between sources of supply and locations of d
	The range of views received is likely to reflect the wide range of considerations that may be impacted by an overall locational approach to new sources of supply.  The need for a degree of flexibility in any approach is acknowledged, in order to reflect the relative lack of detailed knowledge of resource quantity/quality across the Plan area. It is also acknowledged that the existing distribution of sites will already, to some extent, represent a reasonable match between sources of supply and locations of d

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	Evidence updates as at January 2015 Since completion of Issues and Options consultation an updated Local Aggregates Assessment (draft December 2014) has been prepared, together with an Aggregates Demand Forecasting Paper (July 2014) which will assist in the development of this policy. 
	Evidence updates as at January 2015 Since completion of Issues and Options consultation an updated Local Aggregates Assessment (draft December 2014) has been prepared, together with an Aggregates Demand Forecasting Paper (July 2014) which will assist in the development of this policy. 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this is a DtC matter: yes At a general level engagement activity relevant to the Duty to Cooperate, including preparation of the Local Aggregates Assessment 2014, suggest that demands on aggregates resources in the Joint Plan area from locations outside the area, in markets both to the north and south of North Yorkshire (eg West and South Yorkshire and Tees Valley), are likely to continue over the plan period. 
	Is this is a DtC matter: yes At a general level engagement activity relevant to the Duty to Cooperate, including preparation of the Local Aggregates Assessment 2014, suggest that demands on aggregates resources in the Joint Plan area from locations outside the area, in markets both to the north and south of North Yorkshire (eg West and South Yorkshire and Tees Valley), are likely to continue over the plan period. 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	A range of views were expressed in relation to this area of policy, with a recognition by some respondents of the benefits of seeking to locate sources of supply close to markets to minimise transport impacts whereas the aggregates industry commented that the existing pattern of sites already reflects the distribution of markets, that industry will always seek to locate sources of supply near to markets for reasons of economics and that there is a need for some flexibility. Other respondents considered that
	A range of views were expressed in relation to this area of policy, with a recognition by some respondents of the benefits of seeking to locate sources of supply close to markets to minimise transport impacts whereas the aggregates industry commented that the existing pattern of sites already reflects the distribution of markets, that industry will always seek to locate sources of supply near to markets for reasons of economics and that there is a need for some flexibility. Other respondents considered that

	additional provision likely to be made for aggregates in the Plan will be for this type of aggregate.  A further consideration relevant to this issue is the extent to which, for sand and gravel, the previous policy approach in North Yorkshire of considering concreting sand and gravel provision and landbanks on the basis of northwards and southwards distribution areas, reflecting general patterns of supply from the Plan area, may help to deliver an objective of ensuring a good match between sources of supply
	additional provision likely to be made for aggregates in the Plan will be for this type of aggregate.  A further consideration relevant to this issue is the extent to which, for sand and gravel, the previous policy approach in North Yorkshire of considering concreting sand and gravel provision and landbanks on the basis of northwards and southwards distribution areas, reflecting general patterns of supply from the Plan area, may help to deliver an objective of ensuring a good match between sources of supply

	Preferred policy approach 
	Preferred policy approach 

	That the overall locational approach to new sources of supply of aggregate be addressed through the identification of northwards and southwards supply areas for concreting sand and gravel through the specific sand and gravel policies in the Plan and that a flexible locational approach to the supply of building sand be followed through the specific building sand policies in the Plan. For crushed rock it is considered that an overall locational approach will not be required if future provision is focused on M
	That the overall locational approach to new sources of supply of aggregate be addressed through the identification of northwards and southwards supply areas for concreting sand and gravel through the specific sand and gravel policies in the Plan and that a flexible locational approach to the supply of building sand be followed through the specific building sand policies in the Plan. For crushed rock it is considered that an overall locational approach will not be required if future provision is focused on M

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	N/A  
	N/A  


	Policy id03: Calculating sand and gravel provision- Now Called Provision of sand and gravel 
	Policy id03: Calculating sand and gravel provision- Now Called Provision of sand and gravel 
	Policy id03: Calculating sand and gravel provision- Now Called Provision of sand and gravel 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would involve projecting forward 10 year annual average sales over the period to 2030 to provide an indication of the overall scale of provision required, after allowing for the level of reserves already with planning permission. Based on the position at the end of 2011 this would result in a need for an additional 27.5mt of sand and gravel over the Plan period. 

	Option 2: This option would calculate provision of sand and gravel by basing future requirements on an assumed annual average requirement higher than that generated by taking an annual average of 10 years sales at the time of plan preparation. This option would include an assumption of an additional 7mt over the plan period (calculated based on the mid-point between the sub regional apportionment figures contained in the former RSS of 2.63mtpa and provision based on pre-recession levels of 2.7mtpa). Based o
	Option 2: This option would calculate provision of sand and gravel by basing future requirements on an assumed annual average requirement higher than that generated by taking an annual average of 10 years sales at the time of plan preparation. This option would include an assumption of an additional 7mt over the plan period (calculated based on the mid-point between the sub regional apportionment figures contained in the former RSS of 2.63mtpa and provision based on pre-recession levels of 2.7mtpa). Based o

	Option 3: This option would calculate future provision by projecting forward 10 year annual sales and incorporating an additional contingency of 10% over the full plan period. Based on the position at the end of 2011 this would result in a need for an additional 31.9mt of sand and gravel over the plan period. 
	Option 3: This option would calculate future provision by projecting forward 10 year annual sales and incorporating an additional contingency of 10% over the full plan period. Based on the position at the end of 2011 this would result in a need for an additional 31.9mt of sand and gravel over the plan period. 

	Option 4: This option would calculate future provision by projecting forward 10 year average sales with the addition of a review of sand and gravel sales at the end of 2019. In the event that sales of sand and gravel recover to a level such that short term average sales (as measured over a three year averaging period for the years 2017, 2018 and 2019) exceed the 10 year average sales figure used to define provision at the time of plan preparation by an amount exceeding 10%, then additional provision can be 
	Option 4: This option would calculate future provision by projecting forward 10 year average sales with the addition of a review of sand and gravel sales at the end of 2019. In the event that sales of sand and gravel recover to a level such that short term average sales (as measured over a three year averaging period for the years 2017, 2018 and 2019) exceed the 10 year average sales figure used to define provision at the time of plan preparation by an amount exceeding 10%, then additional provision can be 

	Option 5: This option would involve projecting forward 10 years annual sales but factoring in an assumed reduction of 1mt in land-won supply, which would be offset by increased imports of marine aggregate. Based on the position at the end of 2011 this would result in a need for an additional 26.5mt of sand and gravel over the plan period. 
	Option 5: This option would involve projecting forward 10 years annual sales but factoring in an assumed reduction of 1mt in land-won supply, which would be offset by increased imports of marine aggregate. Based on the position at the end of 2011 this would result in a need for an additional 26.5mt of sand and gravel over the plan period. 

	Option 6: This option would involve projecting forward 10 year annual sales but factoring in a larger assumed reduction in the overall requirement to take account of the potential for other alternative sources of supply to also serve markets currently met by exports from North Yorkshire. An assumed reduction in overall provision of 250,000tpa over the period 2020-2030 could be applied, resulting in a reduction of 2.5mt in overall provision. Based on the position at the end of 2011 this would result in a nee
	Option 6: This option would involve projecting forward 10 year annual sales but factoring in a larger assumed reduction in the overall requirement to take account of the potential for other alternative sources of supply to also serve markets currently met by exports from North Yorkshire. An assumed reduction in overall provision of 250,000tpa over the period 2020-2030 could be applied, resulting in a reduction of 2.5mt in overall provision. Based on the position at the end of 2011 this would result in a nee

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	There is a significant amount of uncertainty in relation to all of these options due to uncertainty over where provision would be made. However, generally there are likely to be negative effects on climate change, resource minimisation and waste, which range in severity depending on the amount extracted varying from option 2 (which performs least well) to option 6 (which performs the best). Negative effects are also observed in other areas for individual options, with Options 2, 3 and 4 exhibiting the most 
	There is a significant amount of uncertainty in relation to all of these options due to uncertainty over where provision would be made. However, generally there are likely to be negative effects on climate change, resource minimisation and waste, which range in severity depending on the amount extracted varying from option 2 (which performs least well) to option 6 (which performs the best). Negative effects are also observed in other areas for individual options, with Options 2, 3 and 4 exhibiting the most 


	result. Option 6 would be likely to have positive environmental effects due to a lower level of land take. 
	result. Option 6 would be likely to have positive environmental effects due to a lower level of land take. 
	result. Option 6 would be likely to have positive environmental effects due to a lower level of land take. 

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	25 

	Question 11: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 11: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 2(SC/MWI/ 2 Local Authorities) 
	Option 5: 0 

	Option 2: 0(SC/MWI/ Local Authorities) 
	Option 2: 0(SC/MWI/ Local Authorities) 
	Option 6: 6(SC/MWI/ Local Authorities) 

	Option 3: 3(SC/MWI/ 1Local Authorities) 
	Option 3: 3(SC/MWI/ 1Local Authorities) 
	Did not Specify: 3(SC/2 MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 

	Option 4: 7(1 SC/1 MWI/ 2 Local Authorities) 
	Option 4: 7(1 SC/1 MWI/ 2 Local Authorities) 
	None: 1(1 SC) 

	Question 12: Are there any alternative options we should consider in order to determine the level of sand and gravel provision to be made in the Joint Plan? 
	Question 12: Are there any alternative options we should consider in order to determine the level of sand and gravel provision to be made in the Joint Plan? 
	Number of respondents: 3 (1 SC) 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	General Comments: The suggestion in option 6 that Derbyshire CC may increase supply of sand and gravel into West Yorkshire is unlikely to occur. Key messages Q 11: Respondents views were mixed on which option is preferred. Both option 6 and 4 were most preferred as they were seen to provide the greatest flexibility in terms of reviews to take account of uncertainties in supply. Some support was given for option 6 based on the view that this provided the ‘least worst’ option. Preference was also given to a c
	General Comments: The suggestion in option 6 that Derbyshire CC may increase supply of sand and gravel into West Yorkshire is unlikely to occur. Key messages Q 11: Respondents views were mixed on which option is preferred. Both option 6 and 4 were most preferred as they were seen to provide the greatest flexibility in terms of reviews to take account of uncertainties in supply. Some support was given for option 6 based on the view that this provided the ‘least worst’ option. Preference was also given to a c


	Calculate future provision by projecting forward 10 year annual average sales over the period to 2030 to provide an indication of the overall scale of provision required, after allowing for a level of reserves already with planning permission. Based on the position at the end of 2011 this would result in a need for an additional 27.5mt of sand and gravel over the plan period. Monitoring should take place on a regular basis. Proposed Option 10.  Option 4 should be expanded to take account of external source
	Calculate future provision by projecting forward 10 year annual average sales over the period to 2030 to provide an indication of the overall scale of provision required, after allowing for a level of reserves already with planning permission. Based on the position at the end of 2011 this would result in a need for an additional 27.5mt of sand and gravel over the plan period. Monitoring should take place on a regular basis. Proposed Option 10.  Option 4 should be expanded to take account of external source
	Calculate future provision by projecting forward 10 year annual average sales over the period to 2030 to provide an indication of the overall scale of provision required, after allowing for a level of reserves already with planning permission. Based on the position at the end of 2011 this would result in a need for an additional 27.5mt of sand and gravel over the plan period. Monitoring should take place on a regular basis. Proposed Option 10.  Option 4 should be expanded to take account of external source

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of assessment There is a significant amount of uncertainty in relation to all of these options due to uncertainty over where provision would be made. However, generally there are likely to be negative effects on climate change, resource minimisation and waste, which range in severity depending on the amount extracted varying from Option 2 (which performs least well) to Option 6 (which performs the best). Negative effects are also observed in other areas for individual options, with Options 2, 3, 4, 
	Summary of assessment There is a significant amount of uncertainty in relation to all of these options due to uncertainty over where provision would be made. However, generally there are likely to be negative effects on climate change, resource minimisation and waste, which range in severity depending on the amount extracted varying from Option 2 (which performs least well) to Option 6 (which performs the best). Negative effects are also observed in other areas for individual options, with Options 2, 3, 4, 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	It is agreed that factors other than historic sales should be taken into account in deriving the scale of future provision to be made for sand and gravel and that any approach should consider external supply and demand factors where practicable.  The range of specific views relevant to this issue are noted and have generally been reflected in discussion contained in the Local Aggregates Assessment for North Yorkshire, which will form a key part of the evidence base for the Plan.  It is also agreed that ther
	It is agreed that factors other than historic sales should be taken into account in deriving the scale of future provision to be made for sand and gravel and that any approach should consider external supply and demand factors where practicable.  The range of specific views relevant to this issue are noted and have generally been reflected in discussion contained in the Local Aggregates Assessment for North Yorkshire, which will form a key part of the evidence base for the Plan.  It is also agreed that ther

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	An updated Local Aggregates Assessment for the Yorkshire and Humber area was produced in 
	An updated Local Aggregates Assessment for the Yorkshire and Humber area was produced in 

	February 2015 for submission to the Y&H AWP. 
	February 2015 for submission to the Y&H AWP. 

	Duty to cooperate 
	Duty to cooperate 

	Is this is a DtC matter: yes Supply of sand and gravel gives rise to strategic cross boundary issues as a result of the important role of the Plan area in the export of sand and gravel to adjacent areas where shortfalls in supply exist. Consultation with relevant MPAs has taken place during preparation of the Plan and in the preparation of the Local Aggregates Assessment.  Discussion with adjacent MPAs has also taken place via the Y&H AWP and through input into LAAs prepared by adjacent areas. 
	Is this is a DtC matter: yes Supply of sand and gravel gives rise to strategic cross boundary issues as a result of the important role of the Plan area in the export of sand and gravel to adjacent areas where shortfalls in supply exist. Consultation with relevant MPAs has taken place during preparation of the Plan and in the preparation of the Local Aggregates Assessment.  Discussion with adjacent MPAs has also taken place via the Y&H AWP and through input into LAAs prepared by adjacent areas. 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	The updated (2015) Local Aggregates Assessment is the key source of evidence for identification of the scale of future provision to be made for sand and gravel.  This contains detailed information and discussion on a local approach to identifying future demand over the plan period and has been developed through consultation with relevant organisations including the minerals industry.  The conclusions of the LAA suggest that the level of predicted demand should reflect historic sales but add additional compo
	The updated (2015) Local Aggregates Assessment is the key source of evidence for identification of the scale of future provision to be made for sand and gravel.  This contains detailed information and discussion on a local approach to identifying future demand over the plan period and has been developed through consultation with relevant organisations including the minerals industry.  The conclusions of the LAA suggest that the level of predicted demand should reflect historic sales but add additional compo

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M02: Provision of sand and gravel 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M02: Provision of sand and gravel 

	Total provision for sand and gravel over the 16 year period 1st January 2015 to 31st December 2030 will be made in the range of 41.3 to 42.8 million tonnes, at an equivalent annual rate 
	Total provision for sand and gravel over the 16 year period 1st January 2015 to 31st December 2030 will be made in the range of 41.3 to 42.8 million tonnes, at an equivalent annual rate 

	between 2.58 and 2.68 million tonnes. Additional provision shall be made, through a mid term review of provision in the Plan, if necessary in order to maintain a 7 year landbank of sand and gravel at 31 December 2030 based on an annual rate of provision to be determined through the review. Supporting justification Evidence indicates that demand for sand and gravel worked in the Plan area is likely to continue and may increase over recent historic levels.  Pressure for growth and development generates demand
	between 2.58 and 2.68 million tonnes. Additional provision shall be made, through a mid term review of provision in the Plan, if necessary in order to maintain a 7 year landbank of sand and gravel at 31 December 2030 based on an annual rate of provision to be determined through the review. Supporting justification Evidence indicates that demand for sand and gravel worked in the Plan area is likely to continue and may increase over recent historic levels.  Pressure for growth and development generates demand
	-


	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Links to Objectives Objective 5 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id01: Broad geographical approach to supply of aggregate Id04: Overall distribution of sand and gravel provision Id05: Landbanks for sand and gravel Id10: Concreting sand and gravel delivery Id11: Building sand delivery Id14: Supply of alternatives to land won primary aggregates 
	Links to Objectives Objective 5 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id01: Broad geographical approach to supply of aggregate Id04: Overall distribution of sand and gravel provision Id05: Landbanks for sand and gravel Id10: Concreting sand and gravel delivery Id11: Building sand delivery Id14: Supply of alternatives to land won primary aggregates 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment This preferred policy’s effects are in the main uncertain as no indication of where provision would be obtained from is presented. However, clearly extracting a substantial volume of sand and gravel will have at least some environmental effects, though the magnitude of these effects is dependent on location. There are a small number of exceptions to this. For instance, it requires energy to extract and to transport minerals which, assuming continued reliance on fossil energy, would gen
	Summary of assessment This preferred policy’s effects are in the main uncertain as no indication of where provision would be obtained from is presented. However, clearly extracting a substantial volume of sand and gravel will have at least some environmental effects, though the magnitude of these effects is dependent on location. There are a small number of exceptions to this. For instance, it requires energy to extract and to transport minerals which, assuming continued reliance on fossil energy, would gen


	ultimately lead to further restoration in line with other policies in the plan, while the economic development, flooding and changing population objectives would also be supported. 
	Recommendations 
	While much is uncertain in relation to this objective, although this is inevitable in a policy of this nature.  To some extent this policy is mitigated by policy M11 which encourages alternatives to land won primary aggregate, though it is acknowledged that many secondary and recycled aggregates are not direct substitutes for sand and gravel.  Further consideration of the potential contribution made by recycled and secondary aggregate is recommended when this policy is considered at the mid term review, dep
	Policy id04: Overall distribution of sand and gravel provision 
	Policy id04: Overall distribution of sand and gravel provision 
	Policy id04: Overall distribution of sand and gravel provision 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option could make future provision for sand and gravel on the basis of separate provision for the southwards and northwards distribution areas (concreting sand and gravel) and for building sand, at a ratio of 50:45:5. 

	Option 2: This option could make future provision for sand and gravel on the basis of separate provision for the southwards and northwards distribution areas with an increased emphasis on provision for the southwards distribution area. This could assume provision based on a ratio of 55:40:5 southwards : northwards : building sand. 
	Option 2: This option could make future provision for sand and gravel on the basis of separate provision for the southwards and northwards distribution areas with an increased emphasis on provision for the southwards distribution area. This could assume provision based on a ratio of 55:40:5 southwards : northwards : building sand. 

	Option 3: This option could make future provision for sand and gravel on the basis of separate provision for the southwards and northwards distribution areas with increased emphasis on provision for the northwards distribution area. This could assume provision on the basis of a ratio of 45:50:5 southwards : northwards : building sand. 
	Option 3: This option could make future provision for sand and gravel on the basis of separate provision for the southwards and northwards distribution areas with increased emphasis on provision for the northwards distribution area. This could assume provision on the basis of a ratio of 45:50:5 southwards : northwards : building sand. 

	Option 4: This option could make provision for concreting sand and gravel on the basis of a single subdivision, combining provision across the northwards and southwards distribution areas, with overall provision of concreting sand and gravel: building sand at a ratio of 95:5. 
	Option 4: This option could make provision for concreting sand and gravel on the basis of a single subdivision, combining provision across the northwards and southwards distribution areas, with overall provision of concreting sand and gravel: building sand at a ratio of 95:5. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	All options display a mixture of uncertain, negative and positive effects. However, Option 1 displays the strongest positive effects largely because it matches well with current market demand, so effects on transport, air pollution and climate change as well as economic growth are all positive. There are also a number of areas where positive effects are either balanced by uncertainty or are confined to a particular period. Other options tend to perform less well, and effects vary depending on the ratio of n
	All options display a mixture of uncertain, negative and positive effects. However, Option 1 displays the strongest positive effects largely because it matches well with current market demand, so effects on transport, air pollution and climate change as well as economic growth are all positive. There are also a number of areas where positive effects are either balanced by uncertainty or are confined to a particular period. Other options tend to perform less well, and effects vary depending on the ratio of n

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	18 

	Question 13: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 13: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 9 (1 SC,2 MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 

	Option 2: 0 
	Option 2: 0 

	Option 3: 2(SC/MWI/ Local Authorities) 
	Option 3: 2(SC/MWI/ Local Authorities) 
	None: 1(SC/MWI/ Local Authorities) 

	Option 4: 1(SC/MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 
	Option 4: 1(SC/MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 
	Did not specify: 2(SC/MWI/1 Local Authorities) 

	Question 14: Are there any alternative options we should consider relevant to the distribution of sand and gravel provision in the Joint Plan area? 
	Question 14: Are there any alternative options we should consider relevant to the distribution of sand and gravel provision in the Joint Plan area? 
	Number of respondents: 3 (1 SC, 1 MWI, 1 Local Authorities) 


	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	General Comments: Concern about any action to limit exports to adjoining areas in the short to medium term. Option 3 suggests there is potential for an increase in supply of sand and gravel from East Midlands to west and south Yorkshire but this is unlikely to occur from Derbyshire. Extraction should only occur where there is adequate means of restoration identified. Key Messages Q13: The majority of respondents expressed a preference for the continuation of the existing northward and southward supply patte
	General Comments: Concern about any action to limit exports to adjoining areas in the short to medium term. Option 3 suggests there is potential for an increase in supply of sand and gravel from East Midlands to west and south Yorkshire but this is unlikely to occur from Derbyshire. Extraction should only occur where there is adequate means of restoration identified. Key Messages Q13: The majority of respondents expressed a preference for the continuation of the existing northward and southward supply patte

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of assessment All options display a mixture of uncertain, negative and positive effects. However, Option 1 displays the strongest positive effects largely because it matches well with current market demand, so effects on transport, air pollution and climate change as well as economic growth are all positive. There are also a number of areas where positive effects are either balanced by uncertainty or are confined to a particular period.  Other options tend to perform less well, and effects vary depe
	Summary of assessment All options display a mixture of uncertain, negative and positive effects. However, Option 1 displays the strongest positive effects largely because it matches well with current market demand, so effects on transport, air pollution and climate change as well as economic growth are all positive. There are also a number of areas where positive effects are either balanced by uncertainty or are confined to a particular period.  Other options tend to perform less well, and effects vary depe

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The preference for distributing provision in line with the previous approach and in order to maintain existing supply patterns is noted. It is agreed that it may be appropriate to make provision across the whole of the Plan area if it is not practicable to make sufficient provision within either subdivision.  This could help avoid an undue burden being placed on any particular distribution area in order to meet expected requirements. 
	The preference for distributing provision in line with the previous approach and in order to maintain existing supply patterns is noted. It is agreed that it may be appropriate to make provision across the whole of the Plan area if it is not practicable to make sufficient provision within either subdivision.  This could help avoid an undue burden being placed on any particular distribution area in order to meet expected requirements. 

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	Local Aggregates Assessment Dec 2014 and Sand and Gravel Demand Forecasting Paper (July 2014).  These indicate an expectation of future demand from markets outside the Plan area both to the north and south, including the potential for a small increase in demand from markets in West and South Yorkshire.   
	Local Aggregates Assessment Dec 2014 and Sand and Gravel Demand Forecasting Paper (July 2014).  These indicate an expectation of future demand from markets outside the Plan area both to the north and south, including the potential for a small increase in demand from markets in West and South Yorkshire.   

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this is a DtC matter: yes Considered through preparation of and consultation on the NY LAA 2014 update, Sand and Gravel Forecasting Paper and direct correspondence with other MPAs. 
	Is this is a DtC matter: yes Considered through preparation of and consultation on the NY LAA 2014 update, Sand and Gravel Forecasting Paper and direct correspondence with other MPAs. 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	The approach to this issue is influenced by the overall approach to forecasting demand for sand and gravel and the overall scale planned for.  Since preparation of the Issues and Options consultation further work on demand forecasting has taken place, leading to a suggested approach which factors in likely future demand into an overall forecast. This work, and work on the LAA, suggests that there may be a small relative increase in demand from export markets south of the Plan area rather than to the North. 
	The approach to this issue is influenced by the overall approach to forecasting demand for sand and gravel and the overall scale planned for.  Since preparation of the Issues and Options consultation further work on demand forecasting has taken place, leading to a suggested approach which factors in likely future demand into an overall forecast. This work, and work on the LAA, suggests that there may be a small relative increase in demand from export markets south of the Plan area rather than to the North. 

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M03: Overall distribution of sand and gravel provision 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M03: Overall distribution of sand and gravel provision 

	Overall provision of sand and gravel will be allocated in the following proportions: Southwards distribution area: 50% Northwards distribution area: 45% Building sand: 5% If it is not practicable to make overall provision, through grant of permission on allocated sites in accordance with this ratio, then provision for concreting sand and gravel shall be made across both areas in combination.  Supporting text Evidence in the Local Aggregates Assessment suggests that demand for sand and gravel from the Plan a
	Overall provision of sand and gravel will be allocated in the following proportions: Southwards distribution area: 50% Northwards distribution area: 45% Building sand: 5% If it is not practicable to make overall provision, through grant of permission on allocated sites in accordance with this ratio, then provision for concreting sand and gravel shall be made across both areas in combination.  Supporting text Evidence in the Local Aggregates Assessment suggests that demand for sand and gravel from the Plan a

	of key markets for sand and gravel as well as the distribution of sources of supply and this approach has been successful in maintaining supply.  Although there are some indications that there could be a small relative increase in future demand from markets to the South in response to future supply constraints and growth pressures, an allowance for this has been made in the overall forecast of demand for the Joint Plan area and there are a number of uncertainties about the actual scale of future demand for 
	of key markets for sand and gravel as well as the distribution of sources of supply and this approach has been successful in maintaining supply.  Although there are some indications that there could be a small relative increase in future demand from markets to the South in response to future supply constraints and growth pressures, an allowance for this has been made in the overall forecast of demand for the Joint Plan area and there are a number of uncertainties about the actual scale of future demand for 

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Links to Objectives Objective 5 Objective 6 Objective 7 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id01: Broad geographical approach to supply of aggregate Id03: Calculating sand and gravel provision Id04: Overall distribution of sand and gravel provision Id05: Landbanks for sand and gravel Id06: Safeguarding sand and gravel Id10: Concreting sand and gravel Id11: Building sand delivery 
	Links to Objectives Objective 5 Objective 6 Objective 7 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id01: Broad geographical approach to supply of aggregate Id03: Calculating sand and gravel provision Id04: Overall distribution of sand and gravel provision Id05: Landbanks for sand and gravel Id06: Safeguarding sand and gravel Id10: Concreting sand and gravel Id11: Building sand delivery 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment There are a range of effects that arise from this preferred policy and all effects are tentative with significant uncertainty at this scale. For instance, the biodiversity, water, soils, historic environment and recreation objectives all show a negative relationship with this preferred policy, largely because the balance of development proposed favours areas that are richer in terms of the environmental assets associated with those SA objectives. More positive contributions towards obj
	Summary of assessment There are a range of effects that arise from this preferred policy and all effects are tentative with significant uncertainty at this scale. For instance, the biodiversity, water, soils, historic environment and recreation objectives all show a negative relationship with this preferred policy, largely because the balance of development proposed favours areas that are richer in terms of the environmental assets associated with those SA objectives. More positive contributions towards obj


	Policy id05: Landbanks for sand and gravel 
	Policy id05: Landbanks for sand and gravel 
	Policy id05: Landbanks for sand and gravel 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: Provide for separate 7 year landbanks for concreting sand and gravel for both the southwards and northwards distribution areas and for building sand. 

	Option 2: Provide for a 7 year landbank for concreting sand and gravel over the whole Joint Plan area and a separate 7 year landbank for building sand. 
	Option 2: Provide for a 7 year landbank for concreting sand and gravel over the whole Joint Plan area and a separate 7 year landbank for building sand. 

	Option 3: This option would support the principle of time extensions at existing sand and gravel quarries where necessary to allow full extraction of permitted reserves. 
	Option 3: This option would support the principle of time extensions at existing sand and gravel quarries where necessary to allow full extraction of permitted reserves. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	Options 1 and 2 have relatively similar effects, although Option 2 allows more flexibility, which may result in lesser environmental effects. However Option 2 is assessed as having worse effects in relation to transport, air quality and climate change. Both options have major negative effects on soils in the long term as the potential for increased activity could impact on best and most versatile 
	Options 1 and 2 have relatively similar effects, although Option 2 allows more flexibility, which may result in lesser environmental effects. However Option 2 is assessed as having worse effects in relation to transport, air quality and climate change. Both options have major negative effects on soils in the long term as the potential for increased activity could impact on best and most versatile 


	agricultural land. Option 3, which would act in combination with Option 1 or 2, displays a number of sustainability benefits as site extensions have a number of inherent sustainability benefits due to their reduced land take and lesser resource consumption requirements. 
	agricultural land. Option 3, which would act in combination with Option 1 or 2, displays a number of sustainability benefits as site extensions have a number of inherent sustainability benefits due to their reduced land take and lesser resource consumption requirements. 
	agricultural land. Option 3, which would act in combination with Option 1 or 2, displays a number of sustainability benefits as site extensions have a number of inherent sustainability benefits due to their reduced land take and lesser resource consumption requirements. 

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	15 

	Question 15: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 15: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 2 (SC/MWI/ Local Authorities) 
	Combination: 7 (SC/3 MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 

	Option 2: 1 (SC/MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 
	Option 2: 1 (SC/MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 
	Did not Specify: 0 

	Option 3: 3 (SC/MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 
	Option 3: 3 (SC/MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 
	None: 1(1 SC/MWI/ Local Authorities) 

	Question 16: Are there any alternative options that the Authorities should consider relating to the maintenance of landbanks for sand and gravel within the Joint Plan area? 
	Question 16: Are there any alternative options that the Authorities should consider relating to the maintenance of landbanks for sand and gravel within the Joint Plan area? 
	Number of respondents: 1 (SC/MWI/ Local Authorities) 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key messages Q15: The majority of respondents expressed a preference for a combination of the options put forward. 5 respondents considered a combination of Option 1 and 3 would provide the most appropriate Option whilst a further 2 respondents considered a combination of Option 2 and 3 would be the most appropriate.  Key Messages Q16:  Two alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why they
	Key messages Q15: The majority of respondents expressed a preference for a combination of the options put forward. 5 respondents considered a combination of Option 1 and 3 would provide the most appropriate Option whilst a further 2 respondents considered a combination of Option 2 and 3 would be the most appropriate.  Key Messages Q16:  Two alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why they

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	N/A 
	N/A 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The preference of the majority of consultees for a combination of Options 1 and 3 is noted.  This approach (in relation to maintenance of a landbank) would also be more in line with other proposed policies relating to the provision of sand and gravel.  
	The preference of the majority of consultees for a combination of Options 1 and 3 is noted.  This approach (in relation to maintenance of a landbank) would also be more in line with other proposed policies relating to the provision of sand and gravel.  

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	Local Aggregates Assessment December 2014 and Aggregates Demand Forecasting Paper July 2014 is the most up to date evidence relating to sand and gravel landbanks. The evidence used was accurate as of January 2015. 
	Local Aggregates Assessment December 2014 and Aggregates Demand Forecasting Paper July 2014 is the most up to date evidence relating to sand and gravel landbanks. The evidence used was accurate as of January 2015. 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this is a DtC matter: yes At a general level the issue of maintaining supply of aggregate, including to locations outside the Joint Plan area, have been addressed through preparation of, and consultation on, the Local Aggregates assessment and Demand Forecasting Paper and through direct consultation with relevant MPAs.  
	Is this is a DtC matter: yes At a general level the issue of maintaining supply of aggregate, including to locations outside the Joint Plan area, have been addressed through preparation of, and consultation on, the Local Aggregates assessment and Demand Forecasting Paper and through direct consultation with relevant MPAs.  

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	Consideration of the issues and options dealt with under id04 has led to the conclusion that provision for concreting sand and gravel should be made on the basis of northwards and southwards supply areas, with separate provision for building sand because of the differing markets it serves. If this approach is adopted it follows that, for monitoring purposes, corresponding separate landbanks should be maintained.  This will help ensure that adequacy of supply within each of the subdivisions can be kept under
	Consideration of the issues and options dealt with under id04 has led to the conclusion that provision for concreting sand and gravel should be made on the basis of northwards and southwards supply areas, with separate provision for building sand because of the differing markets it serves. If this approach is adopted it follows that, for monitoring purposes, corresponding separate landbanks should be maintained.  This will help ensure that adequacy of supply within each of the subdivisions can be kept under


	landbank for sand and gravel should be considered and such an approach would be in line with national policy. An additional option was also put forward relating to the provision of support for time extensions to existing sand and gravel quarries where necessary to allow full extraction of reserves to help maintain landbanks.  Whilst it is considered that such an approach should be supported in the Plan this matter may more appropriately be dealt with along with other policy areas in the Plan.  
	landbank for sand and gravel should be considered and such an approach would be in line with national policy. An additional option was also put forward relating to the provision of support for time extensions to existing sand and gravel quarries where necessary to allow full extraction of reserves to help maintain landbanks.  Whilst it is considered that such an approach should be supported in the Plan this matter may more appropriately be dealt with along with other policy areas in the Plan.  
	landbank for sand and gravel should be considered and such an approach would be in line with national policy. An additional option was also put forward relating to the provision of support for time extensions to existing sand and gravel quarries where necessary to allow full extraction of reserves to help maintain landbanks.  Whilst it is considered that such an approach should be supported in the Plan this matter may more appropriately be dealt with along with other policy areas in the Plan.  

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M04: Landbanks for sand and gravel 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M04: Landbanks for sand and gravel 

	A minimum 7 year landbank of concreting sand and gravel will be maintained throughout the plan period for each of the northwards and southwards distribution areas identified on the key diagram.  A separate minimum 7 year landbank will be maintained throughout the plan period for building sand. Supporting text National planning policy for aggregate minerals requires the maintenance of landbanks (a stock of reserves with planning permission for extraction) to help ensure continuity in supply. The landbank is 
	A minimum 7 year landbank of concreting sand and gravel will be maintained throughout the plan period for each of the northwards and southwards distribution areas identified on the key diagram.  A separate minimum 7 year landbank will be maintained throughout the plan period for building sand. Supporting text National planning policy for aggregate minerals requires the maintenance of landbanks (a stock of reserves with planning permission for extraction) to help ensure continuity in supply. The landbank is 

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Links to Objectives Objective 5 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id01: Broad geographical approach to supply of aggregate Id03: Calculating sand and gravel provision Id04: Overall distribution for sand and gravel Id10: Concreting sand and gravel delivery Id11: Building sand delivery Id13: Unallocated extensions to existing aggregates quarries Id41: Borrow pits 
	Links to Objectives Objective 5 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id01: Broad geographical approach to supply of aggregate Id03: Calculating sand and gravel provision Id04: Overall distribution for sand and gravel Id10: Concreting sand and gravel delivery Id11: Building sand delivery Id13: Unallocated extensions to existing aggregates quarries Id41: Borrow pits 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment Impacts in relation to this policy are largely neutral in the short term with minor negative impacts occurring in the medium to long term. This is because in the longer term separate northwards and southwards distribution area landbanks could mean that there is increased pressure to maintain the landbank in defined (and therefore finite) areas, which may put additional pressure to approve sites in 
	Summary of assessment Impacts in relation to this policy are largely neutral in the short term with minor negative impacts occurring in the medium to long term. This is because in the longer term separate northwards and southwards distribution area landbanks could mean that there is increased pressure to maintain the landbank in defined (and therefore finite) areas, which may put additional pressure to approve sites in 


	areas where cumulative effects on are already starting to build. Major negative impacts have been recorded in relation to minimising resource use and prioritising management of waste as high up the waste hierarchy as practicable as maintaining a landbank is likely to reduce incentive to work towards these objectives. Positive impacts have been identified in relation to the economy and meeting the needs of a changing population as this policy would ensure that adequate resources are available to support grow
	Recommendations 
	No further mitigation is proposed. 
	Policy id06: Safeguarding sand and gravel 
	Policy id06: Safeguarding sand and gravel 
	Policy id06: Safeguarding sand and gravel 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option could safeguard all known sand and gravel resources with a 250m buffer zone to help prevent sterilisation from proximal development. 

	Option 2: This option could safeguard all known sand and gravel resources with a 100m buffer zone to help prevent sterilisation from proximal development. Provide for a 7 year landbank for concreting sand and gravel over the whole Joint Plan area and a separate 7 year landbank for building sand. 
	Option 2: This option could safeguard all known sand and gravel resources with a 100m buffer zone to help prevent sterilisation from proximal development. Provide for a 7 year landbank for concreting sand and gravel over the whole Joint Plan area and a separate 7 year landbank for building sand. 

	Option 3: This option would only safeguard sand and gravel resources outside urban areas and National Park and AONB designations. 
	Option 3: This option would only safeguard sand and gravel resources outside urban areas and National Park and AONB designations. 

	Option 4: This option could operate in parallel with other options and would only safeguard sand and gravel resource areas with an identified tonnage of 0.75mt or more. 
	Option 4: This option could operate in parallel with other options and would only safeguard sand and gravel resource areas with an identified tonnage of 0.75mt or more. 

	Option 5: This option could operate in parallel with other options and would safeguard any additional resources (not identified in the current evidence base) where put forward for allocation as sites or preferred areas and where supported by adequate information to justify the presence of a viable resource. 
	Option 5: This option could operate in parallel with other options and would safeguard any additional resources (not identified in the current evidence base) where put forward for allocation as sites or preferred areas and where supported by adequate information to justify the presence of a viable resource. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	As safeguarding does not infer any sand and gravel development will take place there is generally no predicted effect. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan. Most of the options perform strongly in terms of minimising the use of resources as well as the economic growth objective as future sterilisation is avoided, thus conserving resources for future economic benefit. Option 1 performs better than Options 2 and 3 in relation to the economy, whilst all of Opti
	As safeguarding does not infer any sand and gravel development will take place there is generally no predicted effect. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan. Most of the options perform strongly in terms of minimising the use of resources as well as the economic growth objective as future sterilisation is avoided, thus conserving resources for future economic benefit. Option 1 performs better than Options 2 and 3 in relation to the economy, whilst all of Opti

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	17 

	Question 17: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 17: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 6 (SC/2 MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 
	Option 5: 0 

	Option 2: 0 
	Option 2: 0 
	Combination: 6(SC/2 MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 

	Option 3: 1(1 SC) 
	Option 3: 1(1 SC) 
	Did not specify: 1(1 LA) 

	Option 4: 1(SC/MWI/ Local Authorities) 
	Option 4: 1(SC/MWI/ Local Authorities) 
	None: 0 

	Question 18: Are there any alternative options that the Authorities should consider 
	Question 18: Are there any alternative options that the Authorities should consider 
	Number of respondents: 2 


	relating to safeguarding of sand and gravel resources? 
	relating to safeguarding of sand and gravel resources? 
	relating to safeguarding of sand and gravel resources? 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key messages Q17: Respondents views were mixed with Option 1 and a combination of Options being preferred. Of the combination of options which were put forward by respondents 4 favoured an approach based on Option 1 and Option 5, 1 respondent suggested an approach based on Options 2 and 5 and 1 respondent preferred an approach based on Options 1 and 4.  3 respondents did not support an approach which included Option 3 as it is considered that safeguarding should not exclude mineral resources within environm
	Key messages Q17: Respondents views were mixed with Option 1 and a combination of Options being preferred. Of the combination of options which were put forward by respondents 4 favoured an approach based on Option 1 and Option 5, 1 respondent suggested an approach based on Options 2 and 5 and 1 respondent preferred an approach based on Options 1 and 4.  3 respondents did not support an approach which included Option 3 as it is considered that safeguarding should not exclude mineral resources within environm

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of assessment As safeguarding does not infer any sand and gravel development will take place there is generally no predicted effect. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan.  Most of the options perform strongly in terms of minimising the use of resources as well as the economic growth objective as future sterilisation is avoided, thus conserving resources for future economic benefit. Options 1 and 6 perform better than Options 2 and 3 in relation to th
	Summary of assessment As safeguarding does not infer any sand and gravel development will take place there is generally no predicted effect. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan.  Most of the options perform strongly in terms of minimising the use of resources as well as the economic growth objective as future sterilisation is avoided, thus conserving resources for future economic benefit. Options 1 and 6 perform better than Options 2 and 3 in relation to th

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The preference of the majority of consultees to either Option 1 or a combination of Options 1 and 5 is 
	The preference of the majority of consultees to either Option 1 or a combination of Options 1 and 5 is 


	noted. It is agreed that such an approach would be most in line with the BGS good practice guidance on minerals safeguarding (2011) and work undertaken on safeguarding by BGS on behalf of the Joint Plan authorities.  It is not considered that a 500m safeguarding buffer for sand and gravel would be appropriate taking into account the working methods typically used in sand and gravel extraction and the comparatively lower amenity impacts that tend to arise compared with certain types of stone quarries. 
	noted. It is agreed that such an approach would be most in line with the BGS good practice guidance on minerals safeguarding (2011) and work undertaken on safeguarding by BGS on behalf of the Joint Plan authorities.  It is not considered that a 500m safeguarding buffer for sand and gravel would be appropriate taking into account the working methods typically used in sand and gravel extraction and the comparatively lower amenity impacts that tend to arise compared with certain types of stone quarries. 
	noted. It is agreed that such an approach would be most in line with the BGS good practice guidance on minerals safeguarding (2011) and work undertaken on safeguarding by BGS on behalf of the Joint Plan authorities.  It is not considered that a 500m safeguarding buffer for sand and gravel would be appropriate taking into account the working methods typically used in sand and gravel extraction and the comparatively lower amenity impacts that tend to arise compared with certain types of stone quarries. 

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	Since the Issues and Options consultation one additional evidence paper has been produced which is relevant to the safeguarding of sand and gravel, this is the Cross boundary Safeguarding Paper August 2014. This paper shows the cross boundary safeguarding of mineral resources including sand and gravel and currently out for consultation as of January 2015. 
	Since the Issues and Options consultation one additional evidence paper has been produced which is relevant to the safeguarding of sand and gravel, this is the Cross boundary Safeguarding Paper August 2014. This paper shows the cross boundary safeguarding of mineral resources including sand and gravel and currently out for consultation as of January 2015. 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this is a DtC matter: yes Consideration has been given to safeguarding of sand and gravel resources across the boundary of the Joint Plan area to help ensure consistency approach.  A paper on cross-boundary safeguarding has been produced and subject to consultation with adjacent mineral planning authorities. Consultation on safeguarding has also taken place with District Councils within the two-tier part of the Joint Plan area. 
	Is this is a DtC matter: yes Consideration has been given to safeguarding of sand and gravel resources across the boundary of the Joint Plan area to help ensure consistency approach.  A paper on cross-boundary safeguarding has been produced and subject to consultation with adjacent mineral planning authorities. Consultation on safeguarding has also taken place with District Councils within the two-tier part of the Joint Plan area. 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	The majority of consultees supported option 1 or a combination of option 1 and option 5. There was little support for not safeguarding resources in national parks, AONBs and urban areas, or only safeguarding resources over a certain size threshold. An alternative option with a larger buffer zone was also suggested and performed similarly to option 1 in terms of the SA.   Work on safeguarding sand and gravel in the Plan area (undertaken by BGS) recommends use of a 250m buffer zone, as well as the safeguardin
	The majority of consultees supported option 1 or a combination of option 1 and option 5. There was little support for not safeguarding resources in national parks, AONBs and urban areas, or only safeguarding resources over a certain size threshold. An alternative option with a larger buffer zone was also suggested and performed similarly to option 1 in terms of the SA.   Work on safeguarding sand and gravel in the Plan area (undertaken by BGS) recommends use of a 250m buffer zone, as well as the safeguardin

	Preferred policy approach – Title changed to S01: Safeguarding of mineral resources 
	Preferred policy approach – Title changed to S01: Safeguarding of mineral resources 

	1) All sand and gravel resources identified on the policies map will be safeguarded for the future.  An additional 250m buffer zone around each resource area will also be safeguarded to protect the resource from encroaching development. 2) All resources in Preferred Areas or Site Allocations shown on the policies map, along with a 250m buffer zone, will also be safeguarded where they lie outside the resource areas identified in part 1) above. COMBINED MINERALS SAFEGUARDING POLICY from PREFERRED OPTIONS DOCU
	1) All sand and gravel resources identified on the policies map will be safeguarded for the future.  An additional 250m buffer zone around each resource area will also be safeguarded to protect the resource from encroaching development. 2) All resources in Preferred Areas or Site Allocations shown on the policies map, along with a 250m buffer zone, will also be safeguarded where they lie outside the resource areas identified in part 1) above. COMBINED MINERALS SAFEGUARDING POLICY from PREFERRED OPTIONS DOCU

	the future : i) All crushed rock and silica sand resources with an additional 500m buffer ii) All sand and gravel, clay and shallow coal resources with an additional 250m buffer iii) Building stone resources and active and former building stone quarries with an additional 250m buffer Part two – Deep mineral resources: The following deep mineral resources and associated buffer zones identified on the policies map will be safeguarded from surface development to protect the resource for the future: i) Undergro
	the future : i) All crushed rock and silica sand resources with an additional 500m buffer ii) All sand and gravel, clay and shallow coal resources with an additional 250m buffer iii) Building stone resources and active and former building stone quarries with an additional 250m buffer Part two – Deep mineral resources: The following deep mineral resources and associated buffer zones identified on the policies map will be safeguarded from surface development to protect the resource for the future: i) Undergro

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Links to Objectives Objective 3 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id01: Broad geographical approach to supply of aggregates Id03: Calculating sand and gravel provision Id04: Overall distribution of sand and gravel provision Id05: Landbanks for sand and gravel Id70: Developments proposed within mineral safeguarding areas Id71: Consideration of applications in mineral safeguarding areas 
	Links to Objectives Objective 3 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id01: Broad geographical approach to supply of aggregates Id03: Calculating sand and gravel provision Id04: Overall distribution of sand and gravel provision Id05: Landbanks for sand and gravel Id70: Developments proposed within mineral safeguarding areas Id71: Consideration of applications in mineral safeguarding areas 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment As safeguarding does not infer that minerals extraction will take place there are generally no predicted direct effects. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan.  This policy is likely to result in minor to major positive impacts in relation to encouraging the safeguarding of resources, economic growth and meeting the needs of a changing population as future mineral resource sterilisation is avoided, thus conserving resources for future ec
	Summary of assessment As safeguarding does not infer that minerals extraction will take place there are generally no predicted direct effects. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan.  This policy is likely to result in minor to major positive impacts in relation to encouraging the safeguarding of resources, economic growth and meeting the needs of a changing population as future mineral resource sterilisation is avoided, thus conserving resources for future ec


	Policy id07: Provision of crushed rock 
	Policy id07: Provision of crushed rock 
	Policy id07: Provision of crushed rock 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option could identify future provision for crushed rock utilising the most recent 10 year average sales figures available at the time of production of the Joint Plan (i.e. total provision of 66.5mt). This option would not result in any requirement to release further reserves of crushed rock. 

	Option 2: This option could identify future provision for crushed rock utilising the most recent 10 year average sales figures available at the time of production of the Joint Plan, but with the identification of separate provision for Magnesian limestone at a level equivalent to 50% of the theoretical shortfall of Magnesian limestone (i.e. provision of an additional 8mt). 
	Option 2: This option could identify future provision for crushed rock utilising the most recent 10 year average sales figures available at the time of production of the Joint Plan, but with the identification of separate provision for Magnesian limestone at a level equivalent to 50% of the theoretical shortfall of Magnesian limestone (i.e. provision of an additional 8mt). 

	Option 3: This option would operate in parallel with options promoting the increased use of secondary and recycled materials as alternatives to primary aggregate (see subsequent section on Secondary and Recycled Aggregates id14) by assuming a reduced overall requirement for crushed rock (equivalent to a reduction of 0.1mtpa over the period 2015-2030), such that the overall crushed rock requirement for the plan is reduced by 1.5mt to a total of 65mt. 
	Option 3: This option would operate in parallel with options promoting the increased use of secondary and recycled materials as alternatives to primary aggregate (see subsequent section on Secondary and Recycled Aggregates id14) by assuming a reduced overall requirement for crushed rock (equivalent to a reduction of 0.1mtpa over the period 2015-2030), such that the overall crushed rock requirement for the plan is reduced by 1.5mt to a total of 65mt. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	The assessment has revealed that Option 2 is likely to result in negative effects on the environment, including biodiversity / geodiversity, water and air quality, the historic environment and landscape, but would act particularly positively in relation to ensuring sufficient minerals are available. Under Option 3 there are likely to be positive effects on environmental objectives, although overall these may be slight as the option represents only a small decrease in crushed rock provision. Option 1 has lim
	The assessment has revealed that Option 2 is likely to result in negative effects on the environment, including biodiversity / geodiversity, water and air quality, the historic environment and landscape, but would act particularly positively in relation to ensuring sufficient minerals are available. Under Option 3 there are likely to be positive effects on environmental objectives, although overall these may be slight as the option represents only a small decrease in crushed rock provision. Option 1 has lim

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	20 

	Question 19: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 19: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 4 (SC/MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 

	Option 2: 7 (SC/5 MWI/ 1Local Authorities) 
	Option 2: 7 (SC/5 MWI/ 1Local Authorities) 

	Option 3: 5 (1 SC/MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 
	Option 3: 5 (1 SC/MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 

	Question 20: Are there any alternative options the Authorities should be considering in order to determine the level of provision of crushed rock over the plan period? 
	Question 20: Are there any alternative options the Authorities should be considering in order to determine the level of provision of crushed rock over the plan period? 
	Number of respondents: 2 

	Question 21: Do you agree that there should be a ‘zero’ requirement for crushed rock from the North York Moors National Park? 
	Question 21: Do you agree that there should be a ‘zero’ requirement for crushed rock from the North York Moors National Park? 
	Number of respondents: 2 (2 MWI) 


	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q19: Mixed views were received across the options presented. The majority of respondents favoured Option 2, one respondent expressed concerns about the impact this option may have on the assets and designations of the Southern Magnesian Limestone Ridge. Mixed views were received in relation to Option 3, with 5 respondents expressing support. However a number of respondents expressed concerns that an approach based on Option 3 may result in the requirement to import high quality resources for us
	Key Messages Q19: Mixed views were received across the options presented. The majority of respondents favoured Option 2, one respondent expressed concerns about the impact this option may have on the assets and designations of the Southern Magnesian Limestone Ridge. Mixed views were received in relation to Option 3, with 5 respondents expressing support. However a number of respondents expressed concerns that an approach based on Option 3 may result in the requirement to import high quality resources for us

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of assessment The assessment has revealed that Option 2 is likely to result in negative effects on the environment, including biodiversity / geodiversity, water and air quality, the historic environment and landscape, but would act particularly positively in relation to ensuring sufficient minerals are available. Under Option 3 there are likely to be positive effects on environmental objectives, although overall these may be slight as the option represents only a small decrease in crushed rock provi
	Summary of assessment The assessment has revealed that Option 2 is likely to result in negative effects on the environment, including biodiversity / geodiversity, water and air quality, the historic environment and landscape, but would act particularly positively in relation to ensuring sufficient minerals are available. Under Option 3 there are likely to be positive effects on environmental objectives, although overall these may be slight as the option represents only a small decrease in crushed rock provi

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	Discussion on the identification of future requirements for crushed rock is contained in the Local Aggregates Assessment for the NY Sub-region.  The range of responses to consultation at Issues and Options stage is noted, including the lack of any clear consensus on the way forward in relation to overall identification of future requirements. Consultation during preparation of the Local Aggregates Assessment 2015 update indicated that industry did not necessarily favour an approach based on a more objective
	Discussion on the identification of future requirements for crushed rock is contained in the Local Aggregates Assessment for the NY Sub-region.  The range of responses to consultation at Issues and Options stage is noted, including the lack of any clear consensus on the way forward in relation to overall identification of future requirements. Consultation during preparation of the Local Aggregates Assessment 2015 update indicated that industry did not necessarily favour an approach based on a more objective

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	An updated Local Aggregates Assessment for the Yorkshire and Humber area was produced in February 2015 for submission to the Y&H AWP. 
	An updated Local Aggregates Assessment for the Yorkshire and Humber area was produced in February 2015 for submission to the Y&H AWP. 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this is a DtC matter: Yes Supply of crushed rock gives rise to strategic cross boundary issues as a result of the important role of the Plan area in the export of crushed rock to adjacent areas where shortfalls in supply exist. Consultation with relevant MPAs has taken place during preparation of the Plan and in the preparation of the Local Aggregates Assessment.  Discussion with adjacent MPAs has also taken place via the Y&H AWP and through input into LAAs prepared by adjacent areas. 
	Is this is a DtC matter: Yes Supply of crushed rock gives rise to strategic cross boundary issues as a result of the important role of the Plan area in the export of crushed rock to adjacent areas where shortfalls in supply exist. Consultation with relevant MPAs has taken place during preparation of the Plan and in the preparation of the Local Aggregates Assessment.  Discussion with adjacent MPAs has also taken place via the Y&H AWP and through input into LAAs prepared by adjacent areas. 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	The updated (2015) Local Aggregates Assessment is the key source of evidence for identification of the scale of future provision to be made for crushed rock. This contains detailed information and discussion on a local approach to identifying future demand over the plan period and has been developed through consultation with relevant organisations including the minerals industry.  For crushed rock, aggregates industry representatives have expressed the view that there is more uncertainty about the future le
	The updated (2015) Local Aggregates Assessment is the key source of evidence for identification of the scale of future provision to be made for crushed rock. This contains detailed information and discussion on a local approach to identifying future demand over the plan period and has been developed through consultation with relevant organisations including the minerals industry.  For crushed rock, aggregates industry representatives have expressed the view that there is more uncertainty about the future le

	considered appropriate that an equivalent percentage should be allocated to future provision specifically for Magnesian Limestone. It will also be necessary to ensure maintenance of an adequate landbank for crushed at the end of the Plan period, in line with national policy.  As the actual level of sales of crushed rock will be subject to ongoing monitoring over the plan period, and there will be a need to review the LAA annually in line with national policy, it is not considered appropriate at this stage t
	considered appropriate that an equivalent percentage should be allocated to future provision specifically for Magnesian Limestone. It will also be necessary to ensure maintenance of an adequate landbank for crushed at the end of the Plan period, in line with national policy.  As the actual level of sales of crushed rock will be subject to ongoing monitoring over the plan period, and there will be a need to review the LAA annually in line with national policy, it is not considered appropriate at this stage t

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M05: Provision of crushed rock 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M05: Provision of crushed rock 

	Total provision for crushed rock over the 16 year period 1st January 2015 to 31st December 2030 shall be 60mt, at an equivalent annual rate of 3.75mt, within which specific provision for a total of 22.2mt, at an equivalent annual rate of 1.39mt per annum, shall be for Magnesian Limestone. Additional provision shall be made if necessary, through a mid term review of provision in the Plan, in order to maintain a 10 year landbank of crushed rock, including a separate 10 year landbank for Magnesian Limestone, a
	Total provision for crushed rock over the 16 year period 1st January 2015 to 31st December 2030 shall be 60mt, at an equivalent annual rate of 3.75mt, within which specific provision for a total of 22.2mt, at an equivalent annual rate of 1.39mt per annum, shall be for Magnesian Limestone. Additional provision shall be made if necessary, through a mid term review of provision in the Plan, in order to maintain a 10 year landbank of crushed rock, including a separate 10 year landbank for Magnesian Limestone, a
	-


	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Links to Objectives Objective 5 
	Links to Objectives Objective 5 

	Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id01: Broad geographical approach to supply of aggregate Id08: Maintenance of landbank for crushed rock Id09: Safeguarding crushed rock Id12: Magnesian limestone delivery Id13: Unallocated extensions to existing aggregates quarries Id14: Supply of alternatives to land won primary aggregates 
	Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id01: Broad geographical approach to supply of aggregate Id08: Maintenance of landbank for crushed rock Id09: Safeguarding crushed rock Id12: Magnesian limestone delivery Id13: Unallocated extensions to existing aggregates quarries Id14: Supply of alternatives to land won primary aggregates 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment This preferred policy’s effects are in the main uncertain as no indication of where provision would be obtained from is presented. However, clearly extracting a substantial volume of crushed rock will have at least some environmental effects, though the magnitude of these effects is dependent on location. There are a small number of exceptions to this. For instance, it requires energy to extract and to transport minerals which, assuming continued reliance on fossil energy, would genera
	Summary of assessment This preferred policy’s effects are in the main uncertain as no indication of where provision would be obtained from is presented. However, clearly extracting a substantial volume of crushed rock will have at least some environmental effects, though the magnitude of these effects is dependent on location. There are a small number of exceptions to this. For instance, it requires energy to extract and to transport minerals which, assuming continued reliance on fossil energy, would genera


	Policy id08: Landbanks for crushed rock 
	Policy id08: Landbanks for crushed rock 
	Policy id08: Landbanks for crushed rock 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: Provide for maintenance of a single 10 year landbank of crushed rock over the plan period and support the principle of time extensions at individual sites where necessary to allow full extraction of permitted reserves. 

	Option 2: Provide for the maintenance of a separate 10 year landbank for Magnesian 
	Option 2: Provide for the maintenance of a separate 10 year landbank for Magnesian 

	TR
	limestone and other crushed rock reserves over the plan period and support the 

	TR
	principle of time extensions at individual sites where necessary to allow full extraction 

	TR
	of permitted reserves. 

	Option 3: This option could operate in association with either Option 1 or 2 above and would seek to ensure that landbanks of crushed rock are maintained within those parts of the plan area outside the National Park and AONBs. 
	Option 3: This option could operate in association with either Option 1 or 2 above and would seek to ensure that landbanks of crushed rock are maintained within those parts of the plan area outside the National Park and AONBs. 

	Option 4: This option could operate in association with either Option 1 or 2 above and would rely on national policy and development management policies in the Joint Plan to ensure that landbanks of crushed rock are maintained within those parts of the plan area outside the National Park and AONBs. The NPPF requires landbanks for non-energy minerals to be maintained outside of National Parks, AONBs, World Heritage Sites, Scheduled Monuments and Conservation Areas as far as is practical. 
	Option 4: This option could operate in association with either Option 1 or 2 above and would rely on national policy and development management policies in the Joint Plan to ensure that landbanks of crushed rock are maintained within those parts of the plan area outside the National Park and AONBs. The NPPF requires landbanks for non-energy minerals to be maintained outside of National Parks, AONBs, World Heritage Sites, Scheduled Monuments and Conservation Areas as far as is practical. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	The assessment has revealed that both Options 1 and 2 could have negative effects on the environment, including biodiversity / geodiversity, air and water quality, landscape and the historic environment, and communities of the Plan area should these result in the need to release more land for extraction than is currently permitted. They would however, enable a level of minerals supply to meet demand for development. Option 3 would provide protection for the National Park and the AONBs to a greater extent th
	The assessment has revealed that both Options 1 and 2 could have negative effects on the environment, including biodiversity / geodiversity, air and water quality, landscape and the historic environment, and communities of the Plan area should these result in the need to release more land for extraction than is currently permitted. They would however, enable a level of minerals supply to meet demand for development. Option 3 would provide protection for the National Park and the AONBs to a greater extent th

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 


	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	20 

	Question 22: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 22: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 2 (SC/MWI/ Local Authorities) 
	Combination: 5 (1 SC/1 MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 

	Option 2: 5 (SC/2 MWI/ Local Authorities) 
	Option 2: 5 (SC/2 MWI/ Local Authorities) 
	Did Not Specify: 0 

	Option 3: 4 (1 SC/MWI/ Local Authorities) 
	Option 3: 4 (1 SC/MWI/ Local Authorities) 
	None: 0 

	Option 4: 0 
	Option 4: 0 

	Question 23: Are there any alternative options that the Authorities should be considering relating to the maintenance of landbanks for crushed rock? 
	Question 23: Are there any alternative options that the Authorities should be considering relating to the maintenance of landbanks for crushed rock? 
	Number of respondents: 4 (SC/3 MWI/ Local Authorities) 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q22: Several respondents suggested approaches which involved a combination of the Options presented. 3 respondents suggested an approach based on a combination of Options 2 and 3 and 1 respondent suggested an approach based on combining Options 1, 2 and 4. Some respondents suggest that an approach based on option 3 would not be the most sustainable as there are some important operations with the AONBs and continuation of these may be the most appropriate to ensure continuation of supply. The MP
	Key Messages Q22: Several respondents suggested approaches which involved a combination of the Options presented. 3 respondents suggested an approach based on a combination of Options 2 and 3 and 1 respondent suggested an approach based on combining Options 1, 2 and 4. Some respondents suggest that an approach based on option 3 would not be the most sustainable as there are some important operations with the AONBs and continuation of these may be the most appropriate to ensure continuation of supply. The MP

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	N/A 
	N/A 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The support of the majority of consultees to the identification of a separate landbank of Magnesian Limestone is noted. In overall terms, a balance needs to be struck between the need to maintain an adequate landbank and the need to reflect the national policy approach which seeks to ensure that, so far as practicable, landbanks of aggregate are maintained outside NPs and AONBs.  Whilst other policy in the Plan seeks to provide a degree of flexibility in relation to further working of crushed rock at existi
	The support of the majority of consultees to the identification of a separate landbank of Magnesian Limestone is noted. In overall terms, a balance needs to be struck between the need to maintain an adequate landbank and the need to reflect the national policy approach which seeks to ensure that, so far as practicable, landbanks of aggregate are maintained outside NPs and AONBs.  Whilst other policy in the Plan seeks to provide a degree of flexibility in relation to further working of crushed rock at existi

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	Local Aggregates Assessment December 2014 and Aggregates Demand Forecasting Paper July 2014 is the most up to date evidence relating to crushed rock landbanks. The evidence used was accurate as of January 2015. 
	Local Aggregates Assessment December 2014 and Aggregates Demand Forecasting Paper July 2014 is the most up to date evidence relating to crushed rock landbanks. The evidence used was accurate as of January 2015. 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this is a DtC matter: yes At a general level this issue requires cooperation between the three mineral planning authorities preparing the Joint Plan, particularly NYCC and NYMNPA, and is being addressed through joint preparation of the Plan. 
	Is this is a DtC matter: yes At a general level this issue requires cooperation between the three mineral planning authorities preparing the Joint Plan, particularly NYCC and NYMNPA, and is being addressed through joint preparation of the Plan. 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	National planning policy supports the maintenance of a minimum 10 year landbank for crushed rock and indicates that separate landbanks should be maintained for any aggregate materials of a specific 
	National planning policy supports the maintenance of a minimum 10 year landbank for crushed rock and indicates that separate landbanks should be maintained for any aggregate materials of a specific 


	type or quality which have a distinct and separate market. It also requires that, as far as practical, provision of landbanks should be from outside national parks and AONBs.  Although the LAA has identified generally substantial reserves of crushed rock across the Plan area, it also identifies a potential specific shortfall in Magnesian Limestone as reserves of this material, relative to sales, are lower than for other crushed rock types in the area.  There has been support from respondents for the mainten
	type or quality which have a distinct and separate market. It also requires that, as far as practical, provision of landbanks should be from outside national parks and AONBs.  Although the LAA has identified generally substantial reserves of crushed rock across the Plan area, it also identifies a potential specific shortfall in Magnesian Limestone as reserves of this material, relative to sales, are lower than for other crushed rock types in the area.  There has been support from respondents for the mainten
	type or quality which have a distinct and separate market. It also requires that, as far as practical, provision of landbanks should be from outside national parks and AONBs.  Although the LAA has identified generally substantial reserves of crushed rock across the Plan area, it also identifies a potential specific shortfall in Magnesian Limestone as reserves of this material, relative to sales, are lower than for other crushed rock types in the area.  There has been support from respondents for the mainten

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M06: Maintenance of landbanks for crushed rock 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M06: Maintenance of landbanks for crushed rock 

	A minimum overall landbank of 10 years will be maintained for crushed rock throughout the plan period.  A separate 10 year landbank will be monitored and provided for Magnesian Limestone crushed rock. Where new reserves of crushed rock are required in order to maintain the overall landbank above the 10 year minimum period these will be sourced from outside the National Park and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty. Supporting text National planning policy for aggregate minerals requires the maintenance of la
	A minimum overall landbank of 10 years will be maintained for crushed rock throughout the plan period.  A separate 10 year landbank will be monitored and provided for Magnesian Limestone crushed rock. Where new reserves of crushed rock are required in order to maintain the overall landbank above the 10 year minimum period these will be sourced from outside the National Park and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty. Supporting text National planning policy for aggregate minerals requires the maintenance of la

	minimum period will not be supported under this policy. 
	minimum period will not be supported under this policy. 

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives Objective 5 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id07: Provision of crushed rock Id09: Safeguarding crushed rock Id12: Magnesian limestone delivery Id14: Supply of alternatives to land won primary aggregates 
	Link to Objectives Objective 5 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id07: Provision of crushed rock Id09: Safeguarding crushed rock Id12: Magnesian limestone delivery Id14: Supply of alternatives to land won primary aggregates 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment This policy could have negative effects on the environment, including biodiversity / geodiversity, air and water quality, landscape and the historic environment, and communities of the Plan area should these result in the need to release more land for extraction than is currently permitted. The policy would however, enable a level of minerals supply to meet demand for development and therefore would result in major positive impacts in relation to the economy and meeting the needs of a 
	Summary of assessment This policy could have negative effects on the environment, including biodiversity / geodiversity, air and water quality, landscape and the historic environment, and communities of the Plan area should these result in the need to release more land for extraction than is currently permitted. The policy would however, enable a level of minerals supply to meet demand for development and therefore would result in major positive impacts in relation to the economy and meeting the needs of a 


	Policy id09: Safeguarding crushed rock 
	Policy id09: Safeguarding crushed rock 
	Policy id09: Safeguarding crushed rock 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option could safeguard all known crushed rock resources with a 500m buffer zone. 

	Option 2: This option could safeguard all known crushed rock resources, with a 200m buffer zone. 
	Option 2: This option could safeguard all known crushed rock resources, with a 200m buffer zone. 

	Option 3: This option would only safeguard crushed rock resources outside urban areas and National Park and AONB designations. 
	Option 3: This option would only safeguard crushed rock resources outside urban areas and National Park and AONB designations. 

	Option 4: This option could operate in parallel with other options and would safeguard any additional resources proposed in site allocations and preferred areas where supported by adequate resource information. 
	Option 4: This option could operate in parallel with other options and would safeguard any additional resources proposed in site allocations and preferred areas where supported by adequate resource information. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	Overall, minerals safeguarding areas are unlikely to have a great effect on sustainability objectives as their presence does not create a presumption, or add any weight, towards minerals extraction. The options would all have significant positive effects on safeguarding minerals resources, although Option 3 would be slightly less positive as these effects would not be felt in the National Park or AONBs. The positive effects under Option 1 are likely to be greater than those resulting from Option 2 due to th
	Overall, minerals safeguarding areas are unlikely to have a great effect on sustainability objectives as their presence does not create a presumption, or add any weight, towards minerals extraction. The options would all have significant positive effects on safeguarding minerals resources, although Option 3 would be slightly less positive as these effects would not be felt in the National Park or AONBs. The positive effects under Option 1 are likely to be greater than those resulting from Option 2 due to th

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	14 

	Question 24: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 24: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 4 (SC/2 MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 
	Combination: 5 (SC/3 MWI/1 Local Authorities) 

	Option 2: 0 
	Option 2: 0 
	Did not specify: 0 

	Option 3: 3 (1 SC/MWI/ Local Authorities) 
	Option 3: 3 (1 SC/MWI/ Local Authorities) 
	None: 0 

	Option 4: 0 
	Option 4: 0 


	Question 25: Are there any alternative options that the Authorities should consider relating to safeguarding of crushed rock resources? 
	Question 25: Are there any alternative options that the Authorities should consider relating to safeguarding of crushed rock resources? 
	Question 25: Are there any alternative options that the Authorities should consider relating to safeguarding of crushed rock resources? 
	Number of respondents: 2 (1Local Authority) 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q24: in addition to the support given to Options 1 and 3 several combinations were suggested. 3 respondents expressed a preference for an approach based on Options 1 and 4, 1 respondents suggested an approach based on Options 1 and 3 and one respondent indicated a preference for and approach based on 3 and 4. Two respondents were opposed to Options 3 and 4 as these are not considered to be necessary or consistent with national policy. Key Message Q25: One alternative option was suggested in the
	Key Messages Q24: in addition to the support given to Options 1 and 3 several combinations were suggested. 3 respondents expressed a preference for an approach based on Options 1 and 4, 1 respondents suggested an approach based on Options 1 and 3 and one respondent indicated a preference for and approach based on 3 and 4. Two respondents were opposed to Options 3 and 4 as these are not considered to be necessary or consistent with national policy. Key Message Q25: One alternative option was suggested in the

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	N/A 
	N/A 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	Whilst the support indicated by some consultees for Option 3 is noted, it is considered that such an approach would be less consistent with national good practice guidance on minerals safeguarding (BGS 2011).  The support for a 500m buffer zone is noted and such an approach would be in line with advice on safeguarding produced by BGS for the Joint Plan authorities. 
	Whilst the support indicated by some consultees for Option 3 is noted, it is considered that such an approach would be less consistent with national good practice guidance on minerals safeguarding (BGS 2011).  The support for a 500m buffer zone is noted and such an approach would be in line with advice on safeguarding produced by BGS for the Joint Plan authorities. 

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	Since the Issues and Options consultation one additional evidence paper has been produced which is relevant to the safeguarding of sand and gravel, this is the Cross boundary Safeguarding Paper August 2014. This paper shows the cross boundary safeguarding of mineral resources including crushed rock and currently out for consultation as of January 2015. 
	Since the Issues and Options consultation one additional evidence paper has been produced which is relevant to the safeguarding of sand and gravel, this is the Cross boundary Safeguarding Paper August 2014. This paper shows the cross boundary safeguarding of mineral resources including crushed rock and currently out for consultation as of January 2015. 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this is a DtC matter: yes Consideration has been given to safeguarding of crushed rock resources across the boundary of the Joint Plan area to help ensure consistency approach.  A paper on cross-boundary safeguarding has been produced and subject to consultation with adjacent mineral planning authorities. Consultation on safeguarding has also taken place with District Councils within the two-tier part of the Joint Plan area. 
	Is this is a DtC matter: yes Consideration has been given to safeguarding of crushed rock resources across the boundary of the Joint Plan area to help ensure consistency approach.  A paper on cross-boundary safeguarding has been produced and subject to consultation with adjacent mineral planning authorities. Consultation on safeguarding has also taken place with District Councils within the two-tier part of the Joint Plan area. 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	A range of responses were received to consultation, with several respondents favouring a combination of options, particularly options 1 and 4. The SA also favoured option 1. Evidence work on minerals safeguarding undertaken by BGS recommended use of a 500m buffer zone for crushed rock, reflecting the potentially greater impacts from working this type of mineral as a result of the need for blasting or other high energy extraction techniques.  This means that a wider zone around a resource could potentially b
	A range of responses were received to consultation, with several respondents favouring a combination of options, particularly options 1 and 4. The SA also favoured option 1. Evidence work on minerals safeguarding undertaken by BGS recommended use of a 500m buffer zone for crushed rock, reflecting the potentially greater impacts from working this type of mineral as a result of the need for blasting or other high energy extraction techniques.  This means that a wider zone around a resource could potentially b


	Table
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to S01: Safeguarding of mineral resources 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to S01: Safeguarding of mineral resources 

	1) All crushed rock resources identified on the policies map will be safeguarded for the future.  An additional 500m buffer zone around each resource area will also be safeguarded to protect the resource from encroaching development. 2) All resources in Preferred Areas or Site Allocations shown on the policies map, along with a 500m buffer zone, will also be safeguarded where they lie outside the resource areas identified in part 1) above. COMBINED MINERALS SAFEGUARDING POLICY from PREFERRED OPTIONS DOCUMEN
	1) All crushed rock resources identified on the policies map will be safeguarded for the future.  An additional 500m buffer zone around each resource area will also be safeguarded to protect the resource from encroaching development. 2) All resources in Preferred Areas or Site Allocations shown on the policies map, along with a 500m buffer zone, will also be safeguarded where they lie outside the resource areas identified in part 1) above. COMBINED MINERALS SAFEGUARDING POLICY from PREFERRED OPTIONS DOCUMEN

	In these circumstances, consultation between the District and County Councils will be required where certain other forms of development, with the potential to sterilise minerals resources, are proposed in a safeguarded area.  Consultation criteria, including details of those types of development which are exempt from safeguarding, are set out in id71: Consideration of applications in mineral consultation areas. 
	In these circumstances, consultation between the District and County Councils will be required where certain other forms of development, with the potential to sterilise minerals resources, are proposed in a safeguarded area.  Consultation criteria, including details of those types of development which are exempt from safeguarding, are set out in id71: Consideration of applications in mineral consultation areas. 

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives Objective 3 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id07: Provision of crushed rock Id12: Magnesian limestone delivery Id70: Developments proposed within mineral safeguarding areas Id71: Consideration of applications in mineral consultation areas 
	Link to Objectives Objective 3 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id07: Provision of crushed rock Id12: Magnesian limestone delivery Id70: Developments proposed within mineral safeguarding areas Id71: Consideration of applications in mineral consultation areas 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment As safeguarding does not infer that minerals extraction will take place there are generally no predicted direct effects. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan.  This policy is likely to result in minor to major positive impacts in relation to encouraging the safeguarding of resources, economic growth and meeting the needs of a changing population as future mineral resource sterilisation is avoided, thus conserving resources for future ec
	Summary of assessment As safeguarding does not infer that minerals extraction will take place there are generally no predicted direct effects. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan.  This policy is likely to result in minor to major positive impacts in relation to encouraging the safeguarding of resources, economic growth and meeting the needs of a changing population as future mineral resource sterilisation is avoided, thus conserving resources for future ec


	Policy id10: Concreting sand and gravel delivery 
	Policy id10: Concreting sand and gravel delivery 
	Policy id10: Concreting sand and gravel delivery 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option could seek to deliver Joint Plan requirements for concreting sand and gravel through the identification of specific site allocations where possible, with preferred areas and areas of search identified as alternatives only if necessary. 

	Option 2: This option could seek to deliver Joint Plan requirements for concreting 
	Option 2: This option could seek to deliver Joint Plan requirements for concreting 

	TR
	sand and gravel through the identification of specific site allocations only for large 

	TR
	scale sites (e.g. sites with greater than 5mt total reserve and planned output of 

	TR
	0.25mtpa or greater), with remaining provision being provided through preferred 

	TR
	areas or areas of search. 

	Option 3: This option could rely on identification of areas of search to meet Joint Plan requirements. Areas could be selected from within the overall sand and gravel resource blocks identified in the BGS sand and gravel assessment report 2011. 
	Option 3: This option could rely on identification of areas of search to meet Joint Plan requirements. Areas could be selected from within the overall sand and gravel resource blocks identified in the BGS sand and gravel assessment report 2011. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	Options 1 and 2 both perform well against most sustainability appraisal objectives (other than in relation to minimising the use of resources). This is because allocating sites helps to plan for constraints and opportunities in advance so the most sustainable sites are utilised. Of the two options, however, Option 1 performs the best as this seeks to alleviate uncertainty through allocating the most sites. Option 3 performs more negatively as only areas of search are utilised, and these have only considered
	Options 1 and 2 both perform well against most sustainability appraisal objectives (other than in relation to minimising the use of resources). This is because allocating sites helps to plan for constraints and opportunities in advance so the most sustainable sites are utilised. Of the two options, however, Option 1 performs the best as this seeks to alleviate uncertainty through allocating the most sites. Option 3 performs more negatively as only areas of search are utilised, and these have only considered

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 


	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	18 

	Question 26: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 26: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 8 (2 SC/2 MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 
	Combination: 0 

	Option 2: 3 (SC/1 MWI/ 1 Local Authorities 
	Option 2: 3 (SC/1 MWI/ 1 Local Authorities 
	Did not specify: 0 

	Option 3: 1 (SC/MWI/ Local Authorities 
	Option 3: 1 (SC/MWI/ Local Authorities 
	None: 0 

	Question 27: Are there any alternative options that the Authorities should consider relating to safeguarding of crushed rock resources? 
	Question 27: Are there any alternative options that the Authorities should consider relating to safeguarding of crushed rock resources? 
	Number of respondents: 5 (2 MWI/ 1 Local Authority) 

	Question 28: Are there any other options that the Authorities should consider relating to delivery of concreting sand and gravel requirements? 
	Question 28: Are there any other options that the Authorities should consider relating to delivery of concreting sand and gravel requirements? 
	Number of respondents: 1 (1 Local Authority) 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key messages Q26: The majority of respondents expressed support for option 1 as it is considered that this Option provides the greatest degree of certainty and conforms with national policy. Two respondents expressed support for either option 1 or option 2 identifying no preference between the two. One responded considered Option 2 provided greater flexibility for smaller scale sites, and one respondent preferred option 3 as it was considered this provided the greatest flexibility. Key Message Q27: A range 
	Key messages Q26: The majority of respondents expressed support for option 1 as it is considered that this Option provides the greatest degree of certainty and conforms with national policy. Two respondents expressed support for either option 1 or option 2 identifying no preference between the two. One responded considered Option 2 provided greater flexibility for smaller scale sites, and one respondent preferred option 3 as it was considered this provided the greatest flexibility. Key Message Q27: A range 

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of assessment Options 1, 2 and 4 all perform well against most sustainability appraisal objectives (other than in relation to minimising the use of resources and managing waste higher up the waste hierarchy). This is because allocating sites helps to plan for constraints and opportunities in advance so the most sustainable sites are utilised. Of these options, however, Option 1 performs the best as this seeks to alleviate uncertainty through allocating the most sites. Option 3 performs more negative
	Summary of assessment Options 1, 2 and 4 all perform well against most sustainability appraisal objectives (other than in relation to minimising the use of resources and managing waste higher up the waste hierarchy). This is because allocating sites helps to plan for constraints and opportunities in advance so the most sustainable sites are utilised. Of these options, however, Option 1 performs the best as this seeks to alleviate uncertainty through allocating the most sites. Option 3 performs more negative

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The support of the majority of respondents to the inclusion of site allocations where possible is noted and such an approach would be most consistent with national guidance.  It is therefore considered that 
	The support of the majority of respondents to the inclusion of site allocations where possible is noted and such an approach would be most consistent with national guidance.  It is therefore considered that 


	where practicable provision in the plan should be made through specific allocations, with use of preferred areas or areas of search as an alternative only if necessary. 
	where practicable provision in the plan should be made through specific allocations, with use of preferred areas or areas of search as an alternative only if necessary. 
	where practicable provision in the plan should be made through specific allocations, with use of preferred areas or areas of search as an alternative only if necessary. 

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	Since the Issues and Options the National Planning Guidance was published online in March 2014 and it indicates a priority order for identification of site allocations, followed by preferred areas then areas of search. Reference to concreting aggregate is also made in the Local Aggregates Assessment December 2014 and Aggregates Demand Forecasting Paper July 2014. This evidence is accurate as of January 2015. 
	Since the Issues and Options the National Planning Guidance was published online in March 2014 and it indicates a priority order for identification of site allocations, followed by preferred areas then areas of search. Reference to concreting aggregate is also made in the Local Aggregates Assessment December 2014 and Aggregates Demand Forecasting Paper July 2014. This evidence is accurate as of January 2015. 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this is a DtC matter: no 
	Is this is a DtC matter: no 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	Option 1 was generally supported by respondents and was favoured by the SA. Since publication of the Issues and Options consultation new national planning guidelines have been published which indicate a priority preference for identification of specific allocations where practicable.  A number of sites for concreting sand and gravel delivery have been put forward by industry in response to calls for sites, suggesting that there may be the potential for identification of specific sites in the Plan. 
	Option 1 was generally supported by respondents and was favoured by the SA. Since publication of the Issues and Options consultation new national planning guidelines have been published which indicate a priority preference for identification of specific allocations where practicable.  A number of sites for concreting sand and gravel delivery have been put forward by industry in response to calls for sites, suggesting that there may be the potential for identification of specific sites in the Plan. 

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M07: Meeting concreting sand and gravel requirements 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M07: Meeting concreting sand and gravel requirements 

	Requirements for concreting sand and gravel will be met through existing permissions and the grant of permission on sites allocated in the Plan for working. Part 1 Sand and gravel (northwards distribution) allocations: i. Allocations required in order to meet requirements during the plan period:  Land at Killerby (MJP21)  Land at Home Farm, Kirkby Fleetham (MJP33) ii. Allocations potentially required to contribute to maintenance of an adequate landbank at 2030.  Permission will not be granted for developmen
	Requirements for concreting sand and gravel will be met through existing permissions and the grant of permission on sites allocated in the Plan for working. Part 1 Sand and gravel (northwards distribution) allocations: i. Allocations required in order to meet requirements during the plan period:  Land at Killerby (MJP21)  Land at Home Farm, Kirkby Fleetham (MJP33) ii. Allocations potentially required to contribute to maintenance of an adequate landbank at 2030.  Permission will not be granted for developmen

	Supporting text National planning guidance encourages the delivery of future requirements for aggregate through the identification and allocation, where practicable, of specific sites for development.  Such an approach has the benefit of providing greatest certainty to industry and other interested parties on locations where future development will be acceptable in principle, thus helping to encourage investment as well as providing more clarity to local communities. A range of specific locations have been 
	Supporting text National planning guidance encourages the delivery of future requirements for aggregate through the identification and allocation, where practicable, of specific sites for development.  Such an approach has the benefit of providing greatest certainty to industry and other interested parties on locations where future development will be acceptable in principle, thus helping to encourage investment as well as providing more clarity to local communities. A range of specific locations have been 

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives Objective 5 Objective 6 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id03: Calculating sand and gravel provision Id04: Overall distribution of sand and gravel Id05: Landbanks for sand and gravel Id06: Safeguarding sand and gravel Id14: Supply of alternatives to land won primary aggregates 
	Link to Objectives Objective 5 Objective 6 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id03: Calculating sand and gravel provision Id04: Overall distribution of sand and gravel Id05: Landbanks for sand and gravel Id06: Safeguarding sand and gravel Id14: Supply of alternatives to land won primary aggregates 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment A wide range of impacts will result from extraction of sand and gravel at the sites specified in this policy. These are outlined in the Site Sustainability Appraisal Report. As many of the site allocations lie in close proximity to other existing or allocated sites, cumulative impacts will be of particular importance. Recommendations Appropriate mitigation should be incorporated at each allocation site in line with recommendations in the Site Sustainability Appraisal findings for each 
	Summary of assessment A wide range of impacts will result from extraction of sand and gravel at the sites specified in this policy. These are outlined in the Site Sustainability Appraisal Report. As many of the site allocations lie in close proximity to other existing or allocated sites, cumulative impacts will be of particular importance. Recommendations Appropriate mitigation should be incorporated at each allocation site in line with recommendations in the Site Sustainability Appraisal findings for each 


	Policy id11: Building sand delivery 
	Policy id11: Building sand delivery 
	Policy id11: Building sand delivery 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option could seek to deliver Joint Plan requirements for building sand through the identification of specific site allocations, should any suitable sites come forward, and via criteria supporting new sites and extensions to existing sites where necessary, in line with environmental and amenity objectives of the Joint Plan. 

	Option 2: This option could seek to deliver Joint Plan requirements for building sand through the identification of Areas of Search. 
	Option 2: This option could seek to deliver Joint Plan requirements for building sand through the identification of Areas of Search. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	Option 1, when compared to the sustainability appraisal objectives, performs very well. It includes strong positive effects for all or part of the short to long term time period considered for biodiversity and geodiversity, water quality and supply, air quality, climate change, climate adaptation, heritage, landscapes and town and cityscapes, community vitality, recreation and leisure, health and wellbeing and flooding. This is because, through allocating sites and considering criteria, the most sustainable
	Option 1, when compared to the sustainability appraisal objectives, performs very well. It includes strong positive effects for all or part of the short to long term time period considered for biodiversity and geodiversity, water quality and supply, air quality, climate change, climate adaptation, heritage, landscapes and town and cityscapes, community vitality, recreation and leisure, health and wellbeing and flooding. This is because, through allocating sites and considering criteria, the most sustainable


	inevitably, if applications are approved under them, lead to significant non-renewable resource consumption. 
	inevitably, if applications are approved under them, lead to significant non-renewable resource consumption. 
	inevitably, if applications are approved under them, lead to significant non-renewable resource consumption. 

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	17 

	Question 29: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 29: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 12 (3 SC/4 MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 

	Option 2: 0 (SC/MWI/ Local Authorities) 
	Option 2: 0 (SC/MWI/ Local Authorities) 

	Combination: 2 (SC/MWI/ Local Authorities) 
	Combination: 2 (SC/MWI/ Local Authorities) 

	Did not Specify: 1 (SC/MWI/ Local Authorities) 
	Did not Specify: 1 (SC/MWI/ Local Authorities) 

	Question 30: Are there any other options that the Authorities should consider relating to delivery of building sand requirements? 
	Question 30: Are there any other options that the Authorities should consider relating to delivery of building sand requirements? 
	Number of respondents: 2 (2 MWI) 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key messages Q29: The majority of respondents expressed a preference for Option 1. Two respondents suggested following an approach which combined Option 1 and 2. One respondent raised concern about the interpretation of ‘strategic’: although the amount of sand required may be small it could still be considered strategically important. Key messages Q30: A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justi
	Key messages Q29: The majority of respondents expressed a preference for Option 1. Two respondents suggested following an approach which combined Option 1 and 2. One respondent raised concern about the interpretation of ‘strategic’: although the amount of sand required may be small it could still be considered strategically important. Key messages Q30: A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justi

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of assessment Option 1, when compared to the sustainability appraisal objectives, performs very well.  It includes strong positive effects for all or part of the short to long term time period considered for biodiversity and geo-diversity, water quality and supply, air quality, climate change, climate adaptation, heritage, landscapes and town and cityscapes, community vitality, recreation and leisure, health and wellbeing and flooding.  This is because, through allocating sites and considering crite
	Summary of assessment Option 1, when compared to the sustainability appraisal objectives, performs very well.  It includes strong positive effects for all or part of the short to long term time period considered for biodiversity and geo-diversity, water quality and supply, air quality, climate change, climate adaptation, heritage, landscapes and town and cityscapes, community vitality, recreation and leisure, health and wellbeing and flooding.  This is because, through allocating sites and considering crite

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The general preference of respondents for an approach based on site allocations, supported by criteria to facilitate development of building sand resources on unallocated sites if necessary, is noted.  The suggestion of utilising Areas of Search where allocations cannot be identified is noted but is not 
	The general preference of respondents for an approach based on site allocations, supported by criteria to facilitate development of building sand resources on unallocated sites if necessary, is noted.  The suggestion of utilising Areas of Search where allocations cannot be identified is noted but is not 


	considered preferable to Option 1 at this stage in production of the Plan.  It is agreed that scale alone is not a reliable indicator of strategic significance. 
	considered preferable to Option 1 at this stage in production of the Plan.  It is agreed that scale alone is not a reliable indicator of strategic significance. 
	considered preferable to Option 1 at this stage in production of the Plan.  It is agreed that scale alone is not a reliable indicator of strategic significance. 

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	Evidence updates as at January 2015. Since the Issues and Options consultation the National Planning Guidance was published online in March 2014 and this indicates a priority order for identification of site allocations, followed by preferred areas then areas of search. Provision of building sand is also discussed in the updated version of the Local Aggregate Assessment December 2014 which as of January 2015 is out for consultation. 
	Evidence updates as at January 2015. Since the Issues and Options consultation the National Planning Guidance was published online in March 2014 and this indicates a priority order for identification of site allocations, followed by preferred areas then areas of search. Provision of building sand is also discussed in the updated version of the Local Aggregate Assessment December 2014 which as of January 2015 is out for consultation. 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this is a DtC matter: no 
	Is this is a DtC matter: no 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	Consultees and the SA generally favoured option 1 and this is more in line with the most recent national planning guidance, which indicates a priority for the identification of specific sites and preferred areas over areas of search.  Whilst some sites for building sand extraction have been submitted by industry for consideration in response to calls for sites, it is not yet clear whether all additional requirements for building sand can be met through site allocations, although for the purpose of this curr
	Consultees and the SA generally favoured option 1 and this is more in line with the most recent national planning guidance, which indicates a priority for the identification of specific sites and preferred areas over areas of search.  Whilst some sites for building sand extraction have been submitted by industry for consideration in response to calls for sites, it is not yet clear whether all additional requirements for building sand can be met through site allocations, although for the purpose of this curr

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M08: Meeting building sand requirements 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M08: Meeting building sand requirements 

	Requirements for building sand will be met through existing permissions and the grant of permission on sites allocated in the Plan for working. Building sand allocations: Land at Hensall Quarry (MJP22) Land at West Heslerton Quarry (MJP30) Land adjacent to Plasmor blockworks, great Heck (MJP44) Land at Mill Balk Quarry, Great Heck (MJP54) Supporting text National planning guidance encourages the delivery of future requirements for aggregate through the identification and allocation, where practicable, of sp
	Requirements for building sand will be met through existing permissions and the grant of permission on sites allocated in the Plan for working. Building sand allocations: Land at Hensall Quarry (MJP22) Land at West Heslerton Quarry (MJP30) Land adjacent to Plasmor blockworks, great Heck (MJP44) Land at Mill Balk Quarry, Great Heck (MJP54) Supporting text National planning guidance encourages the delivery of future requirements for aggregate through the identification and allocation, where practicable, of sp

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives Objective 5 Objective 6 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id03: Calculating sand and gravel provision Id04: Overall distribution of sand and gravel provision Id05: Landbanks for sand and gravel Id06: Safeguarding sand and gravel 
	Link to Objectives Objective 5 Objective 6 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id03: Calculating sand and gravel provision Id04: Overall distribution of sand and gravel provision Id05: Landbanks for sand and gravel Id06: Safeguarding sand and gravel 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment A wide range of impacts will result from extraction of sand at the sites specified in this policy. These are outlined in the Site Sustainability Appraisal Report. As many of the site allocations lie in close proximity to other existing or allocated sites, cumulative impacts will be of particular importance. Recommendations Appropriate mitigation should be incorporated at each allocation site in line with recommendations in the Site Sustainability Appraisal findings for each site and wi
	Summary of assessment A wide range of impacts will result from extraction of sand at the sites specified in this policy. These are outlined in the Site Sustainability Appraisal Report. As many of the site allocations lie in close proximity to other existing or allocated sites, cumulative impacts will be of particular importance. Recommendations Appropriate mitigation should be incorporated at each allocation site in line with recommendations in the Site Sustainability Appraisal findings for each site and wi


	Policy id12: Magnesian limestone delivery 
	Policy id12: Magnesian limestone delivery 
	Policy id12: Magnesian limestone delivery 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option could seek to deliver any Joint Plan requirements for Magnesian limestone through the identification of specific site allocations, and via criteria supporting new sites and extensions to existing sites where necessary, in line with environmental and amenity objectives of the Plan. 

	Option 2: This option could seek to deliver Joint Plan requirements for Magnesian limestone through the identification of preferred areas or areas of search. 
	Option 2: This option could seek to deliver Joint Plan requirements for Magnesian limestone through the identification of preferred areas or areas of search. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	Option 1 is likely to result in positive effects for biodiversity and geodiversity, water quality and supply, air quality, climate change, climate adaptation, heritage, landscapes and town and cityscapes, community vitality, recreation and leisure, health and wellbeing and flooding. This is because, through allocating sites and considering criteria, the most sustainable locations can be chosen. Option 2 also reports a number of (albeit less strong) positive effects as strategic sustainability issues can be 
	Option 1 is likely to result in positive effects for biodiversity and geodiversity, water quality and supply, air quality, climate change, climate adaptation, heritage, landscapes and town and cityscapes, community vitality, recreation and leisure, health and wellbeing and flooding. This is because, through allocating sites and considering criteria, the most sustainable locations can be chosen. Option 2 also reports a number of (albeit less strong) positive effects as strategic sustainability issues can be 

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	15 

	Question 31: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 31: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 10 (3 SC/3 MWI/ 2 Local Authorities) 

	Option 2: 1 (SC/MWI/ Local Authorities) 
	Option 2: 1 (SC/MWI/ Local Authorities) 

	Did not specify: 3 (SC/1 MWI/ Local Authorities) 
	Did not specify: 3 (SC/1 MWI/ Local Authorities) 

	Question 32: Are there any other options that the Authorities should consider relating to delivery of building sand requirements? 
	Question 32: Are there any other options that the Authorities should consider relating to delivery of building sand requirements? 
	Number of respondents: 1 (Local Authority) 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q31: The majority of respondents expressed support for Option 1. Key Message Q32: One alternative option was suggested under ID12 in the responses, and another one relating to Magnesian Limestone was submitted under another option.  These are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why they have or have not been taken forward. No realistic alternative options were put forward. 
	Key Messages Q31: The majority of respondents expressed support for Option 1. Key Message Q32: One alternative option was suggested under ID12 in the responses, and another one relating to Magnesian Limestone was submitted under another option.  These are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why they have or have not been taken forward. No realistic alternative options were put forward. 

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	N/A 
	N/A 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The support of the majority of respondents for the identification of specific allocations where possible is noted. It is agreed that, if deliverable, such an approach would be more in line with national policy. 
	The support of the majority of respondents for the identification of specific allocations where possible is noted. It is agreed that, if deliverable, such an approach would be more in line with national policy. 

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 


	Evidence updates as at January 2015 During the Issues and Options Consultation period the online National Planning Guidance was published in March 2014, this indicates a priority order for identification of site allocations, followed by preferred areas then areas of search. The provision of magnesian limestone is also in the updated version of the Sub-regional Local Aggregate Assessment December 2014 which is currently out for consultation. 
	Evidence updates as at January 2015 During the Issues and Options Consultation period the online National Planning Guidance was published in March 2014, this indicates a priority order for identification of site allocations, followed by preferred areas then areas of search. The provision of magnesian limestone is also in the updated version of the Sub-regional Local Aggregate Assessment December 2014 which is currently out for consultation. 
	Evidence updates as at January 2015 During the Issues and Options Consultation period the online National Planning Guidance was published in March 2014, this indicates a priority order for identification of site allocations, followed by preferred areas then areas of search. The provision of magnesian limestone is also in the updated version of the Sub-regional Local Aggregate Assessment December 2014 which is currently out for consultation. 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this is a DtC matter: No 
	Is this is a DtC matter: No 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	Option 1 was generally supported by respondents and was favoured by the SA. Since publication of the Issues and Options consultation new national planning guidelines have been published which indicate a priority preference for identification of specific allocations where practicable.  A number of proposed site allocations for Magnesian limestone working have been put forward by industry in response to calls for sites, suggesting that there may be the potential for identification of specific sites in the Pla
	Option 1 was generally supported by respondents and was favoured by the SA. Since publication of the Issues and Options consultation new national planning guidelines have been published which indicate a priority preference for identification of specific allocations where practicable.  A number of proposed site allocations for Magnesian limestone working have been put forward by industry in response to calls for sites, suggesting that there may be the potential for identification of specific sites in the Pla

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M09: Meeting crushed rock requirements 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M09: Meeting crushed rock requirements 

	Requirements for Magnesian Limestone over the plan period will be met through existing permissions and the grant of permission on sites allocated in the Plan for working. Magnesian Limestone allocations: 1) Allocations required in order to meet requirements during the plan period: Land at Jackdaw Crag South, Stutton (MJP23) Land at Barnsdale Bar Quarry (MJP28) Land at Went Edge Quarry, Kirk Smeaton (MJP29) 2) Allocations potentially required to contribute to maintaining an adequate landbank at 2030: Land at
	Requirements for Magnesian Limestone over the plan period will be met through existing permissions and the grant of permission on sites allocated in the Plan for working. Magnesian Limestone allocations: 1) Allocations required in order to meet requirements during the plan period: Land at Jackdaw Crag South, Stutton (MJP23) Land at Barnsdale Bar Quarry (MJP28) Land at Went Edge Quarry, Kirk Smeaton (MJP29) 2) Allocations potentially required to contribute to maintaining an adequate landbank at 2030: Land at

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives Objective 5 
	Link to Objectives Objective 5 

	Objective 6 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id07: Provision of crushed rock Id08: Maintenance of landbanks for crushed rock Id09: Safeguarding of crushed rock 
	Objective 6 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id07: Provision of crushed rock Id08: Maintenance of landbanks for crushed rock Id09: Safeguarding of crushed rock 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment A wide range of impacts will result from extraction of crushed rock at the sites specified in this policy. These are outlined in the Site Sustainability Appraisal Report. As many of the site allocations lie in close proximity to other existing or allocated sites, cumulative impacts will be of particular importance. Recommendations Appropriate mitigation should be incorporated at each allocation site in line with recommendations in the Site Sustainability Appraisal findings for each sit
	Summary of assessment A wide range of impacts will result from extraction of crushed rock at the sites specified in this policy. These are outlined in the Site Sustainability Appraisal Report. As many of the site allocations lie in close proximity to other existing or allocated sites, cumulative impacts will be of particular importance. Recommendations Appropriate mitigation should be incorporated at each allocation site in line with recommendations in the Site Sustainability Appraisal findings for each sit


	Policy id13: Unallocated extensions to existing aggregates quarries 
	Policy id13: Unallocated extensions to existing aggregates quarries 
	Policy id13: Unallocated extensions to existing aggregates quarries 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would support the principle of extensions to existing quarries, where the proposed extension area has not been allocated in the Joint Plan, subject to it being demonstrated that the development would be consistent with the overall aggregates supply strategy in the Plan, or meet another demonstrable need for aggregate consistent with Joint Plan objectives, would not significantly undermine the potential for a greater total proportion of supply to come from alternatives to primary aggreg

	Option 2: option would only support the principle of extensions, where the proposed extension area has not been allocated in the Plan, where the reserves are necessary in order to maintain the landbank of permitted reserves above the minimum required by national and local policy and the site to be extended is not located within the National Park or an AONB. 
	Option 2: option would only support the principle of extensions, where the proposed extension area has not been allocated in the Plan, where the reserves are necessary in order to maintain the landbank of permitted reserves above the minimum required by national and local policy and the site to be extended is not located within the National Park or an AONB. 

	Option 3: This option would not support the principle of development on unallocated sites, including proposals for the extension of existing sites. 
	Option 3: This option would not support the principle of development on unallocated sites, including proposals for the extension of existing sites. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	The assessment revealed that Option 3 would provide greater protection for the environment and communities than Options 1 or 2 yet would raise questions over the deliverability of minerals, although this would depend on whether or not there was a sufficient landbank maintained at other permitted sites throughout the plan period. 
	The assessment revealed that Option 3 would provide greater protection for the environment and communities than Options 1 or 2 yet would raise questions over the deliverability of minerals, although this would depend on whether or not there was a sufficient landbank maintained at other permitted sites throughout the plan period. 

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	20 

	Question 33: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 33: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 4(SC/3 MWI/ Local Authorities) 
	Combination: 1 

	Option 2: 2 (1 SC/MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 
	Option 2: 2 (1 SC/MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 
	Did not specify: 1 

	Option 3: 6 (1 SC/MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 
	Option 3: 6 (1 SC/MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 
	None: 4 (1 SC/2 MWI/ Local Authorities) 

	Question 34: Are there any other options that the Authorities should consider relating to consideration of applications on unallocated sites? 
	Question 34: Are there any other options that the Authorities should consider relating to consideration of applications on unallocated sites? 
	6 (1 SC/ 3 MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 

	Question 35: Do you consider that there is a need for the Joint Plan to contain a policy 
	Question 35: Do you consider that there is a need for the Joint Plan to contain a policy 
	Yes: 2 


	relating to applications for aggregates working on unallocated sites? 
	relating to applications for aggregates working on unallocated sites? 
	relating to applications for aggregates working on unallocated sites? 
	No: 0 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key messages Q33: Mixed views were received with the majority of respondents preferring Option 3. Three respondents did not express any support for any of the options put forward. Instead these respondents considered that if the plan were updated regularly, as required by national guidance, there would not be a need for this policy. One respondent considered that each proposal should be determined on its own merits and that there should not be any presumption in favour of expansion. Respondent also suggeste
	Key messages Q33: Mixed views were received with the majority of respondents preferring Option 3. Three respondents did not express any support for any of the options put forward. Instead these respondents considered that if the plan were updated regularly, as required by national guidance, there would not be a need for this policy. One respondent considered that each proposal should be determined on its own merits and that there should not be any presumption in favour of expansion. Respondent also suggeste

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of assessment The assessment revealed that Option 3 would provide greater protection for the environment and communities than Options 1 or 2 yet would raise questions over the deliverability of minerals, although 
	Summary of assessment The assessment revealed that Option 3 would provide greater protection for the environment and communities than Options 1 or 2 yet would raise questions over the deliverability of minerals, although 


	this would depend on whether or not there was a sufficient landbank maintained at other permitted sites throughout the plan period. It is possible that an indirect result of the option would be to encourage other sites to come forward, with associated sustainability effects  Option 4 has some benefits that largely arise from the fact that less supporting infrastructure, such as access routes, would be required at existing sites. However, there are concerns that prolonged negative effects could occur around 
	this would depend on whether or not there was a sufficient landbank maintained at other permitted sites throughout the plan period. It is possible that an indirect result of the option would be to encourage other sites to come forward, with associated sustainability effects  Option 4 has some benefits that largely arise from the fact that less supporting infrastructure, such as access routes, would be required at existing sites. However, there are concerns that prolonged negative effects could occur around 
	this would depend on whether or not there was a sufficient landbank maintained at other permitted sites throughout the plan period. It is possible that an indirect result of the option would be to encourage other sites to come forward, with associated sustainability effects  Option 4 has some benefits that largely arise from the fact that less supporting infrastructure, such as access routes, would be required at existing sites. However, there are concerns that prolonged negative effects could occur around 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	A wide range of views were expressed in response to consultation on this issue and no clear consensus emerged.  Whilst it is recognised that updating of the Plan, potentially including the bringing forward of more allocations where necessary, could suggest that there is no need for a policy relating to unallocated extensions, it is considered that including a policy would help ensure that the Plan contains an degree of ongoing flexibility which could help ensure that proposals which are generally consistent
	A wide range of views were expressed in response to consultation on this issue and no clear consensus emerged.  Whilst it is recognised that updating of the Plan, potentially including the bringing forward of more allocations where necessary, could suggest that there is no need for a policy relating to unallocated extensions, it is considered that including a policy would help ensure that the Plan contains an degree of ongoing flexibility which could help ensure that proposals which are generally consistent

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	During the Issues and Options Consultation period the online National Planning Guidance was published in March 2014, this indicates a priority order for identification of site allocations, followed by preferred areas then areas of search. 
	During the Issues and Options Consultation period the online National Planning Guidance was published in March 2014, this indicates a priority order for identification of site allocations, followed by preferred areas then areas of search. 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this is a DtC matter: no 
	Is this is a DtC matter: no 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	Whilst there was support through consultation for an approach which sought to preclude grant of permission for unallocated extensions to existing sites, some other respondents sought a more flexible approach.  A range of alternative approaches were suggested and there was no obvious consensus on a way forward.  Similarly, no very clear position emerged through the SA.  In coming to a view on this matter it is also necessary to bear in mind national planning policy including the presumption in favour of sust
	Whilst there was support through consultation for an approach which sought to preclude grant of permission for unallocated extensions to existing sites, some other respondents sought a more flexible approach.  A range of alternative approaches were suggested and there was no obvious consensus on a way forward.  Similarly, no very clear position emerged through the SA.  In coming to a view on this matter it is also necessary to bear in mind national planning policy including the presumption in favour of sust

	business and industrial units, infrastructure and thriving local places that the country needs.  Every effort should be made objectively to identify and then meet the housing, business and other development needs of an area, and respond positively to wider opportunities for growth. With specific regard to minerals, the NPPF also states that LPAs should identify and include policies for extraction of minerals resources of local and national importance in their area.  Clearly, in order to meet the requirement
	business and industrial units, infrastructure and thriving local places that the country needs.  Every effort should be made objectively to identify and then meet the housing, business and other development needs of an area, and respond positively to wider opportunities for growth. With specific regard to minerals, the NPPF also states that LPAs should identify and include policies for extraction of minerals resources of local and national importance in their area.  Clearly, in order to meet the requirement

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M10: Unallocated extensions to existing quarries 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M10: Unallocated extensions to existing quarries 

	Proposals for extensions to minerals extraction sites on land not allocated for working in the Plan will be supported subject to the following criteria; i) Where necessary in the National Park and AONBs, a satisfactory outcome in respect of the requirements for major development as set out in Policy D04; ii) Where the development would not compromise overall delivery of the strategy for the sustainable supply and use of minerals, including encouragement of the use of alternatives to primary minerals; iii) W
	Proposals for extensions to minerals extraction sites on land not allocated for working in the Plan will be supported subject to the following criteria; i) Where necessary in the National Park and AONBs, a satisfactory outcome in respect of the requirements for major development as set out in Policy D04; ii) Where the development would not compromise overall delivery of the strategy for the sustainable supply and use of minerals, including encouragement of the use of alternatives to primary minerals; iii) W

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives Objective 5 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id03: Calculating sand and gravel provision Id04: Overall distribution of sand and gravel provision Id07: Provision of crushed rock Id14: Supply of alternatives to land won primary aggregates Id61: North York Moors National Park and AONBs 
	Link to Objectives Objective 5 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id03: Calculating sand and gravel provision Id04: Overall distribution of sand and gravel provision Id07: Provision of crushed rock Id14: Supply of alternatives to land won primary aggregates Id61: North York Moors National Park and AONBs 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment For most SA objectives this preferred policy results in mixed positive and negative effects when compared to the SA objective. This is because the option allows unallocated extensions to sites, which would ordinarily result in a range of negative environmental and social effects (largely because it will either extend or increase issues that affected areas surrounding quarries during the lifetime of the quarry).  However, the preferred policy does include a number of safeguards against 
	Summary of assessment For most SA objectives this preferred policy results in mixed positive and negative effects when compared to the SA objective. This is because the option allows unallocated extensions to sites, which would ordinarily result in a range of negative environmental and social effects (largely because it will either extend or increase issues that affected areas surrounding quarries during the lifetime of the quarry).  However, the preferred policy does include a number of safeguards against 


	Policy id14: Supply of alternative to land won primary aggregates 
	Policy id14: Supply of alternative to land won primary aggregates 
	Policy id14: Supply of alternative to land won primary aggregates 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would seek to encourage the maximum use of secondary materials through one or more supporting measures which could include: Supporting the principle of development of new infrastructure, such as ancillary manufacturing facilities of appropriate scale utilising secondary aggregate as the primary raw material, at sites where secondary aggregates are produced. Supporting the principal of limited re-working of secondary aggregate materials already deposited in current or former disposa

	Option 2: This approach could promote the use (including the potential for increased use) of recycled aggregate though a range of measures including: 
	Option 2: This approach could promote the use (including the potential for increased use) of recycled aggregate though a range of measures including: 


	Table
	TR
	Supporting the use of recycled aggregate materials as part of a broader policy approach to the sustainable use of materials in the design and construction of development. Encouraging the maximum recovery of recycled aggregate during demolition activity. Encouraging the separation of materials with potential for use as recycled aggregate during waste management processes. Encouraging the use of existing minerals extraction sites as locations for the reception, processing and onward sale of recycled a

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	Both of these options will result in largely positive effects, with particularly strong positive effects associated with sustainability objectives relating to biodiversity, soil / land, climate change, resource use and minimising waste generation. Minor areas of uncertainty occur for a number of SA objectives, and minor negative effects occur under the health and wellbeing SA objective under both options due to the potential for local transport or amenity impacts around secondary or recycled aggregates faci
	Both of these options will result in largely positive effects, with particularly strong positive effects associated with sustainability objectives relating to biodiversity, soil / land, climate change, resource use and minimising waste generation. Minor areas of uncertainty occur for a number of SA objectives, and minor negative effects occur under the health and wellbeing SA objective under both options due to the potential for local transport or amenity impacts around secondary or recycled aggregates faci

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	18 

	Question 36: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 36: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 4 
	Combination: 5 

	Option 2: 4 
	Option 2: 4 
	Did Not Specify: 2 

	Question 37: Are there any other options that the Authorities should consider relating to the supply of alternatives to land won primary aggregates? 
	Question 37: Are there any other options that the Authorities should consider relating to the supply of alternatives to land won primary aggregates? 
	Number of respondents: 3 ( 3 MWI) 

	Question 38: Do you have any views on the potential scale of change in the supply of secondary and recycled aggregates that may be expected over the plan period to 2030? 
	Question 38: Do you have any views on the potential scale of change in the supply of secondary and recycled aggregates that may be expected over the plan period to 2030? 
	Number of respondents: 3 

	Question 39: Do you have any views on the range of measures that should be supported in the Joint Plan area in order to increase supply of secondary and recycled aggregate? 
	Question 39: Do you have any views on the range of measures that should be supported in the Joint Plan area in order to increase supply of secondary and recycled aggregate? 
	Number of respondents:3 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key messages Q36: Overall a combination of the two options was preferred by respondents. Several respondents supported option 2 as this provides greater use of secondary aggregates. Key messages Q37: A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why they have or have not been taken forward. The realistic alternatives are summarised and worked up and are detailed below Proposed Option
	Key messages Q36: Overall a combination of the two options was preferred by respondents. Several respondents supported option 2 as this provides greater use of secondary aggregates. Key messages Q37: A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why they have or have not been taken forward. The realistic alternatives are summarised and worked up and are detailed below Proposed Option


	Suggested approach Give preference to using secondary aggregate direct from source rather than extracting from tip sites. Key messages Q38: One respondent identified the possibility that Ferrybridge Power station could close by 2023 without government direction on energy policy. Two respondents could not envisage any major changes in supply unless the regulations on quality of products and specifications change or technical innovations occur.  Key messages Q39: One responded considered a stable energy polic
	Suggested approach Give preference to using secondary aggregate direct from source rather than extracting from tip sites. Key messages Q38: One respondent identified the possibility that Ferrybridge Power station could close by 2023 without government direction on energy policy. Two respondents could not envisage any major changes in supply unless the regulations on quality of products and specifications change or technical innovations occur.  Key messages Q39: One responded considered a stable energy polic
	Suggested approach Give preference to using secondary aggregate direct from source rather than extracting from tip sites. Key messages Q38: One respondent identified the possibility that Ferrybridge Power station could close by 2023 without government direction on energy policy. Two respondents could not envisage any major changes in supply unless the regulations on quality of products and specifications change or technical innovations occur.  Key messages Q39: One responded considered a stable energy polic

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of assessment All of these options will result in largely positive effects, with particularly strong positive effects associated with sustainability objectives relating to  biodiversity, soil / land, climate change, resource use and minimising waste generation. Minor areas of negative effects or uncertainty occur for a number of SA objectives and minor negative effects occur under the health and wellbeing SA objective under options 1, 2 and 3, and under the community vitality objective under options
	Summary of assessment All of these options will result in largely positive effects, with particularly strong positive effects associated with sustainability objectives relating to  biodiversity, soil / land, climate change, resource use and minimising waste generation. Minor areas of negative effects or uncertainty occur for a number of SA objectives and minor negative effects occur under the health and wellbeing SA objective under options 1, 2 and 3, and under the community vitality objective under options

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The general support for the range of measures proposed is acknowledged, as is the concern expressed about use of previously tipped material as a potential source of secondary aggregate.  It is agreed that reworking of restored and landscaped features would not be appropriate, and that it will often be preferable to source secondary aggregates direct from the point of origin rather than sites where it is disposed of.  However, in some cases it may be acceptable and in the interests of the sustainable use of 
	The general support for the range of measures proposed is acknowledged, as is the concern expressed about use of previously tipped material as a potential source of secondary aggregate.  It is agreed that reworking of restored and landscaped features would not be appropriate, and that it will often be preferable to source secondary aggregates direct from the point of origin rather than sites where it is disposed of.  However, in some cases it may be acceptable and in the interests of the sustainable use of 

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	Since undertaking Issues and Options consultation in 2014 the expected closure of Kellingley Colliery has been announced.  The Colliery represents one of the main sources of secondary aggregate in the Plan area. Reference to the supply secondary aggregate is made in the Local Aggregates Assessment December 2014 update which is currently out for consultation as of January 2015. National Planning Practice Guidance, published after preparation of the Issues and Options consultation, now indicates that, in some
	Since undertaking Issues and Options consultation in 2014 the expected closure of Kellingley Colliery has been announced.  The Colliery represents one of the main sources of secondary aggregate in the Plan area. Reference to the supply secondary aggregate is made in the Local Aggregates Assessment December 2014 update which is currently out for consultation as of January 2015. National Planning Practice Guidance, published after preparation of the Issues and Options consultation, now indicates that, in some

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this is a DtC matter: no 
	Is this is a DtC matter: no 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	There was general support for the range of measures proposed under both options to support the use of secondary and recycled aggregate respectively.  An exception was that some respondents were not in favour of the limited re-working of materials already deposited in disposal sites.  The SA was broadly supportive of all options. It is recognised that re-working of previously deposited spoil can have impacts, particularly where it would involve disturbance to established landscape features.  It may therefore
	There was general support for the range of measures proposed under both options to support the use of secondary and recycled aggregate respectively.  An exception was that some respondents were not in favour of the limited re-working of materials already deposited in disposal sites.  The SA was broadly supportive of all options. It is recognised that re-working of previously deposited spoil can have impacts, particularly where it would involve disturbance to established landscape features.  It may therefore

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M11: Supply of alternatives to land won primary aggregates 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M11: Supply of alternatives to land won primary aggregates 

	Proposals which would facilitate the use of secondary and recycled aggregate as an alternative to primary aggregate will be supported including: 1) The development of appropriately scaled new ancillary infrastructure, including ancillary manufacturing facilities, utilising secondary aggregate as the primary raw material, at sites where secondary aggregates are produced; 2) The supply of secondary aggregate from waste disposal sites provided it would not involve disturbance to restored ground or landscaped f
	Proposals which would facilitate the use of secondary and recycled aggregate as an alternative to primary aggregate will be supported including: 1) The development of appropriately scaled new ancillary infrastructure, including ancillary manufacturing facilities, utilising secondary aggregate as the primary raw material, at sites where secondary aggregates are produced; 2) The supply of secondary aggregate from waste disposal sites provided it would not involve disturbance to restored ground or landscaped f

	Supporting text National planning policy provides strong support for the use of secondary and recycled aggregate as alternatives to ‘primary’ aggregate, in order to minimise the consumption of finite natural resources. Such an approach is also consistent with objectives to minimise waste and deal with waste further up the waste hierarchy. A range of measures, capable of being implemented or supported through planning processes, can help contribute to these objectives and are supported in the Plan.  Support 
	Supporting text National planning policy provides strong support for the use of secondary and recycled aggregate as alternatives to ‘primary’ aggregate, in order to minimise the consumption of finite natural resources. Such an approach is also consistent with objectives to minimise waste and deal with waste further up the waste hierarchy. A range of measures, capable of being implemented or supported through planning processes, can help contribute to these objectives and are supported in the Plan.  Support 

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives Objective 4 Objective 6 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id03: Calculating sand and gravel provision Id07: Provision of crushed rock Id10: Concreting sand and gravel Id46: Meeting waste management capacity requirements – Construction, demolition and excavation waste Id50: Managing power station ash Id57: Locations for ancillary minerals infrastructure 
	Link to Objectives Objective 4 Objective 6 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id03: Calculating sand and gravel provision Id07: Provision of crushed rock Id10: Concreting sand and gravel Id46: Meeting waste management capacity requirements – Construction, demolition and excavation waste Id50: Managing power station ash Id57: Locations for ancillary minerals infrastructure 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment For most of the SA objectives positive effects arise because supporting the use of secondary and recycled aggregates would offset the need to extract primary aggregates (and the negative effects associated with this). Some SA objectives report neutral effects as impacts associated with extraction elsewhere are simply shifted to new locations. However, the health and wellbeing and community vitality objectives note some additional negative effects associated with the dusty nature of som
	Summary of assessment For most of the SA objectives positive effects arise because supporting the use of secondary and recycled aggregates would offset the need to extract primary aggregates (and the negative effects associated with this). Some SA objectives report neutral effects as impacts associated with extraction elsewhere are simply shifted to new locations. However, the health and wellbeing and community vitality objectives note some additional negative effects associated with the dusty nature of som


	environmental permitting regime). There are also uncertainties associated with the supply of secondary aggregates such as colliery spoil.  
	Recommendations 
	Recommendations 
	This policy is largely mitigated by other policies in the plan (particularly D02 Local Amenity and Cumulative Impacts) as well as the environmental permitting / pollution control regime. However, monitoring of the supply of secondary and recycled aggregates is recommended due to uncertainties over supply. 
	Policy id15: Continuity of Supply of Silica Sand 
	Policy id15: Continuity of Supply of Silica Sand 
	Policy id15: Continuity of Supply of Silica Sand 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would support the principle of continued production at the Blubberhouses and Burythorpe sites, including the principle of lateral extensions and/or deepening of those sites where necessary, if needed to help provide a 10 year landbank at the Burythorpe site and 15 years at the Blubberhouses site. 

	Option 2: This option would support the principle of continued production at the Burythorpe site only, including the principle of lateral extensions and or deepening where necessary in order to help provide a 10 year landbank. 
	Option 2: This option would support the principle of continued production at the Burythorpe site only, including the principle of lateral extensions and or deepening where necessary in order to help provide a 10 year landbank. 

	Option 3: This option would not express support in principle for continued supply of silica sand but would identify a range of criteria to be applied to any proposals which come forward for development of silica sand resources. Criteria could include a need for adequate demonstration of the quantity and quality of the resource, and, in the case of any proposals for the working of silica sand within the Nidderdale AONB, a requirement to demonstrate that the proposals are in the public interest and, where int
	Option 3: This option would not express support in principle for continued supply of silica sand but would identify a range of criteria to be applied to any proposals which come forward for development of silica sand resources. Criteria could include a need for adequate demonstration of the quantity and quality of the resource, and, in the case of any proposals for the working of silica sand within the Nidderdale AONB, a requirement to demonstrate that the proposals are in the public interest and, where int

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	These three options exhibit contrasting sustainability effects. Option 1 is associated with the most negative effects. This is largely because there are some key environmental receptors (such as an internationally important nature conservation site) around the Blubberhouses site in particular. The Burythorpe site was considered to have fewer constraints affecting it. Option 2 reports similar sustainability effects to Option 1, though these are less significant as Option 2 considers only the possibility of e
	These three options exhibit contrasting sustainability effects. Option 1 is associated with the most negative effects. This is largely because there are some key environmental receptors (such as an internationally important nature conservation site) around the Blubberhouses site in particular. The Burythorpe site was considered to have fewer constraints affecting it. Option 2 reports similar sustainability effects to Option 1, though these are less significant as Option 2 considers only the possibility of e

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	14 

	Question 40: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 40: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 4 (SC/2 MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 

	Option 2: 5 (1 SC/MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 
	Option 2: 5 (1 SC/MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 

	Option 3: 4 (SC/MWI/ Local Authorities) 
	Option 3: 4 (SC/MWI/ Local Authorities) 

	Question 41: Are there any alternative options we should consider in relation to the continuity of silica sand supply? 
	Question 41: Are there any alternative options we should consider in relation to the continuity of silica sand supply? 
	Number of respondents: 1 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q40: Views were mixed in relation to which option would be preferred. There was concern about the potential working of Blubberhouses and the impact on the environmental designations. It was considered that further understanding of the national silica sand supply is needed in order to properly assess if the reopening of Blubberhouses is necessary, or achieved within the 
	Key Messages Q40: Views were mixed in relation to which option would be preferred. There was concern about the potential working of Blubberhouses and the impact on the environmental designations. It was considered that further understanding of the national silica sand supply is needed in order to properly assess if the reopening of Blubberhouses is necessary, or achieved within the 


	principles of sustainable development. Further comments included the need for the plan to acknowledge that minerals can only be worked where they occur. Key Messages Q41: One alternative was suggested which was site specific and not strategic and therefore not taken forward as an alternative option. The details are in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why it has not been taken forward. 
	principles of sustainable development. Further comments included the need for the plan to acknowledge that minerals can only be worked where they occur. Key Messages Q41: One alternative was suggested which was site specific and not strategic and therefore not taken forward as an alternative option. The details are in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why it has not been taken forward. 
	principles of sustainable development. Further comments included the need for the plan to acknowledge that minerals can only be worked where they occur. Key Messages Q41: One alternative was suggested which was site specific and not strategic and therefore not taken forward as an alternative option. The details are in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why it has not been taken forward. 

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	N/A 
	N/A 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The very limited distribution of silica sand in the plan area means there are substantial limitations on the options available for future supply. Silica sand is a scarce resource nationally and a positive approach to its future extraction is appropriate in principle, where constraints allow.  However, in the case of those resources located in the Nidderdale AONB, there will be need to balance the potential benefits of development of the minerals resource with other important considerations including landsca
	The very limited distribution of silica sand in the plan area means there are substantial limitations on the options available for future supply. Silica sand is a scarce resource nationally and a positive approach to its future extraction is appropriate in principle, where constraints allow.  However, in the case of those resources located in the Nidderdale AONB, there will be need to balance the potential benefits of development of the minerals resource with other important considerations including landsca

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	No new evidence since Issues and Options consultation as of January 2015 
	No new evidence since Issues and Options consultation as of January 2015 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this is a DtC matter: yes The evidence base indicates that a major glass manufacturing operation in the Plan area relies on import of silica sand of appropriate quality from a site in Norfolk.  Correspondence with Norfolk County Council has confirmed that provision for continued extraction of silica sand in Norfolk is being made in the relevant minerals plan for Norfolk.  This should help ensure continued availability of supply over the Plan period. 
	Is this is a DtC matter: yes The evidence base indicates that a major glass manufacturing operation in the Plan area relies on import of silica sand of appropriate quality from a site in Norfolk.  Correspondence with Norfolk County Council has confirmed that provision for continued extraction of silica sand in Norfolk is being made in the relevant minerals plan for Norfolk.  This should help ensure continued availability of supply over the Plan period. 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	It is considered that it would be appropriate to provide support in principle for the continued development of resources in the Burythorpe area as these are important resources providing supply at a national level.  The resources are also substantially less constrained than those located in the Blubberhouses area.  As substantial new investment at this site is not expected to be required it would also be appropriate to seek to maintain a 10 year landbank in line with national policy.  No specific proposals 
	It is considered that it would be appropriate to provide support in principle for the continued development of resources in the Burythorpe area as these are important resources providing supply at a national level.  The resources are also substantially less constrained than those located in the Blubberhouses area.  As substantial new investment at this site is not expected to be required it would also be appropriate to seek to maintain a 10 year landbank in line with national policy.  No specific proposals 

	It is considered that this approach would reflect the range of views expressed in consultation responses as well as the uncertain outcome of the SA.  The preferred approach therefore represents a combination of options 2 and 3. 
	It is considered that this approach would reflect the range of views expressed in consultation responses as well as the uncertain outcome of the SA.  The preferred approach therefore represents a combination of options 2 and 3. 

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M12: Continuity of supply of silica sand 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M12: Continuity of supply of silica sand 

	1) Proposals for the continuing extraction of silica sand at Burythorpe Quarry, including proposals for lateral extensions or deepening, will be supported in principle where necessary in order to maintain reserves during the period to 2030 and a minimum 10 year landbank for the site. Compliance with relevant Development Management policies in the Plan will need to be demonstrated. 2) Proposals for development of silica sand resources at Blubberhouses Quarry, including proposals for the extension of time to 
	1) Proposals for the continuing extraction of silica sand at Burythorpe Quarry, including proposals for lateral extensions or deepening, will be supported in principle where necessary in order to maintain reserves during the period to 2030 and a minimum 10 year landbank for the site. Compliance with relevant Development Management policies in the Plan will need to be demonstrated. 2) Proposals for development of silica sand resources at Blubberhouses Quarry, including proposals for the extension of time to 

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 5 Objective 6 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id16: Silica sand safeguarding Id61: North York Moor National Park and the AONBs Id63: Landscape Id64: Biodiversity and geodiversity Id67: Strategic approach to reclamation and afteruse 
	Link to Objectives: Objective 5 Objective 6 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id16: Silica sand safeguarding Id61: North York Moor National Park and the AONBs Id63: Landscape Id64: Biodiversity and geodiversity Id67: Strategic approach to reclamation and afteruse 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment A wide range of impacts will result from extraction of sand at the sites specified in this policy. These are outlined in the Site Sustainability Appraisal Report. As many of the site allocations lie in close proximity to other existing or allocated sites, cumulative impacts will be of particular importance. Recommendations Appropriate mitigation should be incorporated at each allocation site in line with recommendations in the Site Sustainability Appraisal findings for each site and wi
	Summary of assessment A wide range of impacts will result from extraction of sand at the sites specified in this policy. These are outlined in the Site Sustainability Appraisal Report. As many of the site allocations lie in close proximity to other existing or allocated sites, cumulative impacts will be of particular importance. Recommendations Appropriate mitigation should be incorporated at each allocation site in line with recommendations in the Site Sustainability Appraisal findings for each site and wi


	Policy id16: Safeguarding of Silica Sand 
	Policy id16: Safeguarding of Silica Sand 
	Policy id16: Safeguarding of Silica Sand 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would safeguard all known silica sand resources, with a 500m buffer zone to help ensure maximum protection of the resource from proximal sterilisation. 

	Option 2: This option would safeguard all known silica sand resources, without a buffer zone given the absence of expectation of significant additional working of silica sand beyond current permission boundaries during the plan period. 
	Option 2: This option would safeguard all known silica sand resources, without a buffer zone given the absence of expectation of significant additional working of silica sand beyond current permission boundaries during the plan period. 

	Option 3: This option would only safeguard silica sand resources outside AONB and international nature conservation designations as working in these areas are less likely to be acceptable in principle. 
	Option 3: This option would only safeguard silica sand resources outside AONB and international nature conservation designations as working in these areas are less likely to be acceptable in principle. 

	Option 4: This option could operate in parallel with other options and would safeguard any additional resources of silica sand (not identified in current minerals resource evidence) proposed in site allocations and preferred areas, where supported by adequate resource information. 
	Option 4: This option could operate in parallel with other options and would safeguard any additional resources of silica sand (not identified in current minerals resource evidence) proposed in site allocations and preferred areas, where supported by adequate resource information. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	As safeguarding does not infer any silica sand development will take place there is generally no predicted direct effect. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan. Safeguarding contributes positively, however, to the SA objective ‘to minimise the use of resources and encourage their re-use and safeguarding’. In a number of other ways positive indirect effects are noted for all options, though these vary in significance according to factors such as whether or not
	As safeguarding does not infer any silica sand development will take place there is generally no predicted direct effect. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan. Safeguarding contributes positively, however, to the SA objective ‘to minimise the use of resources and encourage their re-use and safeguarding’. In a number of other ways positive indirect effects are noted for all options, though these vary in significance according to factors such as whether or not

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	11 

	Question 42: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 42: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 5 (SC/2 MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 

	Option 2: 0 
	Option 2: 0 

	Option 3: 6 (1 SC/MWI/ 2 Local Authorities) 
	Option 3: 6 (1 SC/MWI/ 2 Local Authorities) 

	Option 4: 0 
	Option 4: 0 


	Question 43: Are there any alternative options we should consider in relation to the safeguarding of silica sand resources?? 
	Question 43: Are there any alternative options we should consider in relation to the safeguarding of silica sand resources?? 
	Question 43: Are there any alternative options we should consider in relation to the safeguarding of silica sand resources?? 
	Number of respondents: 0 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Message Q42: Mixed views were received in relation to safeguarding of Silica Sand, especially resources with areas of environmental designations. Some respondents considered it necessary to include all areas of the resource included environmentally designated areas as safeguarding does not create a presumption that the resource will be worked. Some objection was received to Option 2 as this was thought to be in conflict with European Guidance and it only would protect the resource which is currently per
	Key Message Q42: Mixed views were received in relation to safeguarding of Silica Sand, especially resources with areas of environmental designations. Some respondents considered it necessary to include all areas of the resource included environmentally designated areas as safeguarding does not create a presumption that the resource will be worked. Some objection was received to Option 2 as this was thought to be in conflict with European Guidance and it only would protect the resource which is currently per

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	N/A 
	N/A 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	Current best practice advice suggests that sensitive areas such as environmental designations should not be excluded from safeguarding as the resource is being safeguarded for the long term.  Silica sand is a nationally important, and relatively scarce, resource and it will be particularly important to ensure a robust approach towards its’ safeguarding. For the same reason it is considered important to include a buffer zone around the safeguarded area in order to provide further protection to the resource f
	Current best practice advice suggests that sensitive areas such as environmental designations should not be excluded from safeguarding as the resource is being safeguarded for the long term.  Silica sand is a nationally important, and relatively scarce, resource and it will be particularly important to ensure a robust approach towards its’ safeguarding. For the same reason it is considered important to include a buffer zone around the safeguarded area in order to provide further protection to the resource f

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	No new evidence since the Issues and Options consultation in spring 2014, as of January 2015 
	No new evidence since the Issues and Options consultation in spring 2014, as of January 2015 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this is a DtC matter: no 
	Is this is a DtC matter: no 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	Support from consultees was divided between Options 1 and Option 3, and there was no specific preferred approach identified through initial SA.  It is considered that the preferred approach should be that which aligns most closely with current practice guidance on minerals safeguarding (BGS 2011).  This would suggest safeguarding the entirety of the identified resource together with a 500m buffer zone to help prevent sterilisation through other forms of development near to but outside the resource.   This w
	Support from consultees was divided between Options 1 and Option 3, and there was no specific preferred approach identified through initial SA.  It is considered that the preferred approach should be that which aligns most closely with current practice guidance on minerals safeguarding (BGS 2011).  This would suggest safeguarding the entirety of the identified resource together with a 500m buffer zone to help prevent sterilisation through other forms of development near to but outside the resource.   This w

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to S01: Safeguarding mineral resources 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to S01: Safeguarding mineral resources 

	All silica sand resources identified on the policies map will be safeguarded for the future.  An additional 500m buffer zone around each resource area is also safeguarded to protect the resource from encroaching development. COMBINED MINERALS SAFEGUARDING POLICY from PREFERRED OPTIONS DOCUMENT Part one- Surface mineral resources: 
	All silica sand resources identified on the policies map will be safeguarded for the future.  An additional 500m buffer zone around each resource area is also safeguarded to protect the resource from encroaching development. COMBINED MINERALS SAFEGUARDING POLICY from PREFERRED OPTIONS DOCUMENT Part one- Surface mineral resources: 


	The following surface minerals resources and associated buffer zones identified on the policies map will be safeguarded from other forms of surface development to protect the resource for the future : i) All crushed rock and silica sand resources with an additional 500m buffer ii) All sand and gravel, clay and shallow coal resources with an additional 250m buffer iii) Building stone resources and active and former building stone quarries with an additional 250m buffer Part two – Deep mineral resources: The 
	The following surface minerals resources and associated buffer zones identified on the policies map will be safeguarded from other forms of surface development to protect the resource for the future : i) All crushed rock and silica sand resources with an additional 500m buffer ii) All sand and gravel, clay and shallow coal resources with an additional 250m buffer iii) Building stone resources and active and former building stone quarries with an additional 250m buffer Part two – Deep mineral resources: The 
	The following surface minerals resources and associated buffer zones identified on the policies map will be safeguarded from other forms of surface development to protect the resource for the future : i) All crushed rock and silica sand resources with an additional 500m buffer ii) All sand and gravel, clay and shallow coal resources with an additional 250m buffer iii) Building stone resources and active and former building stone quarries with an additional 250m buffer Part two – Deep mineral resources: The 

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives Objective 3 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id15: Continuity of supply of silica sand Id70: Developments proposed within mineral safeguarding areas Id71: Consideration of applications in mineral consultation areas 
	Link to Objectives Objective 3 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id15: Continuity of supply of silica sand Id70: Developments proposed within mineral safeguarding areas Id71: Consideration of applications in mineral consultation areas 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 


	Summary of assessment 
	As safeguarding does not infer that minerals extraction will take place there are generally no predicted direct effects. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan.  This policy is likely to result in minor to major positive impacts in relation to encouraging the safeguarding of resources, economic growth and meeting the needs of a changing population as future mineral resource sterilisation is avoided, thus conserving resources for future economic benefit. The sa
	Recommendations 
	No mitigation is proposed 
	Policy id17: Continuity of Supply of Clay 
	Policy id17: Continuity of Supply of Clay 
	Policy id17: Continuity of Supply of Clay 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would support the principle of continued production at the Alne and Hemingbrough sites and seek to make specific provision, through allocation of sites or preferred areas, for the working of further reserves of clay as extensions to Hemingbrough and Alne clay pits, in order to help provide a 25 year landbank at each of these sites. It could also seek to identify resources at Escrick as being suitable in principle to meet longer term requirements for clay to serve the Plasmor blockworks

	Option 2: This option would support the principle of development of new reserves of clay (either as extensions to existing sites or as new greenfield sites) where there is a demonstrable need to release further reserves in order to maintain continuity of supply to existing or any new manufacturing facilities in the Plan area. 
	Option 2: This option would support the principle of development of new reserves of clay (either as extensions to existing sites or as new greenfield sites) where there is a demonstrable need to release further reserves in order to maintain continuity of supply to existing or any new manufacturing facilities in the Plan area. 

	Option 3: In addition this option could support the principle of development of new sources of clay for other uses (i.e. uses which are not directly related to supporting existing or new manufacturing facilities in the Plan area) where it can be demonstrated that there is a need for the mineral and the requirement could not reasonably be met by secondary or recycled materials. 
	Option 3: In addition this option could support the principle of development of new sources of clay for other uses (i.e. uses which are not directly related to supporting existing or new manufacturing facilities in the Plan area) where it can be demonstrated that there is a need for the mineral and the requirement could not reasonably be met by secondary or recycled materials. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	All of the options are likely to have environmental impacts in relation to biodiversity, land take and landscape given the nature of clay working, particularly where they work in combination. However, Option 1 is likely to have fewer significant impacts by predominantly locating additional capacity near to existing extraction or processing locations thus reducing transport implications (minimising the number and length of trips) as well as impacts on new locations elsewhere. The effects of Options 2 and 3 h
	All of the options are likely to have environmental impacts in relation to biodiversity, land take and landscape given the nature of clay working, particularly where they work in combination. However, Option 1 is likely to have fewer significant impacts by predominantly locating additional capacity near to existing extraction or processing locations thus reducing transport implications (minimising the number and length of trips) as well as impacts on new locations elsewhere. The effects of Options 2 and 3 h

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	8 

	Question 44: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 44: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 4 (1 SC) 
	Combination: 2 (1 MWI) 

	Option 2: 0 
	Option 2: 0 

	Option 3: 0 
	Option 3: 0 

	Question 45: Are there any other options the Authorities should consider in relation to 
	Question 45: Are there any other options the Authorities should consider in relation to 
	Number of respondents: 2 (1 Local Authority) 


	the continuity of clay supply? 
	the continuity of clay supply? 
	the continuity of clay supply? 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key messages Q44: The majority of respondents expressed a preference toward Option 1 as it was considered this provided the greatest certainty. Two respondents suggested a combination of Options should be taken forward, one suggesting a combination of Option 2 and 3 and the other preferring a combination of Option 1 and 2. Key Message Q45: One alternative option was put forward which has been worked up and is detailed below Proposed Option 4  Sites should be supported where restoration would contribute imp
	Key messages Q44: The majority of respondents expressed a preference toward Option 1 as it was considered this provided the greatest certainty. Two respondents suggested a combination of Options should be taken forward, one suggesting a combination of Option 2 and 3 and the other preferring a combination of Option 1 and 2. Key Message Q45: One alternative option was put forward which has been worked up and is detailed below Proposed Option 4  Sites should be supported where restoration would contribute imp

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of assessment Options 1 to 3 are likely to have uncertain or negative environmental impacts in relation to biodiversity, land take and landscape, given the nature of clay working. However, Option 1 is likely to have fewer significant impacts by predominantly locating additional capacity near to existing extraction or processing locations thus reducing transport implications (minimising the number and length of trips) as well as impacts on new locations elsewhere. Although it is characterised by a nu
	Summary of assessment Options 1 to 3 are likely to have uncertain or negative environmental impacts in relation to biodiversity, land take and landscape, given the nature of clay working. However, Option 1 is likely to have fewer significant impacts by predominantly locating additional capacity near to existing extraction or processing locations thus reducing transport implications (minimising the number and length of trips) as well as impacts on new locations elsewhere. Although it is characterised by a nu

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	It is acknowledged that any policy should provide clarity as to the circumstances where future development will be acceptable in principle and that it could be appropriate to take forward a combination of options.  It is considered that the relationship between restoration and habitat connectivity is an issue which is best addressed in the development management policies in the plan as it may be relevant to other types of mineral besides clay. 
	It is acknowledged that any policy should provide clarity as to the circumstances where future development will be acceptable in principle and that it could be appropriate to take forward a combination of options.  It is considered that the relationship between restoration and habitat connectivity is an issue which is best addressed in the development management policies in the plan as it may be relevant to other types of mineral besides clay. 

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	The online NPPG has been published since the Issues and Options consultation took place  in spring 2014 but there are no changes regarding clay from when the NPPF was published in 2012 Since completion of Issues and Options consultation a proposed site allocation for an extension to clay workings at Alne brickworks has been submitted in order to provide a 25 year supply for the adjacent brickworks and will be assessed as part of the site assessment process. 
	The online NPPG has been published since the Issues and Options consultation took place  in spring 2014 but there are no changes regarding clay from when the NPPF was published in 2012 Since completion of Issues and Options consultation a proposed site allocation for an extension to clay workings at Alne brickworks has been submitted in order to provide a 25 year supply for the adjacent brickworks and will be assessed as part of the site assessment process. 


	This evidence update is accurate as of January 2015. 
	This evidence update is accurate as of January 2015. 
	This evidence update is accurate as of January 2015. 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this is a DtC matter: no 
	Is this is a DtC matter: no 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	National policy seeks the maintenance of a stock of at least 25 years supply for brick clay for new or existing plant. There are two existing facilities in the Plan area manufacturing construction products from clay.  Neither of these facilities currently has a 25 year supply of resources available. Since completion of Issues and Options consultation a site allocation for an extension of working at Alne Brickworks has been put forward.  If ultimately developed this new area, combined with existing permitted
	National policy seeks the maintenance of a stock of at least 25 years supply for brick clay for new or existing plant. There are two existing facilities in the Plan area manufacturing construction products from clay.  Neither of these facilities currently has a 25 year supply of resources available. Since completion of Issues and Options consultation a site allocation for an extension of working at Alne Brickworks has been put forward.  If ultimately developed this new area, combined with existing permitted

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M13: Continuity of supply of clay 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M13: Continuity of supply of clay 

	The provision of sufficient permitted reserves of clay in order to provide a 25 year supply for existing manufacturing operations at Alne Brickworks and Plasmor Blockworks, Great Heck, is supported. Additional reserves to help meet this requirement are provided through a site allocation for: 1) Allocations required in order to meet requirements during the plan period: Land to north of Hemingbrough clay pit (MJP45) Proposals for development of this site will be supported subject to compliance with the develo
	The provision of sufficient permitted reserves of clay in order to provide a 25 year supply for existing manufacturing operations at Alne Brickworks and Plasmor Blockworks, Great Heck, is supported. Additional reserves to help meet this requirement are provided through a site allocation for: 1) Allocations required in order to meet requirements during the plan period: Land to north of Hemingbrough clay pit (MJP45) Proposals for development of this site will be supported subject to compliance with the develo

	that additional reserves are required in order to maintain an adequate longer term supply of clay to the Plasmor blockworks site and subject to compliance with the development management policies in the Plan. Maintenance of supply of clay is also supported through the identification of an allocated site for engineering clay at: Land north of Duttons Farm, Upper Poppleton (MJP52) Working of unallocated brick clay resources will be supported where it can be demonstrated that the mineral is needed in order to 
	that additional reserves are required in order to maintain an adequate longer term supply of clay to the Plasmor blockworks site and subject to compliance with the development management policies in the Plan. Maintenance of supply of clay is also supported through the identification of an allocated site for engineering clay at: Land north of Duttons Farm, Upper Poppleton (MJP52) Working of unallocated brick clay resources will be supported where it can be demonstrated that the mineral is needed in order to 

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 5 Objective 6 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id19: Safeguarding of clay Id58: Presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste development Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id63: Landscape Id64: Biodiversity and geodiversity Id66: Water environment Id67: Strategic approach to reclamation and afteruse 
	Link to Objectives: Objective 5 Objective 6 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id19: Safeguarding of clay Id58: Presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste development Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id63: Landscape Id64: Biodiversity and geodiversity Id66: Water environment Id67: Strategic approach to reclamation and afteruse 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment A wide range of impacts will result from extraction of sand and gravel at the sites specified in this policy. These are outlined in the Site Sustainability Appraisal Report. As many of the site allocations lie in close proximity to other existing or allocated sites, cumulative impacts will be of particular importance. 
	Summary of assessment A wide range of impacts will result from extraction of sand and gravel at the sites specified in this policy. These are outlined in the Site Sustainability Appraisal Report. As many of the site allocations lie in close proximity to other existing or allocated sites, cumulative impacts will be of particular importance. 


	In terms of unallocated sites, a range of minor positive and negative effects are recorded for most SA objectives as such sites will need to comply with development management policies, which will either control effects or may leave some minor residual effects when they are applied to clay development (such as on soils / land, water and landscape) or may result in minor positive effects (e.g. through mitigation providing a net gain or a high level of protection – as is the case for biodiversity and the hist
	Recommendations 
	Appropriate mitigation should be incorporated at each allocation site in line with recommendations in the Site Sustainability Appraisal findings for each site and with other policies in the Plan. Cumulative impacts should be given particular regard through the planning application process. 
	Policy id18: Incidental working of clay in association with other minerals 
	Policy id18: Incidental working of clay in association with other minerals 
	Policy id18: Incidental working of clay in association with other minerals 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would support the incidental working of clay in association with production of other minerals, where the incidental extraction of clay would help secure the most sustainable use of resources and would not prejudice the overall environmental or amenity impacts of the primary working or the subsequent reclamation and afteruse of the site. 

	Option 2: This option would not expressly support the incidental working of clay in association with production of other minerals. 
	Option 2: This option would not expressly support the incidental working of clay in association with production of other minerals. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	The effects arising from Option 1 are predominantly neutral to uncertain. The option would support incidental clay extraction where overall sustainability and environmental / amenity impacts from the extraction of the primary mineral are not prejudiced. However, there is some uncertainty as to the scope of impacts that will be considered. This option is likely to maximise opportunities for productivity from mineral extraction, minimising the generation of clay waste and providing positive benefits for the e
	The effects arising from Option 1 are predominantly neutral to uncertain. The option would support incidental clay extraction where overall sustainability and environmental / amenity impacts from the extraction of the primary mineral are not prejudiced. However, there is some uncertainty as to the scope of impacts that will be considered. This option is likely to maximise opportunities for productivity from mineral extraction, minimising the generation of clay waste and providing positive benefits for the e

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	2 

	Question 46: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 46: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 1 

	Option 2: 1 
	Option 2: 1 

	Question 47: Are there any alternative options we should consider in relation to the safeguarding of clay resources? 
	Question 47: Are there any alternative options we should consider in relation to the safeguarding of clay resources? 
	Number of respondents: 0 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q46: 2 respondents made representations against Q46 but no comments were made. Key Messages Q47: No alternative options were submitted in response to this question. 
	Key Messages Q46: 2 respondents made representations against Q46 but no comments were made. Key Messages Q47: No alternative options were submitted in response to this question. 

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	N/A 
	N/A 


	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	Although support was expressed for both options 1 and 2 no specific comments were made and therefore no clear view or consensus emerged from consultation on this issue. 
	Although support was expressed for both options 1 and 2 no specific comments were made and therefore no clear view or consensus emerged from consultation on this issue. 

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	No new evidence as of January 2015. 
	No new evidence as of January 2015. 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this is a DtC matter: no 
	Is this is a DtC matter: no 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	There was support for each of the 2 options but no comments submitted, and no alternative options suggested.  Although the SA favoured aspects of both options it is considered that the more specific guidance to developers provided by option 1 should be preferred.  
	There was support for each of the 2 options but no comments submitted, and no alternative options suggested.  Although the SA favoured aspects of both options it is considered that the more specific guidance to developers provided by option 1 should be preferred.  

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M14: Incidental working of clay in association with other minerals 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M14: Incidental working of clay in association with other minerals 

	The incidental working of clay in association with production of other minerals will be supported, where the incidental extraction of clay would help secure the most sustainable use of resources and would not significantly increase any environmental or amenity impacts associated with the primary working, or the subsequent reclamation and afteruse of the site. Supporting text In some mineral workings, particularly for sand and gravel and some crushed rock types, the primary mineral occurs in association with
	The incidental working of clay in association with production of other minerals will be supported, where the incidental extraction of clay would help secure the most sustainable use of resources and would not significantly increase any environmental or amenity impacts associated with the primary working, or the subsequent reclamation and afteruse of the site. Supporting text In some mineral workings, particularly for sand and gravel and some crushed rock types, the primary mineral occurs in association with

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 5 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id58: Presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste development Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id63: Landscape Id64: Biodiversity and geodiversity Id66: Water environment Id67: Strategic approach to reclamation and afteruse 
	Link to Objectives: Objective 5 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id58: Presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste development Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id63: Landscape Id64: Biodiversity and geodiversity Id66: Water environment Id67: Strategic approach to reclamation and afteruse 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment The impacts associated with this policy are predominantly neutral to uncertain.  The policy would support incidental clay extraction where overall sustainability and environmental / amenity impacts would not be significantly increased. However, there is some uncertainty as to the scope of impacts 
	Summary of assessment The impacts associated with this policy are predominantly neutral to uncertain.  The policy would support incidental clay extraction where overall sustainability and environmental / amenity impacts would not be significantly increased. However, there is some uncertainty as to the scope of impacts 


	that will be considered and also stringency in relation to environmental impacts resulting from the primary working is unknown. 
	Some positive impacts would result from this policy as it would increase productivity from mineral extraction, minimising the generation of clay waste, providing a valuable building material and providing positive benefits for the economy.   
	Recommendations  
	No further mitigation is proposed. 
	Policy id19: Safeguarding clay 
	Policy id19: Safeguarding clay 
	Policy id19: Safeguarding clay 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would safeguard all known clay resources, with a 250m buffer zone to help ensure maximum protection of the resource from proximal sterilisation. 

	Option 2: This option would safeguard all known clay resources, without a buffer zone given the large geographical scale of the resource relative to the current and expected future extent of working. 
	Option 2: This option would safeguard all known clay resources, without a buffer zone given the large geographical scale of the resource relative to the current and expected future extent of working. 

	Option 3: This option would only safeguard clay resources outside urban areas and National Park and AONB designations as working in these areas are less likely to be proposed or acceptable. 
	Option 3: This option would only safeguard clay resources outside urban areas and National Park and AONB designations as working in these areas are less likely to be proposed or acceptable. 

	Option 4: This option would operate in parallel with other options and would safeguard any additional resources of clay (not identified in current minerals resource evidence) proposed in site allocations and preferred areas, where supported by adequate resource information. 
	Option 4: This option would operate in parallel with other options and would safeguard any additional resources of clay (not identified in current minerals resource evidence) proposed in site allocations and preferred areas, where supported by adequate resource information. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	As safeguarding does not infer clay extraction will take place there is generally no predicted direct effect. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan. Safeguarding contributes positively, however, to the SA objective ‘to minimise the use of resources and encourage their re-use and safeguarding’. In other ways positive indirect effects are noted in relation to the soil / land, and economic objectives through maintaining optimum sites for extraction. Given that O
	As safeguarding does not infer clay extraction will take place there is generally no predicted direct effect. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan. Safeguarding contributes positively, however, to the SA objective ‘to minimise the use of resources and encourage their re-use and safeguarding’. In other ways positive indirect effects are noted in relation to the soil / land, and economic objectives through maintaining optimum sites for extraction. Given that O

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	7 

	Question 48: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 48: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 3 
	Option 4: 0 

	Option 2: 1 
	Option 2: 1 
	Combination: 1 (1MWI) 

	Option 3: 1 
	Option 3: 1 
	DNS: 0 

	Question 49: Are there any alternative options we should consider in relation to the safeguarding of clay resources? 
	Question 49: Are there any alternative options we should consider in relation to the safeguarding of clay resources? 
	Number of respondents: 1 (SC) 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q48: The majority of respondents expressed a preference for option 1. One respondent suggested an approach based on a combination of Options 1 and 4 as this was would allow maximum resources with the inclusion of a buffer and any additional resources unidentified on the resource map. Key Messages Q49: One comment was received in relation to this question, expressing an opinion that there should be a presumption against extraction in protected landscapes and international and 
	Key Messages Q48: The majority of respondents expressed a preference for option 1. One respondent suggested an approach based on a combination of Options 1 and 4 as this was would allow maximum resources with the inclusion of a buffer and any additional resources unidentified on the resource map. Key Messages Q49: One comment was received in relation to this question, expressing an opinion that there should be a presumption against extraction in protected landscapes and international and 


	national statutory protected sites. This was not considered to be a significantly different direction of approaches and therefore was not taken forward as an alternative option. The details are in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why it has not been taken forward. 
	national statutory protected sites. This was not considered to be a significantly different direction of approaches and therefore was not taken forward as an alternative option. The details are in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why it has not been taken forward. 
	national statutory protected sites. This was not considered to be a significantly different direction of approaches and therefore was not taken forward as an alternative option. The details are in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why it has not been taken forward. 

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	N/A 
	N/A 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	Option 1, which was supported by the majority of consultees, is also in line with good practice guidance on mineral safeguarding (BGS 2011).  Support was also expressed for an option of not providing a buffer zone, and for not safeguarding clay in urban areas, National Parks and AONBs.  It is considered that provision of a buffer zone would be in line with practice guidance and work undertaken on mineral safeguarding in North Yorkshire by BGS.  It would also help provide maximum protection to the resource. 
	Option 1, which was supported by the majority of consultees, is also in line with good practice guidance on mineral safeguarding (BGS 2011).  Support was also expressed for an option of not providing a buffer zone, and for not safeguarding clay in urban areas, National Parks and AONBs.  It is considered that provision of a buffer zone would be in line with practice guidance and work undertaken on mineral safeguarding in North Yorkshire by BGS.  It would also help provide maximum protection to the resource. 

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	No new evidence as of January 2015. 
	No new evidence as of January 2015. 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this is a DtC matter: yes Consideration of safeguarding of minerals where they occur in close proximity to the Plan area boundary has taken place via the production of, and consultation on, a cross-boundary minerals safeguarding paper. This did not lead to the need for any changes to the proposed safeguarding areas for clay. 
	Is this is a DtC matter: yes Consideration of safeguarding of minerals where they occur in close proximity to the Plan area boundary has taken place via the production of, and consultation on, a cross-boundary minerals safeguarding paper. This did not lead to the need for any changes to the proposed safeguarding areas for clay. 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	No new evidence or policy has come forward relating to this topic. The SA indicates that Option 3 and Option 4 should be pursued whereas most consultees supported Option 1. No realistic alternative options were put forward for consideration. Option 1 is closest to the BGS recommendations in the NYCC and CYC safeguarding of minerals reports. Option 4 could increase the economic benefits by increasing the amount of clay safeguarded. As a number of site allocations are proposed, it would also be appropriate to
	No new evidence or policy has come forward relating to this topic. The SA indicates that Option 3 and Option 4 should be pursued whereas most consultees supported Option 1. No realistic alternative options were put forward for consideration. Option 1 is closest to the BGS recommendations in the NYCC and CYC safeguarding of minerals reports. Option 4 could increase the economic benefits by increasing the amount of clay safeguarded. As a number of site allocations are proposed, it would also be appropriate to

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to S01: Safeguarded mineral resources 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to S01: Safeguarded mineral resources 

	1) All clay resources identified on the policies map will be safeguarded for the future. An additional 250m buffer zone around each resource area will also be safeguarded to protect the resource from encroaching development. 2) All clay resources in Site Allocations shown on the policies map, along with a 250m 
	1) All clay resources identified on the policies map will be safeguarded for the future. An additional 250m buffer zone around each resource area will also be safeguarded to protect the resource from encroaching development. 2) All clay resources in Site Allocations shown on the policies map, along with a 250m 

	buffer zone, will also be safeguarded where they lie outside the resource areas identified in part 1) above. COMBINED MINERALS SAFEGUARDING POLICY from PREFERRED OPTIONS DOCUMENT Part one- Surface mineral resources: The following surface minerals resources and associated buffer zones identified on the policies map will be safeguarded from other forms of surface development to protect the resource for the future : i) All crushed rock and silica sand resources with an additional 500m buffer ii) All sand and g
	buffer zone, will also be safeguarded where they lie outside the resource areas identified in part 1) above. COMBINED MINERALS SAFEGUARDING POLICY from PREFERRED OPTIONS DOCUMENT Part one- Surface mineral resources: The following surface minerals resources and associated buffer zones identified on the policies map will be safeguarded from other forms of surface development to protect the resource for the future : i) All crushed rock and silica sand resources with an additional 500m buffer ii) All sand and g

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 3 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id17: Continuity of supply of clay Id70: Developments proposed within mineral safeguarding areas Id71: Consideration of applications in mineral consultation areas 
	Link to Objectives: Objective 3 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id17: Continuity of supply of clay Id70: Developments proposed within mineral safeguarding areas Id71: Consideration of applications in mineral consultation areas 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment As safeguarding does not infer that minerals extraction will take place there are generally no predicted direct effects. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan.  This policy is likely to result in minor to major positive impacts in relation to encouraging the safeguarding of resources, economic growth and meeting the needs of a changing population as future mineral resource sterilisation is avoided, thus conserving resources for future ec
	Summary of assessment As safeguarding does not infer that minerals extraction will take place there are generally no predicted direct effects. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan.  This policy is likely to result in minor to major positive impacts in relation to encouraging the safeguarding of resources, economic growth and meeting the needs of a changing population as future mineral resource sterilisation is avoided, thus conserving resources for future ec


	Policy id20: Continuity of supply of building stone 
	Policy id20: Continuity of supply of building stone 
	Policy id20: Continuity of supply of building stone 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: Support the principle of continued production, including extensions to workings, at existing permitted building stone sites. 

	Option 2: Support the principle of development of resources of building stone at new sites (including former building stone quarries without planning permission) as well as extensions to existing sites. 
	Option 2: Support the principle of development of resources of building stone at new sites (including former building stone quarries without planning permission) as well as extensions to existing sites. 

	Option 3: This option would not express support in principle for continued supply of building stone but would identify a range of criteria to be applied to any proposals which come forward for development of building stone resources. In addition to the general criteria included in the Development Management policies, indicative criteria for building stone development could include adequate demonstration of the nature, quality and quantity of resource, the market to be served and the availability of stone at
	Option 3: This option would not express support in principle for continued supply of building stone but would identify a range of criteria to be applied to any proposals which come forward for development of building stone resources. In addition to the general criteria included in the Development Management policies, indicative criteria for building stone development could include adequate demonstration of the nature, quality and quantity of resource, the market to be served and the availability of stone at

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	The assessment has revealed that all options are likely to result in negative effects on the environment to some degree although Option 2 could in particular have significant negative effects on landscape, biodiversity, recreation, the historic environment, water, soil, air and amenity. Whilst Option 1 would have the least effects on the environment, it could also fail to deliver a sufficient supply of the right types of building stone to support development consistent with landscape / townscape character a
	The assessment has revealed that all options are likely to result in negative effects on the environment to some degree although Option 2 could in particular have significant negative effects on landscape, biodiversity, recreation, the historic environment, water, soil, air and amenity. Whilst Option 1 would have the least effects on the environment, it could also fail to deliver a sufficient supply of the right types of building stone to support development consistent with landscape / townscape character a

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	21 

	Question 50: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 50: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 3 
	Option 3: 2 (1 Local Authorities) 

	Option 2: 10 (1 SC/2 MWI/ 2 Local Authorities) 
	Option 2: 10 (1 SC/2 MWI/ 2 Local Authorities) 
	Did Not Specify: 2 (1 SC/ 1 Local Authorities) 

	Question 51: Are there any other options the Authorities should consider in relation to the continuity of building stone supply? 
	Question 51: Are there any other options the Authorities should consider in relation to the continuity of building stone supply? 
	Number of respondents: 2 (1 MWI/ 1 Local Authority) 

	Question 52: Do you agree with the criteria used in Option 3 above? If not, what 
	Question 52: Do you agree with the criteria used in Option 3 above? If not, what 
	Number of respondents: 2 


	alternatives would you suggest? 
	alternatives would you suggest? 
	alternatives would you suggest? 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key messages Q50: The majority of respondents expressed a preference for Option 2. It was considered that a better understanding of the likely demand for these materials is needed as there is currently a weakness in the evidence base. It was also considered that building stone should not just be reserved for the repair and restoration market and new build requirements should also be taken into account. One respondent considered that extraction of building stone should be done on a site by site basis as this
	Key messages Q50: The majority of respondents expressed a preference for Option 2. It was considered that a better understanding of the likely demand for these materials is needed as there is currently a weakness in the evidence base. It was also considered that building stone should not just be reserved for the repair and restoration market and new build requirements should also be taken into account. One respondent considered that extraction of building stone should be done on a site by site basis as this

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of assessment The assessment has revealed that all options are likely to result in mostly minor negative effects on the environment to some degree although Option 2 could in particular have potentially more significant negative effects on landscape, biodiversity, recreation, the historic environment, water, soil, air and amenity. Whilst Option 1 would have some positive impact on the environment, particularly in relation to land use and minimising use of resources, it could also fail to deliver a su
	Summary of assessment The assessment has revealed that all options are likely to result in mostly minor negative effects on the environment to some degree although Option 2 could in particular have potentially more significant negative effects on landscape, biodiversity, recreation, the historic environment, water, soil, air and amenity. Whilst Option 1 would have some positive impact on the environment, particularly in relation to land use and minimising use of resources, it could also fail to deliver a su


	that in most cases extracting building stone from an existing crushed rock quarry is likely to have a lower order impact than developing a new quarry. 
	that in most cases extracting building stone from an existing crushed rock quarry is likely to have a lower order impact than developing a new quarry. 
	that in most cases extracting building stone from an existing crushed rock quarry is likely to have a lower order impact than developing a new quarry. 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The Howardian Hills AONB has pointed out that the plan needs to ensure that building stone available in the National Park should be made available for work in the AONB as this is likely to be the closest match. Similarly English Heritage have said it is important to set a framework to support the delivery of matching stone needed for the repair of the areas heritage assets. It is considered that the preferred policy provides sufficient flexibility to maintain existing supplies and ensure their availability 
	The Howardian Hills AONB has pointed out that the plan needs to ensure that building stone available in the National Park should be made available for work in the AONB as this is likely to be the closest match. Similarly English Heritage have said it is important to set a framework to support the delivery of matching stone needed for the repair of the areas heritage assets. It is considered that the preferred policy provides sufficient flexibility to maintain existing supplies and ensure their availability 

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	There is no new evidence as of January 2015. 
	There is no new evidence as of January 2015. 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this is a DtC matter: yes This policy raises issues in relation to the Duty to Co-operate due stone being both imported and exported. 
	Is this is a DtC matter: yes This policy raises issues in relation to the Duty to Co-operate due stone being both imported and exported. 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	Option 2 is the preferred approach which to “support the principle of development of resources of building stone at new sites (including former building stone quarries without planning permission) as well as extensions to existing sites. Although this option has a worse outcome in terms of the Sustainability Appraisal it option 1 will not deliver a sufficient supply of the right types of building stone. The risks set out in the Sustainability Appraisal are likely to be mitigated by reference to the Developm
	Option 2 is the preferred approach which to “support the principle of development of resources of building stone at new sites (including former building stone quarries without planning permission) as well as extensions to existing sites. Although this option has a worse outcome in terms of the Sustainability Appraisal it option 1 will not deliver a sufficient supply of the right types of building stone. The risks set out in the Sustainability Appraisal are likely to be mitigated by reference to the Developm

	Preferred policy approach-title changed to M15: Continuity of supply of building stone 
	Preferred policy approach-title changed to M15: Continuity of supply of building stone 

	In order to secure an adequate supply of building stone, proposals will, where consistent with other policies in the Plan, be supported for:- i. the extension of time for completion of extraction at permitted building stone extraction sites; ii. the lateral extension and/or deepening of workings at permitted building stone extraction sites; iii. the re-opening of former building stone quarries in appropriate locations; iv. the opening of new sites for building stone extraction in appropriate locations, 
	In order to secure an adequate supply of building stone, proposals will, where consistent with other policies in the Plan, be supported for:- i. the extension of time for completion of extraction at permitted building stone extraction sites; ii. the lateral extension and/or deepening of workings at permitted building stone extraction sites; iii. the re-opening of former building stone quarries in appropriate locations; iv. the opening of new sites for building stone extraction in appropriate locations, 


	including the small scale extraction of building stone at new sites adjacent to existing 
	including the small scale extraction of building stone at new sites adjacent to existing 
	including the small scale extraction of building stone at new sites adjacent to existing 

	historic buildings or structures where the use is specifically for their repair; 
	historic buildings or structures where the use is specifically for their repair; 

	v. 
	v. 
	the incidental production of building stone in association with the working of crushed 

	TR
	rock; 

	vi. 
	vi. 
	the grant of permission on sites allocated in the Plan for working of building stone 


	Where development is proposed in the National Park and AONBs under criteria i to iv above and where the development comprises major development due to its scale and the nature, proposals will need to meet the requirements for major development set out in Policy D04. 
	Proposals for the supply of building stone should be supported by evidence to demonstrate the contribution that the stone proposed to be worked would make to the quality of the built and/or historic environment in the Plan area and/or to the meeting of important requirements for building stone outside the area and the scale of the proposal should be consistent with the identified needs for the stone. 
	For proposals for supply of building stone from locations within the National Park or AONBs, it will need to be demonstrated that the stone is required primarily to meet requirements arising from new build or repair work within the National Park and/or AONBs or is for the repair of important designated or undesignated buildings or structures which rely on the proposed source of stone as the original source of supply, or can provide a directly equivalent product which can no longer be provided from the origi
	Additional reserves to help maintain supply of building stone are also provided through a site allocation for: 
	Land at Brows Quarry (MJP63). 
	Supporting text 
	Supply of building stone is important for maintaining the quality of the built and historic environment.  Typically, building stone quarries are relatively small in scale but, as a result of the need to source stone of particular technical or aesthetic properties, may sometimes be proposed in relatively sensitive locations and can therefore give rise to impacts on the environment or local amenity.  It is therefore particularly important that proposals can demonstrate compliance with other relevant policies 
	Stone with suitable technical and aesthetic properties to meet requirements for high quality new build and repair work is understood to be relatively scarce in the Plan area and is a finite resource.  Substantial export of such stone out of the area, in order to meet a general market requirement for building stone, may over time reduce the availability of high quality indigenous sources of supply with the right technical and aesthetic properties to match the existing built or historic environment in the are
	It is recognised that the extraction of local building stone can have a positive impact in terms of enhancing the built environment of National Parks and AONBs, however the unrestricted extraction for exportation to other areas may have harmful effects both in terms of the scale of extraction in these highly protected areas and potential exhaustion of existing resources. The building stone used in the 
	Howardian Hills and the National Park are often sourced from the same geological structures and therefore it is considered appropriate to allow building stone extracted from the Park to be used in the Howardian Hills and vice versa as this will help to retain the characteristics of both areas.  In many cases, proposals for significant new working of building stone in the National Park and AONBs will also need to satisfy the major development test set out in national planning policy and policy D04 of the Pla
	Howardian Hills and the National Park are often sourced from the same geological structures and therefore it is considered appropriate to allow building stone extracted from the Park to be used in the Howardian Hills and vice versa as this will help to retain the characteristics of both areas.  In many cases, proposals for significant new working of building stone in the National Park and AONBs will also need to satisfy the major development test set out in national planning policy and policy D04 of the Pla
	Howardian Hills and the National Park are often sourced from the same geological structures and therefore it is considered appropriate to allow building stone extracted from the Park to be used in the Howardian Hills and vice versa as this will help to retain the characteristics of both areas.  In many cases, proposals for significant new working of building stone in the National Park and AONBs will also need to satisfy the major development test set out in national planning policy and policy D04 of the Pla

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 5 Objective 6 Objective 9 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id21: Use of building stone Id22: Safeguarding of building stone Id61: North York Moors National Park and AONBs Id65: Historic environment 
	Link to Objectives: Objective 5 Objective 6 Objective 9 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id21: Use of building stone Id22: Safeguarding of building stone Id61: North York Moors National Park and AONBs Id65: Historic environment 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment It is considered that this policy would provide an adequate supply and range of building stone to market and therefore positive impacts have been recorded in relation to the economy, community viability and vitality and meeting the needs of a changing population. The policy would enable building stone to be extracted in close proximity to historic assets or from former quarries where required in order that the correct type of stone can be sourced, conserving the historic environment of
	Summary of assessment It is considered that this policy would provide an adequate supply and range of building stone to market and therefore positive impacts have been recorded in relation to the economy, community viability and vitality and meeting the needs of a changing population. The policy would enable building stone to be extracted in close proximity to historic assets or from former quarries where required in order that the correct type of stone can be sourced, conserving the historic environment of


	Policy id21: Use of building stone 
	Policy id21: Use of building stone 
	Policy id21: Use of building stone 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would support applications for extraction of building stone from within the National Park and AONBs only where the stone would be used within the designated area it is extracted from, unless for repair of important designated or undesignated structures elsewhere which rely on this stone. Elsewhere in the Joint Plan area there would be no restriction placed on the use of the stone extracted. 


	Table
	TR
	Option 2: This option would support applications for extraction of building stone from within the Joint Plan area for use only within the Joint Plan area, unless for repair of important designated or undesignated structures elsewhere which rely on this stone. Stone extracted in the National Parks and AONBs would only be used within the designated area from which it is extracted. 

	Option 3: No restrictions to be placed on the use of building stone – planning applications would be considered against national policy, other building stone policies in the Joint Plan and any relevant Development Management policies only. The NPPF does not place any restrictions on the use of building stone but does require planning authorities to consider how to meet any demand for small-scale extraction of building stone at, or close to, relic quarries needed for the repair of heritage assets, taking acc
	Option 3: No restrictions to be placed on the use of building stone – planning applications would be considered against national policy, other building stone policies in the Joint Plan and any relevant Development Management policies only. The NPPF does not place any restrictions on the use of building stone but does require planning authorities to consider how to meet any demand for small-scale extraction of building stone at, or close to, relic quarries needed for the repair of heritage assets, taking acc

	Option 4: Alongside any of options 1, 2 or 3, this option would support the limited extraction of stone for use in building projects on the same site, acknowledging that in some instances this may in fact be Permitted Development and not require planning permission. 
	Option 4: Alongside any of options 1, 2 or 3, this option would support the limited extraction of stone for use in building projects on the same site, acknowledging that in some instances this may in fact be Permitted Development and not require planning permission. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	The assessment has revealed that Options 1 and 2 would be beneficial in terms of protecting the environment. However, Option 2 may result in negative effects on the local economy should there be less extraction across the area (though this is uncertain). Option 3 would result in no additional effects from building stone extraction. Option 4 is likely to have positive effects in terms of supply of building stone and reducing the effects of transportation, and any negative effects are likely to be minor and v
	The assessment has revealed that Options 1 and 2 would be beneficial in terms of protecting the environment. However, Option 2 may result in negative effects on the local economy should there be less extraction across the area (though this is uncertain). Option 3 would result in no additional effects from building stone extraction. Option 4 is likely to have positive effects in terms of supply of building stone and reducing the effects of transportation, and any negative effects are likely to be minor and v

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	16 

	Question 53: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 53: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 3(SC/MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 
	Option 4: 1 

	Option 2: 1 
	Option 2: 1 
	Combination: 5 (1SC/MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 

	Option 3: 2 (2MWI) 
	Option 3: 2 (2MWI) 
	Did Not Specify: 1 (1SC) 

	Question 54: Are there any other options the Authorities should consider in relation to the use of building stone? 
	Question 54: Are there any other options the Authorities should consider in relation to the use of building stone? 
	Number of respondents: 3 (1 LA) 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q53: Views received from respondents in relation to the use of building stone were mixed. A number of respondents suggested approaches based on a combination of the Options presented but no consensus view, about which combination would be most appropriate, could be drawn. The combinations which were suggested included combinations of Option 1 and 2, Options 1 and 4, Option 3 and 4, and Options 2 and 4. One respondent (Mineral Product Association) considered that Options 1 and 2 would be unworka
	Key Messages Q53: Views received from respondents in relation to the use of building stone were mixed. A number of respondents suggested approaches based on a combination of the Options presented but no consensus view, about which combination would be most appropriate, could be drawn. The combinations which were suggested included combinations of Option 1 and 2, Options 1 and 4, Option 3 and 4, and Options 2 and 4. One respondent (Mineral Product Association) considered that Options 1 and 2 would be unworka


	proposed to be used. Key Messages Q54 A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why they have or have not been taken forward. Any realistic alternatives have been worked up and are detailed below Proposed Option 5  Combine options 1 and 2. Suggested approach Support applications for the extraction of building stone within the Joint Plan area for use only within the Joint Plan ar
	proposed to be used. Key Messages Q54 A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why they have or have not been taken forward. Any realistic alternatives have been worked up and are detailed below Proposed Option 5  Combine options 1 and 2. Suggested approach Support applications for the extraction of building stone within the Joint Plan area for use only within the Joint Plan ar
	proposed to be used. Key Messages Q54 A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why they have or have not been taken forward. Any realistic alternatives have been worked up and are detailed below Proposed Option 5  Combine options 1 and 2. Suggested approach Support applications for the extraction of building stone within the Joint Plan area for use only within the Joint Plan ar

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of assessment The assessment has revealed that Options 1 and 2 would be beneficial in terms of protecting the environment. However, Option 2 may result in negative effects on the local economy should there be less extraction across the area (though this is uncertain). Option 3 would result in no additional effects from building stone extraction. Option 4 is likely to have positive effects in terms of supply of building stone and reducing the effects of transportation, and any negative effects are li
	Summary of assessment The assessment has revealed that Options 1 and 2 would be beneficial in terms of protecting the environment. However, Option 2 may result in negative effects on the local economy should there be less extraction across the area (though this is uncertain). Option 3 would result in no additional effects from building stone extraction. Option 4 is likely to have positive effects in terms of supply of building stone and reducing the effects of transportation, and any negative effects are li

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The narrowest majority of respondents considered a combination of the proposed options as being the most suitable. On one hand statutory consultees such as RSPB and EH are concerned that building stone is a finite resources and should be limited in its use while on the other hand a number of operators have raised concerns about the viability of quarries if they are restricted in terms of areas they can sell to. The preferred option is considered to comply with the approach set out in paragraph 142 which say
	The narrowest majority of respondents considered a combination of the proposed options as being the most suitable. On one hand statutory consultees such as RSPB and EH are concerned that building stone is a finite resources and should be limited in its use while on the other hand a number of operators have raised concerns about the viability of quarries if they are restricted in terms of areas they can sell to. The preferred option is considered to comply with the approach set out in paragraph 142 which say

	of the plan area. The preferred option policy also responds to concerns from the Howardian Hills AONB that stone from the National Park should be made available to this area as the character of the building stone is the same. 
	of the plan area. The preferred option policy also responds to concerns from the Howardian Hills AONB that stone from the National Park should be made available to this area as the character of the building stone is the same. 

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	Outline any changes to national , local policy or guidance since Issues and Options which may influence the policy approach Outline any new evidence base / since Issues and Options which may influence the policy approach There have been no changes to the evidence base as of January 2015.  
	Outline any changes to national , local policy or guidance since Issues and Options which may influence the policy approach Outline any new evidence base / since Issues and Options which may influence the policy approach There have been no changes to the evidence base as of January 2015.  

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this is a DtC matter: yes/no? No 
	Is this is a DtC matter: yes/no? No 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	A number of respondents preferred option 1 over options 2, 3 or 4, however a greater number suggested that a combination of options would be preferable. The SA also concludes that options 1 and 2 would be beneficial in terms of protecting the environment, but option 4 would have positive effects in terms of supply of building stone and reducing the effects of transportation.  National Park Building Conservation staff informed Officers that Local builders in the National Park have raised concerns that there 
	A number of respondents preferred option 1 over options 2, 3 or 4, however a greater number suggested that a combination of options would be preferable. The SA also concludes that options 1 and 2 would be beneficial in terms of protecting the environment, but option 4 would have positive effects in terms of supply of building stone and reducing the effects of transportation.  National Park Building Conservation staff informed Officers that Local builders in the National Park have raised concerns that there 

	Preferred policy approach – incorporated into M15: Continuity of supply of building stone 
	Preferred policy approach – incorporated into M15: Continuity of supply of building stone 

	The preferred policy approach is set in the response to id20 continuity of supply of building stone. 
	The preferred policy approach is set in the response to id20 continuity of supply of building stone. 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	N/A  
	N/A  


	Policy id22: Safeguarding building stone 
	Policy id22: Safeguarding building stone 
	Policy id22: Safeguarding building stone 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: Safeguard all known resources with potential for use as building stone. 

	Option 2: Safeguard all the scarcer resources with potential for use as building stone. 
	Option 2: Safeguard all the scarcer resources with potential for use as building stone. 

	Option 3: Safeguard both active and known important former building stone quarries. 
	Option 3: Safeguard both active and known important former building stone quarries. 

	Option 4: This option would operate in parallel with the other options and would safeguard any additional resources of building stone (not identified in current BGS minerals resource information) proposed in site allocations and preferred areas, where supported by adequate resource information. 
	Option 4: This option would operate in parallel with the other options and would safeguard any additional resources of building stone (not identified in current BGS minerals resource information) proposed in site allocations and preferred areas, where supported by adequate resource information. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	As safeguarding does not infer building stone extraction will take place there is generally no predicted direct effect. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan. All options would contribute positively to safeguarding minerals and providing minerals to meet the needs of the population, although Option 1 would perform better than Option 2 in this respect. In other ways positive indirect effects are noted, such as in terms of contributing to the future supply of b
	As safeguarding does not infer building stone extraction will take place there is generally no predicted direct effect. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan. All options would contribute positively to safeguarding minerals and providing minerals to meet the needs of the population, although Option 1 would perform better than Option 2 in this respect. In other ways positive indirect effects are noted, such as in terms of contributing to the future supply of b

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	12 

	Question 55: Do you have a preference for any of the options set out above? 
	Question 55: Do you have a preference for any of the options set out above? 
	Option 1: 2 
	Option 4: 0 

	Option 2: 0 
	Option 2: 0 
	Combination : 6 (1 SC, 2 MWI, 2 LA) 

	Option 3: 1 
	Option 3: 1 
	Did Not Specify: 0 

	Question 56: Are there any other options the Authorities should consider in relation to the safeguarding of building stone resources? 
	Question 56: Are there any other options the Authorities should consider in relation to the safeguarding of building stone resources? 
	Number of respondents: 1 (1 SC) 

	Question 57: Are there any particular former building stone quarries which you consider should be safeguarded if Option 3 is followed? 
	Question 57: Are there any particular former building stone quarries which you consider should be safeguarded if Option 3 is followed? 
	Number of respondents: 0 

	Question 58: Should different options be applied to each of the different planning authority areas, bearing in mind the differing recommendations in the Minerals Safeguarding Area reports? 
	Question 58: Should different options be applied to each of the different planning authority areas, bearing in mind the differing recommendations in the Minerals Safeguarding Area reports? 
	Number of respondents: 2 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q55: The majority of respondents identified a preference for a combination of Options. Three respondents expressed a preference for Option 3 combined with Option 4. One respondent suggested a combination of Option 2 and 3, one respondent suggested a combination of Options 1 and 3 and one respondent suggested a combination of Options 1, 3 and 4. Key Messages Q56: The one respondent to this question suggested the MWJP adopt an approach which requires applicants proposing development which could a
	Key Messages Q55: The majority of respondents identified a preference for a combination of Options. Three respondents expressed a preference for Option 3 combined with Option 4. One respondent suggested a combination of Option 2 and 3, one respondent suggested a combination of Options 1 and 3 and one respondent suggested a combination of Options 1, 3 and 4. Key Messages Q56: The one respondent to this question suggested the MWJP adopt an approach which requires applicants proposing development which could a


	Table
	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	N/A 
	N/A 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	There was a general consensus from consultees that building stone resources should be safeguarded with different views on whether this should apply to existing or all sources. The MPA state that all sources should be safeguarded due to the cost implications involved in searching for new building stone.  
	There was a general consensus from consultees that building stone resources should be safeguarded with different views on whether this should apply to existing or all sources. The MPA state that all sources should be safeguarded due to the cost implications involved in searching for new building stone.  

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	There has been no new evidence as of January 2015.  
	There has been no new evidence as of January 2015.  

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this is a DtC matter: yes/no? No 
	Is this is a DtC matter: yes/no? No 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	The majority of respondents preferred a combination of the options suggested, particularly of options 3 and 4. The SA concluded that all options would contribute positively to safeguarding minerals and providing minerals to meet the needs of the population, although option 1 would perform better than option 2 in this respect. A combination of options 3 and 4 will be taken forward.  Cross reference will be made to the need to consider the preferred policy approach set out in id70 (Development in Minerals Saf
	The majority of respondents preferred a combination of the options suggested, particularly of options 3 and 4. The SA concluded that all options would contribute positively to safeguarding minerals and providing minerals to meet the needs of the population, although option 1 would perform better than option 2 in this respect. A combination of options 3 and 4 will be taken forward.  Cross reference will be made to the need to consider the preferred policy approach set out in id70 (Development in Minerals Saf

	Preferred policy approach – title change to S01: Safeguarding mineral resources 
	Preferred policy approach – title change to S01: Safeguarding mineral resources 

	All building stone resources and active and former building stone quarries identified on the Policies map will be safeguarded to preserve their availability for the future.  An additional 250m buffer zone around each resource area or active or former site will also be safeguarded to protect the resource from encroaching development. COMBINED MINERALS SAFEGUARDING POLICY from PREFERRED OPTIONS DOCUMENT Part one- Surface mineral resources: The following surface minerals resources and associated buffer zones i
	All building stone resources and active and former building stone quarries identified on the Policies map will be safeguarded to preserve their availability for the future.  An additional 250m buffer zone around each resource area or active or former site will also be safeguarded to protect the resource from encroaching development. COMBINED MINERALS SAFEGUARDING POLICY from PREFERRED OPTIONS DOCUMENT Part one- Surface mineral resources: The following surface minerals resources and associated buffer zones i

	iii) Underground gypsum deposits within the former Sherburn in Elmet Mine planning permission area; iv) Vein mineral reserves within extant planning permissions with an additional 250m buffer Part three – protecting deep mineral resources from other underground minerals development: Reserves and resources of potash and polyhalite identified on the Policies Map, including a 2km buffer zone, will be protected from sterilisation by other forms of underground minerals extraction and the underground storage of g
	iii) Underground gypsum deposits within the former Sherburn in Elmet Mine planning permission area; iv) Vein mineral reserves within extant planning permissions with an additional 250m buffer Part three – protecting deep mineral resources from other underground minerals development: Reserves and resources of potash and polyhalite identified on the Policies Map, including a 2km buffer zone, will be protected from sterilisation by other forms of underground minerals extraction and the underground storage of g

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives Objective 3 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id20: Continuity of supply of building stone Id21: Use of building stone Id70: Developments proposed within mineral safeguarding areas Id71: Consideration of applications in mineral consultation areas 
	Link to Objectives Objective 3 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id20: Continuity of supply of building stone Id21: Use of building stone Id70: Developments proposed within mineral safeguarding areas Id71: Consideration of applications in mineral consultation areas 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment As safeguarding does not infer that minerals extraction will take place there are generally no predicted direct effects. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan.  This policy is likely to result in minor to major positive impacts in relation to encouraging the safeguarding of resources, economic growth and meeting the needs of a changing population as future mineral resource sterilisation is avoided, thus conserving resources for future ec
	Summary of assessment As safeguarding does not infer that minerals extraction will take place there are generally no predicted direct effects. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan.  This policy is likely to result in minor to major positive impacts in relation to encouraging the safeguarding of resources, economic growth and meeting the needs of a changing population as future mineral resource sterilisation is avoided, thus conserving resources for future ec


	Policy id23: Overall spatial options for Oil and Gas  
	Policy id23: Overall spatial options for Oil and Gas  
	Policy id23: Overall spatial options for Oil and Gas  

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: Aim to direct all gas developments (including production and processing) to locations outside of the National Park and AONBs, where viable alternatives to these locations exist. 

	Option 2: Support the principle of gas developments (including production and processing) across the whole of the Joint Plan area provided that, within the National Park and AONBs, and in locations which may impact on the townscape and setting of the historic City of York, particularly high standards of siting, design and mitigation are applied. 
	Option 2: Support the principle of gas developments (including production and processing) across the whole of the Joint Plan area provided that, within the National Park and AONBs, and in locations which may impact on the townscape and setting of the historic City of York, particularly high standards of siting, design and mitigation are applied. 

	Option 3: Support the principle of exploration, appraisal and production of gas across the whole of the Joint Plan area, but aim to direct the siting of any processing or electricity generating facilities to locations outside National Parks and AONBs, where viable alternatives to these locations exist. 
	Option 3: Support the principle of exploration, appraisal and production of gas across the whole of the Joint Plan area, but aim to direct the siting of any processing or electricity generating facilities to locations outside National Parks and AONBs, where viable alternatives to these locations exist. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	The assessment has revealed that Option 1 is likely to provide the most benefits in terms of both protecting the natural and historic environment and landscapes and also supporting local economies, although this option could direct gas developments to areas of highest agricultural land quality and areas where water sources are protected as well as having negative effects in terms of meeting the energy needs of the population. Under Options 2 and 3 there may be negative effects on the landscape and on recrea
	The assessment has revealed that Option 1 is likely to provide the most benefits in terms of both protecting the natural and historic environment and landscapes and also supporting local economies, although this option could direct gas developments to areas of highest agricultural land quality and areas where water sources are protected as well as having negative effects in terms of meeting the energy needs of the population. Under Options 2 and 3 there may be negative effects on the landscape and on recrea

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	42 

	Question 59: Do you have an initial preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 59: Do you have an initial preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 16 (2 SC) 
	Combination: 1(1 Local Authorities) 

	Option 2: 5(3 MWI) 
	Option 2: 5(3 MWI) 
	Did Not Specify: 1(1LA) 

	Option 3: 3 
	Option 3: 3 
	None: 4 

	Question 60: Are there any other options the Authorities should consider in relation to the overall spatial options for oil and gas? 
	Question 60: Are there any other options the Authorities should consider in relation to the overall spatial options for oil and gas? 
	Number of respondents: 12 (1 SC/2 MWI/ 1 Local Authorities) 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key messages Q59: The Majority of respondents expressed a preference for Option 1. However some respondents considered that Option 1 should not be considered as gas exploration and production has been taking place in the National Park for nearly 50 years. Those respondents who expressed a preference for Option 2 considered that with appropriate location, mitigation and design, development could take place with the National Park and AONBs. There was some concern that an approach which directed developments a
	Key messages Q59: The Majority of respondents expressed a preference for Option 1. However some respondents considered that Option 1 should not be considered as gas exploration and production has been taking place in the National Park for nearly 50 years. Those respondents who expressed a preference for Option 2 considered that with appropriate location, mitigation and design, development could take place with the National Park and AONBs. There was some concern that an approach which directed developments a


	that the setting and townscape of the City of York should not take precedence over the setting of other historic towns and other historic towns and villages, and clarification is need on this. Several respondents did not express support for any of the options as they were considered to be contrary to National Policy. Key Message Q60: A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why 
	that the setting and townscape of the City of York should not take precedence over the setting of other historic towns and other historic towns and villages, and clarification is need on this. Several respondents did not express support for any of the options as they were considered to be contrary to National Policy. Key Message Q60: A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why 
	that the setting and townscape of the City of York should not take precedence over the setting of other historic towns and other historic towns and villages, and clarification is need on this. Several respondents did not express support for any of the options as they were considered to be contrary to National Policy. Key Message Q60: A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why 

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of assessment The assessment has revealed that Option 1 is likely to provide the most benefits in terms of both protecting the natural environment and landscapes and also supporting local economies, although this option could potentially direct gas developments to areas of highest agricultural land quality and areas where water sources are protected as well as having negative effects in terms of meeting the energy needs of the population. Under Options 2, 3, 4 and 5 there may be negative effects on 
	Summary of assessment The assessment has revealed that Option 1 is likely to provide the most benefits in terms of both protecting the natural environment and landscapes and also supporting local economies, although this option could potentially direct gas developments to areas of highest agricultural land quality and areas where water sources are protected as well as having negative effects in terms of meeting the energy needs of the population. Under Options 2, 3, 4 and 5 there may be negative effects on 

	supports the extraction of a wider range of hydrocarbons, Recommendations It is acknowledged that whilst Option 1 performs best overall, Options 2 and 3 would provide a better framework for ensuing sufficient gas developments can come forward. A combination of options whereby license holders, whose license(s) cover land both within and outside National Parks and AONBs, must investigate possibilities outside of these areas first and all operators must aim to locate processing facilities outside of these area
	supports the extraction of a wider range of hydrocarbons, Recommendations It is acknowledged that whilst Option 1 performs best overall, Options 2 and 3 would provide a better framework for ensuing sufficient gas developments can come forward. A combination of options whereby license holders, whose license(s) cover land both within and outside National Parks and AONBs, must investigate possibilities outside of these areas first and all operators must aim to locate processing facilities outside of these area

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	A number of respondents suggested that no fracking should be supported within the entire plan area not just the AONBs and National Park. In light of the amendments to the Infrastructure Bill it is considered that the only option is to draft a policy which is not supportive of proposals for fracking in the national parks, AONBS, SACs, SPAs and SSSIs but in relation to National Parks and AONBs is still supportive of proposals for conventional oil and gas exploitation where the major development test is met. S
	A number of respondents suggested that no fracking should be supported within the entire plan area not just the AONBs and National Park. In light of the amendments to the Infrastructure Bill it is considered that the only option is to draft a policy which is not supportive of proposals for fracking in the national parks, AONBS, SACs, SPAs and SSSIs but in relation to National Parks and AONBs is still supportive of proposals for conventional oil and gas exploitation where the major development test is met. S

	Evidence base 
	Evidence base 

	Since the consultation on the Issues and Options took place the Government has issued a Ministerial Statement, which said that applications for major development for unconventional hydrocarbons should be refused in National Parks and AONBs except in exceptional circumstances and where it can be demonstrated that they are in the public interest. Although the guidance is not clear on the treatment of unconventional hydrocarbons it is considered that major developments for these resources should also need to d
	Since the consultation on the Issues and Options took place the Government has issued a Ministerial Statement, which said that applications for major development for unconventional hydrocarbons should be refused in National Parks and AONBs except in exceptional circumstances and where it can be demonstrated that they are in the public interest. Although the guidance is not clear on the treatment of unconventional hydrocarbons it is considered that major developments for these resources should also need to d

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this is a DtC matter: No 
	Is this is a DtC matter: No 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	Many comments received suggested that Shale Gas should not be supported, however this would be contrary to the Government’s policies so is not considered an appropriate option. The majority of respondents said that option 1 was their preferred approach “aim to direct all gas developments (including production and processing) to locations outside of the National Parks and AONBs, where viable alternatives to these locations exist” Those who responded with option 2 as their preferred option were concerned that
	Many comments received suggested that Shale Gas should not be supported, however this would be contrary to the Government’s policies so is not considered an appropriate option. The majority of respondents said that option 1 was their preferred approach “aim to direct all gas developments (including production and processing) to locations outside of the National Parks and AONBs, where viable alternatives to these locations exist” Those who responded with option 2 as their preferred option were concerned that

	option, however it will be made clear that hydraulic fracturing in these areas will not be supported. National planning guidance is clear that minerals plans should include criteria based policies for the exploration, appraisal and production phases of hydrocarbon extraction. The guidance goes on to say that these policies should set clear guidance and criteria for the location and assessment of hydrocarbon extraction within the Petroleum Licence Areas. For this reason it is considered that four policies sh
	option, however it will be made clear that hydraulic fracturing in these areas will not be supported. National planning guidance is clear that minerals plans should include criteria based policies for the exploration, appraisal and production phases of hydrocarbon extraction. The guidance goes on to say that these policies should set clear guidance and criteria for the location and assessment of hydrocarbon extraction within the Petroleum Licence Areas. For this reason it is considered that four policies sh
	-


	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M16: Overall spatial policy for hydrocarbon development 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M16: Overall spatial policy for hydrocarbon development 

	Proposals for development of unconventional hydrocarbons, including proposals involving hydraulic fracturing, will not be supported where they are located within the National Park, AONBs, Special Areas of Conservation, Special Protection Areas or Sites of Special Scientific Interest.   For conventional hydrocarbons development, applicants will need to demonstrate that all options for undertaking the development in other, non-designated, areas licenced to the applicant by DECC have been fully considered befo
	Proposals for development of unconventional hydrocarbons, including proposals involving hydraulic fracturing, will not be supported where they are located within the National Park, AONBs, Special Areas of Conservation, Special Protection Areas or Sites of Special Scientific Interest.   For conventional hydrocarbons development, applicants will need to demonstrate that all options for undertaking the development in other, non-designated, areas licenced to the applicant by DECC have been fully considered befo

	Natural gas was first discovered in the geology of the North York Moors in the 1940’s. In the 1970’s gas was extracted from a wellhead in the National Park and processed at a processing plant in Pickering, however the operation ceased after a short period of time as a result of the wells producing water. In 1994 the Knapton gas and power generation plant was commissioned by Scottish Power with its gas supplies sourced from outside the National park within the Vale of Pickering at Kirby Misperton, Marishes, 
	Natural gas was first discovered in the geology of the North York Moors in the 1940’s. In the 1970’s gas was extracted from a wellhead in the National Park and processed at a processing plant in Pickering, however the operation ceased after a short period of time as a result of the wells producing water. In 1994 the Knapton gas and power generation plant was commissioned by Scottish Power with its gas supplies sourced from outside the National park within the Vale of Pickering at Kirby Misperton, Marishes, 

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 5 
	Link to Objectives: Objective 5 

	Objective 6 Objective 9 Objective 10 Objective 12 Links to other relevant policies: Id25: Exploration and appraisal of hydrocarbon resources Id26: Production and processing of hydrocarbon resources Id28: Carbon and gas storage Id56: Locations for ancillary infrastructure Id57: Minerals ancillary infrastructure safeguarding Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id61: North York Moor National Park and AONBs Id62: Minerals and waste development in the Green Belt Id63: Landscape Id64: Biodiversity and geod
	Objective 6 Objective 9 Objective 10 Objective 12 Links to other relevant policies: Id25: Exploration and appraisal of hydrocarbon resources Id26: Production and processing of hydrocarbon resources Id28: Carbon and gas storage Id56: Locations for ancillary infrastructure Id57: Minerals ancillary infrastructure safeguarding Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id61: North York Moor National Park and AONBs Id62: Minerals and waste development in the Green Belt Id63: Landscape Id64: Biodiversity and geod

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment This preferred option exhibits a range of mostly minor effects, some positive and some negative. Most positive effects occur because the preferred policy steers development away from protected areas such as National Parka and Green Belt, either by not supporting it in such areas or requiring proposals for conventional hydrocarbons in National Parks / AONBs to meet the requirements for major development set out in Policy D04. Negative effects tend to occur because development may concen
	Summary of assessment This preferred option exhibits a range of mostly minor effects, some positive and some negative. Most positive effects occur because the preferred policy steers development away from protected areas such as National Parka and Green Belt, either by not supporting it in such areas or requiring proposals for conventional hydrocarbons in National Parks / AONBs to meet the requirements for major development set out in Policy D04. Negative effects tend to occur because development may concen


	Policy id24: Co-ordination of gas extraction and processing 
	Policy id24: Co-ordination of gas extraction and processing 
	Policy id24: Co-ordination of gas extraction and processing 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: Support a co-ordinated approach to gas extraction and processing through supporting, where viable, the preferential use and/or adaptation of existing permitted processing infrastructure for the processing of any new gas finds and, in relation to any development of new gas resources not accessible to existing processing infrastructure, support co-ordination between licence operators and encourage the development of shared processing infrastructure where this would help reduce overall environmental 

	Option 2: Do not express specific support for a co-ordinated approach to gas extraction and processing. 
	Option 2: Do not express specific support for a co-ordinated approach to gas extraction and processing. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	The approach outlined in Option 1 is likely to have more positive effects than option 2 in relation to making use of existing infrastructure and supporting shared infrastructure where environmental impacts can be minimised. This is likely to reduce the need for additional land, reduce disturbance to wildlife and any additional impacts on the landscape/historic environment as well as reduce the cumulative impacts of processing across the plan area. The majority of effects from Option 2 are uncertain given th
	The approach outlined in Option 1 is likely to have more positive effects than option 2 in relation to making use of existing infrastructure and supporting shared infrastructure where environmental impacts can be minimised. This is likely to reduce the need for additional land, reduce disturbance to wildlife and any additional impacts on the landscape/historic environment as well as reduce the cumulative impacts of processing across the plan area. The majority of effects from Option 2 are uncertain given th

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 


	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	25 

	Question 61: Do you have an initial preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 61: Do you have an initial preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 17 (SC/MWI/ LA) 
	Did not Specify: 0 

	Option 2: 3 (3 MWI) 
	Option 2: 3 (3 MWI) 
	None: 1(1 SC) 

	Question 62: Are there any other options the Authorities should consider in relation to the co-ordination of gas extraction and processing? 
	Question 62: Are there any other options the Authorities should consider in relation to the co-ordination of gas extraction and processing? 
	Number of respondents: 4 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key messages Q61: The Majority of respondents expressed a preference for Option 1. Some respondents considered that the policy wording could be strengthened as the use of ‘support’ and ‘encourage’ being considered as weak. Option 2 provides flexibility to developers to identify sites for new infrastructure. It was considered that an approach seeking coordination could be restrictive and could only be achieved where realistic and commercially viable. One respondent who did not express a preference for either
	Key messages Q61: The Majority of respondents expressed a preference for Option 1. Some respondents considered that the policy wording could be strengthened as the use of ‘support’ and ‘encourage’ being considered as weak. Option 2 provides flexibility to developers to identify sites for new infrastructure. It was considered that an approach seeking coordination could be restrictive and could only be achieved where realistic and commercially viable. One respondent who did not express a preference for either

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	N/A 
	N/A 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	One respondent suggested that the plan should remain flexibility and it is considered that the wording of the preferred policy now provides a balance between directing development to appropriate locations and supporting development in the new licence areas. The majority of respondents supported the approach set out in option 1 and this has been carried forward into a merged extraction and processing policy. One respondent raised concern about the use of the words support and encourage and this has also be s
	One respondent suggested that the plan should remain flexibility and it is considered that the wording of the preferred policy now provides a balance between directing development to appropriate locations and supporting development in the new licence areas. The majority of respondents supported the approach set out in option 1 and this has been carried forward into a merged extraction and processing policy. One respondent raised concern about the use of the words support and encourage and this has also be s

	Evidence base 
	Evidence base 

	There has been new national policy which considers this issue specifically (January 2015) 
	There has been new national policy which considers this issue specifically (January 2015) 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this is a DtC matter: no This is not considered to be a matter which requires addressing through the Duty to Co-operate. 
	Is this is a DtC matter: no This is not considered to be a matter which requires addressing through the Duty to Co-operate. 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	The preferred option of the majority of respondents was option 1, which supported a co-ordinated approach to gas extraction and processing. Option 1 was also considered to have more positive effects in terms of the Sustainability Appraisal. It is difficult to separate out this requirement from the overall approach to gas extraction and processing and therefore it is considered that the criteria of this is incorporate into id 26 to avoid duplication. The wording of this preferred policy has been changed to i
	The preferred option of the majority of respondents was option 1, which supported a co-ordinated approach to gas extraction and processing. Option 1 was also considered to have more positive effects in terms of the Sustainability Appraisal. It is difficult to separate out this requirement from the overall approach to gas extraction and processing and therefore it is considered that the criteria of this is incorporate into id 26 to avoid duplication. The wording of this preferred policy has been changed to i


	also been strengthened from “support” and “encourage” to “should be adopted”.  
	also been strengthened from “support” and “encourage” to “should be adopted”.  
	also been strengthened from “support” and “encourage” to “should be adopted”.  

	Preferred policy approach – been incorporated into M18: Production and processing of hydrocarbon resources 
	Preferred policy approach – been incorporated into M18: Production and processing of hydrocarbon resources 

	This policy is only relevant to the extraction and processing of gas and therefore to provide clarity it is considered appropriate to merge the requirements of option 1 into the preferred option on Gas Developments (exploration and appraisal), which was id 26 in the issues and options document. 
	This policy is only relevant to the extraction and processing of gas and therefore to provide clarity it is considered appropriate to merge the requirements of option 1 into the preferred option on Gas Developments (exploration and appraisal), which was id 26 in the issues and options document. 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	N/A  
	N/A  


	Policy id25: Gas development (exploration and appraisal)  
	Policy id25: Gas development (exploration and appraisal)  
	Policy id25: Gas development (exploration and appraisal)  

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option1: This option would support development for the purposes of exploration and appraisal for gas (where such development would be consistent with other strategic policies in the Plan) where the site has been selected to minimise any adverse impacts on the environment, amenity and on transport considerations resulting from the exploration and appraisal activity, so far as practicable taking into account the geological target being explored or appraised, and subject to particularly high standards of sitin

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	This option requires the consideration of environmental, amenity and transport effects in relation to gas exploration and appraisal. This, when considered alongside the regulatory regime, is likely to have predominantly positive effects in ensuring that any adverse impacts as result of this are minimised and locations are chosen which are not significantly affected, though some residual effects may remain. However, due to the nature of exploration, development may be proposed in locations which conflict wit
	This option requires the consideration of environmental, amenity and transport effects in relation to gas exploration and appraisal. This, when considered alongside the regulatory regime, is likely to have predominantly positive effects in ensuring that any adverse impacts as result of this are minimised and locations are chosen which are not significantly affected, though some residual effects may remain. However, due to the nature of exploration, development may be proposed in locations which conflict wit

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	42 

	Question 63: Do you agree with the option presented above? 
	Question 63: Do you agree with the option presented above? 
	Yes: 9 
	No: 7 

	Did Not Specify: 3 
	Did Not Specify: 3 

	Question 64: Are there any alternatives that you would like the Authorities to consider in relation to gas developments (exploration and appraisal)? 
	Question 64: Are there any alternatives that you would like the Authorities to consider in relation to gas developments (exploration and appraisal)? 
	Number of respondents: 12 (SC/ 2 MWI/ Local Authorities) 

	Question 65: Are there any additional specific criteria that should be included? 
	Question 65: Are there any additional specific criteria that should be included? 
	Number of respondents: 11 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	General: One respondent considered this id box to contradict Option 1 of id23 and expressed no further views. Key Messages Q63: Opinion was broadly mixed regarding the suitability of the Option presented. One respondent highlighted that the landscape and visual intrusion impacts of exploration and appraisal are temporary and reversible. 
	General: One respondent considered this id box to contradict Option 1 of id23 and expressed no further views. Key Messages Q63: Opinion was broadly mixed regarding the suitability of the Option presented. One respondent highlighted that the landscape and visual intrusion impacts of exploration and appraisal are temporary and reversible. 


	Key Messages Q64: A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why they have or have not been taken forward.  Any realistic alternatives are summarised and worked up below. Proposed Option 2  Do not include any specific criteria within the Plan for the exploration and appraisal of oil and gas, instead rely on National Policy in the NPPF. Suggested approach This option would not set
	Key Messages Q64: A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why they have or have not been taken forward.  Any realistic alternatives are summarised and worked up below. Proposed Option 2  Do not include any specific criteria within the Plan for the exploration and appraisal of oil and gas, instead rely on National Policy in the NPPF. Suggested approach This option would not set
	Key Messages Q64: A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why they have or have not been taken forward.  Any realistic alternatives are summarised and worked up below. Proposed Option 2  Do not include any specific criteria within the Plan for the exploration and appraisal of oil and gas, instead rely on National Policy in the NPPF. Suggested approach This option would not set

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of assessment Option 1 requires the consideration of environmental, amenity and transport effects in relation to gas exploration and appraisal.  This, when considered alongside the regulatory regime,  is likely to have predominantly positive effects in ensuring that any adverse impacts as a result of this are minimised and locations are chosen which are not significantly affected, though some residual effects may remain.  However, due to the nature of exploration, development may be proposed in loca
	Summary of assessment Option 1 requires the consideration of environmental, amenity and transport effects in relation to gas exploration and appraisal.  This, when considered alongside the regulatory regime,  is likely to have predominantly positive effects in ensuring that any adverse impacts as a result of this are minimised and locations are chosen which are not significantly affected, though some residual effects may remain.  However, due to the nature of exploration, development may be proposed in loca

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The views of many respondents were that fracking should not be supported at all. Although the Government has set out its intention to ban fracking in National Parks, AONB’s and on SSSIs they 
	The views of many respondents were that fracking should not be supported at all. Although the Government has set out its intention to ban fracking in National Parks, AONB’s and on SSSIs they 

	remain clear that fracking in other areas remains a priority. If the Joint Minerals and Waste Plan included a policy which banned fracking across the plan area it would be considered contrary to National Policy Guidance. The preferred option policy is considered to set robust criteria against which proposals will be considered. Although this policy does not ban fracking it will ensure that a robust assessment is undertaken to address the fears that are associated with the process of fracking.  One of the co
	remain clear that fracking in other areas remains a priority. If the Joint Minerals and Waste Plan included a policy which banned fracking across the plan area it would be considered contrary to National Policy Guidance. The preferred option policy is considered to set robust criteria against which proposals will be considered. Although this policy does not ban fracking it will ensure that a robust assessment is undertaken to address the fears that are associated with the process of fracking.  One of the co

	Evidence Base Updates 
	Evidence Base Updates 

	Since the consultation on the Issues and Options took place the Government has issued a Ministerial Statement, which said that applications for major development for unconventional hydrocarbons should be refused in National Parks and AONBs except in exceptional circumstances and where it can be demonstrated that they are in the public interest. Although the guidance is not clear on the treatment of unconventional hydrocarbons it is considered that major developments for these resources should also need to d
	Since the consultation on the Issues and Options took place the Government has issued a Ministerial Statement, which said that applications for major development for unconventional hydrocarbons should be refused in National Parks and AONBs except in exceptional circumstances and where it can be demonstrated that they are in the public interest. Although the guidance is not clear on the treatment of unconventional hydrocarbons it is considered that major developments for these resources should also need to d

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No This policy is not considered to raise any issues in relation to the duty to co-operate. 
	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No This policy is not considered to raise any issues in relation to the duty to co-operate. 

	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 

	Only one option was consulted upon and the majority of respondents agreed with the approach. Many of the respondents did not support unconventional gas development, however as this is contrary to the Government’s aims in areas outside National Parks, AONBs, SACs, SPAs and SSSIs a general presumption against development is not considered an appropriate option. Nevertheless the preferred option will include criteria to protect water sources and the other issues raised by respondents.  Exploration and appraisa
	Only one option was consulted upon and the majority of respondents agreed with the approach. Many of the respondents did not support unconventional gas development, however as this is contrary to the Government’s aims in areas outside National Parks, AONBs, SACs, SPAs and SSSIs a general presumption against development is not considered an appropriate option. Nevertheless the preferred option will include criteria to protect water sources and the other issues raised by respondents.  Exploration and appraisa

	harm to the area, proposals should be supported in principle. This follows the advice set out in the Planning Guidance which states that planning authorities should not take account of future activities at the exploration stage, although where EIA is required it may be necessary to consider this. This approach is consistent with the comments to the consultation at Issues and Options stage. References to the setting of proposals will be clarified in the Development Management Section particularly in referenc
	harm to the area, proposals should be supported in principle. This follows the advice set out in the Planning Guidance which states that planning authorities should not take account of future activities at the exploration stage, although where EIA is required it may be necessary to consider this. This approach is consistent with the comments to the consultation at Issues and Options stage. References to the setting of proposals will be clarified in the Development Management Section particularly in referenc

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M17: Exploration and appraisal for hydrocarbon resources 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M17: Exploration and appraisal for hydrocarbon resources 

	Proposals for the exploration and appraisal of hydrocarbon resources will be supported where they are considered to be in accordance with the overall spatial policy as set out in Policy M16 for onshore hydrocarbon development and the following requirements are met: i. any unacceptable adverse impact on the environment, local amenity, and heritage assets is avoided or can be appropriately mitigated so far as practicable taking into account the geological target being explored or appraised; and ii. a robust a
	Proposals for the exploration and appraisal of hydrocarbon resources will be supported where they are considered to be in accordance with the overall spatial policy as set out in Policy M16 for onshore hydrocarbon development and the following requirements are met: i. any unacceptable adverse impact on the environment, local amenity, and heritage assets is avoided or can be appropriately mitigated so far as practicable taking into account the geological target being explored or appraised; and ii. a robust a

	best and most versatile agricultural land; blast vibration; flood risk; land stability/subsidence including as a result of the presence of faults; internationally, nationally or locally designated wildlife sites, protected habitats and species, and ecological networks; impacts on nationally protected landscapes (National Parks, the Broads and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty); nationally protected geological and geo-morphological sites and features; site restoration and aftercare;  surface and ground wat
	best and most versatile agricultural land; blast vibration; flood risk; land stability/subsidence including as a result of the presence of faults; internationally, nationally or locally designated wildlife sites, protected habitats and species, and ecological networks; impacts on nationally protected landscapes (National Parks, the Broads and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty); nationally protected geological and geo-morphological sites and features; site restoration and aftercare;  surface and ground wat

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 5 Objective 6 Objective 9 Objective 10 Links to other relevant policies Id25:Overall spatial policy for hydrocarbon development Id26: Production and processing of hydrocarbon resources Id28: Carbon and gas storage Id56: Locations for ancillary infrastructure Id57:Minerals ancillary infrastructure safeguarding Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id61: North York Moor National Park and AONBs Id62: Minerals and waste development in the Green Belt Id63: Landscape Id64: Biodi
	Link to Objectives: Objective 5 Objective 6 Objective 9 Objective 10 Links to other relevant policies Id25:Overall spatial policy for hydrocarbon development Id26: Production and processing of hydrocarbon resources Id28: Carbon and gas storage Id56: Locations for ancillary infrastructure Id57:Minerals ancillary infrastructure safeguarding Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id61: North York Moor National Park and AONBs Id62: Minerals and waste development in the Green Belt Id63: Landscape Id64: Biodi

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment The preferred policy mostly acts as a positive safeguard against the main impacts of hydrocarbon exploration and appraisal, particularly as it combines with preferred policy M16 and other policies such as the development control policies, though uncertainty is noted as these other policies are as yet unadopted.  There are, however, some minor negative effects. These stem largely from the fact that despite the strong protection in the policy combined with other plan policies, residual e
	Summary of assessment The preferred policy mostly acts as a positive safeguard against the main impacts of hydrocarbon exploration and appraisal, particularly as it combines with preferred policy M16 and other policies such as the development control policies, though uncertainty is noted as these other policies are as yet unadopted.  There are, however, some minor negative effects. These stem largely from the fact that despite the strong protection in the policy combined with other plan policies, residual e


	A potential approach to reducing resource intensity, waste and climate change impacts could be through better links to policy  D11 ‘Sustainable Design, Construction and Operation of Development  (which requires ‘minimisation of waste generated by new minerals and waste development’ and ‘reduction or minimisation of greenhouse gases’) by listing it in the ‘key links to other relevant policies and objectives’. 
	Policy id26: Gas developments (production and processing) 
	Policy id26: Gas developments (production and processing) 
	Policy id26: Gas developments (production and processing) 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would support the development of new gas production and processing facilities (where such development would be consistent with other strategic policies in the Plan including any policy seeking the co-ordinated use of gas processing infrastructure) where the site has been selected to minimise any adverse impacts on the environment, amenity and public safety and on transport considerations. Preference would be given to the siting of any significant new processing facilities on brownfield

	Option 2: This option would be the same as Option 1 but would also support gas production and processing on greenfield sites and at locations away from existing industrial and employment land. 
	Option 2: This option would be the same as Option 1 but would also support gas production and processing on greenfield sites and at locations away from existing industrial and employment land. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	The assessment reveals that Option 1 would score more positively than Option 2 in a range of areas due to the preference for use of brownfield land over greenfield land. In particular, Option 2 would lead to the loss of soils and, potentially, high quality agricultural land. It may also exacerbate rainwater runoff through loss of permeable land and, in some circumstances, the loss of the areas of habitat that provide a climate regulation function. Some uncertainties, but no negative effects, are identified 
	The assessment reveals that Option 1 would score more positively than Option 2 in a range of areas due to the preference for use of brownfield land over greenfield land. In particular, Option 2 would lead to the loss of soils and, potentially, high quality agricultural land. It may also exacerbate rainwater runoff through loss of permeable land and, in some circumstances, the loss of the areas of habitat that provide a climate regulation function. Some uncertainties, but no negative effects, are identified 
	-


	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	27 

	Question 66: Do you have an initial preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 66: Do you have an initial preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 10 (1 SC) 
	None: 1 

	Option 2: 6 (1 SC/3 MWI) 
	Option 2: 6 (1 SC/3 MWI) 
	Did Not Specify: 4 

	Question 67: Are there any alternatives that you would like the Authorities to consider in relation to gas developments (production and processing)? 
	Question 67: Are there any alternatives that you would like the Authorities to consider in relation to gas developments (production and processing)? 
	Number of respondents: 6 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q66: Several respondents suggested specific wording which should be incorporated into the policy if policy 2 were to be taken forward, including replacement of ‘minimise’ with ‘mitigate’ and removal of the phrase ‘or in close proximity to...’ (Referring to the National Park or AONBs). It was considered that the requirement for ‘particular high standards’ (Option 1) should be applied consistently across the whole Plan area. It was also considered that the Plan should be flexible to allow schemes
	Key Messages Q66: Several respondents suggested specific wording which should be incorporated into the policy if policy 2 were to be taken forward, including replacement of ‘minimise’ with ‘mitigate’ and removal of the phrase ‘or in close proximity to...’ (Referring to the National Park or AONBs). It was considered that the requirement for ‘particular high standards’ (Option 1) should be applied consistently across the whole Plan area. It was also considered that the Plan should be flexible to allow schemes


	considered but some points were raised which need to be considered during the progression to Preferred Options. The term ‘hydrocarbons’ instead of gas, the word ‘minimise’ in the policy should be replaced with ‘mitigate’ and consideration should be given to the issue of coal mining legacy when developers are considering processing and production of gas. 
	considered but some points were raised which need to be considered during the progression to Preferred Options. The term ‘hydrocarbons’ instead of gas, the word ‘minimise’ in the policy should be replaced with ‘mitigate’ and consideration should be given to the issue of coal mining legacy when developers are considering processing and production of gas. 
	considered but some points were raised which need to be considered during the progression to Preferred Options. The term ‘hydrocarbons’ instead of gas, the word ‘minimise’ in the policy should be replaced with ‘mitigate’ and consideration should be given to the issue of coal mining legacy when developers are considering processing and production of gas. 

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	N/A 
	N/A 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	Some respondents felt that the wording which requires particularly high standards of design within or in close proximity to the National Park, AONBs or the setting of York essentially waters down the standards expected elsewhere in the plan area. This issue is now addressed in the policy for the overall spatial options for hydrocarbons but now refers to the “special care” which needs to be taken where proposals are in close proximity to these areas. More explicit reference is now also given in the policy on
	Some respondents felt that the wording which requires particularly high standards of design within or in close proximity to the National Park, AONBs or the setting of York essentially waters down the standards expected elsewhere in the plan area. This issue is now addressed in the policy for the overall spatial options for hydrocarbons but now refers to the “special care” which needs to be taken where proposals are in close proximity to these areas. More explicit reference is now also given in the policy on

	Evidence base 
	Evidence base 

	Since consultation on the Issues and Options took place the Government has issued a Ministerial Statement, which says that applications for major development for unconventional hydrocarbons should be refused in National Parks, the Broads and AONBs except in exceptional circumstances and where it can be demonstrated that they are in the public interest. This guidance has subsequently been amended by changes to the Infrastructure Bill which says that proposals for fracking should not be supported in National 
	Since consultation on the Issues and Options took place the Government has issued a Ministerial Statement, which says that applications for major development for unconventional hydrocarbons should be refused in National Parks, the Broads and AONBs except in exceptional circumstances and where it can be demonstrated that they are in the public interest. This guidance has subsequently been amended by changes to the Infrastructure Bill which says that proposals for fracking should not be supported in National 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No This policy is not considered to raise any issues in relation to the Duty to Co-operate. 
	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No This policy is not considered to raise any issues in relation to the Duty to Co-operate. 

	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 

	Many comments received suggested that Shale Gas development should not be supported. However this approach would not be consistent with National Policy so is not considered an appropriate option unless the sites are located in the National Park, AONBs or on SSSIs. The majority of respondents said that option 1 was their preferred approach “aim to direct all gas developments (including production and processing) to locations outside of the National Parks and AONBs, where viable alternatives to these location
	Many comments received suggested that Shale Gas development should not be supported. However this approach would not be consistent with National Policy so is not considered an appropriate option unless the sites are located in the National Park, AONBs or on SSSIs. The majority of respondents said that option 1 was their preferred approach “aim to direct all gas developments (including production and processing) to locations outside of the National Parks and AONBs, where viable alternatives to these location

	SPAs, SACs and SSSI sites and therefore it is not considered appropriate to repeat this approach in the preferred option policy. At issues and options the extraction and processing of hydrocarbon resources were separated out between conventional and unconventional resources. However from a planning decision making point of view the issues which need to be considered are similar and therefore the options have been combined in the preferred option policy with specific mention being made of the particular issu
	SPAs, SACs and SSSI sites and therefore it is not considered appropriate to repeat this approach in the preferred option policy. At issues and options the extraction and processing of hydrocarbon resources were separated out between conventional and unconventional resources. However from a planning decision making point of view the issues which need to be considered are similar and therefore the options have been combined in the preferred option policy with specific mention being made of the particular issu

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M18: Production and processing of hydrocarbon resources 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M18: Production and processing of hydrocarbon resources 

	Proposals for the production and processing of hydrocarbon resources will be supported where they are in accordance with the overall spatial policy as set out in Policy M16 for onshore hydrocarbon development and the following requirements are met:i. Any unacceptable impact on the environment, local amenity and heritage assets is avoided or can be appropriately mitigated. Where proposals are for unconventional resources particular care will need to be given to demonstrate that there will be no harm to the q
	Proposals for the production and processing of hydrocarbon resources will be supported where they are in accordance with the overall spatial policy as set out in Policy M16 for onshore hydrocarbon development and the following requirements are met:i. Any unacceptable impact on the environment, local amenity and heritage assets is avoided or can be appropriately mitigated. Where proposals are for unconventional resources particular care will need to be given to demonstrate that there will be no harm to the q
	-


	Parks, the Broads and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty); nationally protected geological and geomorphological sites and features; site restoration and aftercare;  surface and groundwater resource and pollution issues.  The production of an oil or gas field can last up to 20 years, however it is important to ensure the applicants provide appropriate details setting out how the site will be restored to an appropriate after use when operations cease.  Once the hydrocarbons are extracted they will need to be
	Parks, the Broads and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty); nationally protected geological and geomorphological sites and features; site restoration and aftercare;  surface and groundwater resource and pollution issues.  The production of an oil or gas field can last up to 20 years, however it is important to ensure the applicants provide appropriate details setting out how the site will be restored to an appropriate after use when operations cease.  Once the hydrocarbons are extracted they will need to be
	-


	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 5 Objective 6 Objective 9 Objective 10 Objective 12 Links to other relevant policies Id23: Overall spatial policy for hydrocarbon development Id25: Exploration and appraisal of hydrocarbon resources Id28: Carbon and gas storage Id56: Locations for ancillary infrastructure Id57: Minerals ancillary infrastructure safeguarding Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id61: North York Moor National Park and AONBs Id62: Minerals and waste development in the Green Belt Id63: Landsc
	Link to Objectives: Objective 5 Objective 6 Objective 9 Objective 10 Objective 12 Links to other relevant policies Id23: Overall spatial policy for hydrocarbon development Id25: Exploration and appraisal of hydrocarbon resources Id28: Carbon and gas storage Id56: Locations for ancillary infrastructure Id57: Minerals ancillary infrastructure safeguarding Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id61: North York Moor National Park and AONBs Id62: Minerals and waste development in the Green Belt Id63: Landsc

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment There are a range of mixed effects from this option, though it is more positive than negative. The preferred policy mostly acts as a positive safeguard against the main impacts of hydrocarbon extraction, particularly as it combines with preferred policy M16 and other policies such as the development control policies, though uncertainty is noted as these other policies are as yet unadopted. There are, however, some negative effects. These stem largely from the fact that despite the stro
	Summary of assessment There are a range of mixed effects from this option, though it is more positive than negative. The preferred policy mostly acts as a positive safeguard against the main impacts of hydrocarbon extraction, particularly as it combines with preferred policy M16 and other policies such as the development control policies, though uncertainty is noted as these other policies are as yet unadopted. There are, however, some negative effects. These stem largely from the fact that despite the stro


	objective also recorded some positive effects as it seeks to make good use of land and existing infrastructure where available which would reduce the overall resource use. 
	Recommendations: 
	A potential approach to reducing resource intensity, waste and climate change impacts could be through better links to policy  D11 ‘Sustainable Design, Construction and Operation of Development  (which requires ‘minimisation of waste generated by new minerals and waste development’ and ‘reduction or minimisation of greenhouse gases’) by listing it in the ‘key links to other relevant policies and objectives’. 
	Policy id27: Coal Mine Methane 
	Policy id27: Coal Mine Methane 
	Policy id27: Coal Mine Methane 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would support the ongoing extraction and utilisation of CMM at existing sites, including the utilisation of additional generating equipment. 

	Option 2: This option would support the extraction and utilisation of CMM at other locations as well as existing sites, with a preference that any new plant and equipment is located on brownfield, industrial or employment land and operational coal mining sites where practicable and where the choice of location would enable the efficient utilisation of the energy produced. 
	Option 2: This option would support the extraction and utilisation of CMM at other locations as well as existing sites, with a preference that any new plant and equipment is located on brownfield, industrial or employment land and operational coal mining sites where practicable and where the choice of location would enable the efficient utilisation of the energy produced. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	Both Option 1 and Option 2 exhibit broadly positive effects on the sustainability objectives, though there remains some potential for minor negative effects on biodiversity / geodiversity, historic environment, landscape / townscape for both options. Some limited uncertainty with effects on land / soil is observed under Option 1 as it is not clear whether the option would result in a preference for brownfield land. However, notwithstanding these issues, both options, and especially Option 2, will result in 
	Both Option 1 and Option 2 exhibit broadly positive effects on the sustainability objectives, though there remains some potential for minor negative effects on biodiversity / geodiversity, historic environment, landscape / townscape for both options. Some limited uncertainty with effects on land / soil is observed under Option 1 as it is not clear whether the option would result in a preference for brownfield land. However, notwithstanding these issues, both options, and especially Option 2, will result in 

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	18 

	Question 68: Do you have an initial preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 68: Do you have an initial preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 5  

	Option 2: 9 (1 SC/1 MWI) 
	Option 2: 9 (1 SC/1 MWI) 

	None:  1 (1 SC) 
	None:  1 (1 SC) 

	Question 69: Are there any alternatives that you would like the Authorities to consider in relation to coal mine methane? 
	Question 69: Are there any alternatives that you would like the Authorities to consider in relation to coal mine methane? 
	Number of respondents: 3 (1 LA) 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q68: Limited comments were received in relation Q68. However, three respondents did express support for CCM. One respondent considered that the Plan should remain flexible to take account of new licences which may be granted. Key Message Q69: Two alternative comments were put forward, one suggested banning gas extraction and the other suggested supporting development on greenfield sites. Banning gas extraction cannot be taken forward as it is against Government policy; the second suggestion can
	Key Messages Q68: Limited comments were received in relation Q68. However, three respondents did express support for CCM. One respondent considered that the Plan should remain flexible to take account of new licences which may be granted. Key Message Q69: Two alternative comments were put forward, one suggested banning gas extraction and the other suggested supporting development on greenfield sites. Banning gas extraction cannot be taken forward as it is against Government policy; the second suggestion can

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 


	Summary of assessment All options exhibit broadly positive effects on the sustainability objectives, though there remains some potential for minor negative effects on biodiversity / geodiversity, historic environment, landscape / townscape in all cases. Some limited uncertainty with effects on land / soil is observed under Options 1 and 3 as it is not clear whether the option would result in a preference for brownfield land.  However, notwithstanding these issues, both options, and especially Options 2 and 
	Summary of assessment All options exhibit broadly positive effects on the sustainability objectives, though there remains some potential for minor negative effects on biodiversity / geodiversity, historic environment, landscape / townscape in all cases. Some limited uncertainty with effects on land / soil is observed under Options 1 and 3 as it is not clear whether the option would result in a preference for brownfield land.  However, notwithstanding these issues, both options, and especially Options 2 and 
	Summary of assessment All options exhibit broadly positive effects on the sustainability objectives, though there remains some potential for minor negative effects on biodiversity / geodiversity, historic environment, landscape / townscape in all cases. Some limited uncertainty with effects on land / soil is observed under Options 1 and 3 as it is not clear whether the option would result in a preference for brownfield land.  However, notwithstanding these issues, both options, and especially Options 2 and 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	As set out in the responses to comments on other hydrocarbon options the government has made it clear that Minerals Planning Authorities should support proposals in principle for hydraulic fracking where they are outside of designated areas. Any policies which are contrary to this approach would not be considered sound.  In response to the comments made the preferred options policies refer to hydrocarbons rather than oil and gas. 
	As set out in the responses to comments on other hydrocarbon options the government has made it clear that Minerals Planning Authorities should support proposals in principle for hydraulic fracking where they are outside of designated areas. Any policies which are contrary to this approach would not be considered sound.  In response to the comments made the preferred options policies refer to hydrocarbons rather than oil and gas. 

	Evidence base 
	Evidence base 

	Since the consultation on the Issues and Options took place the Government has issued a Ministerial Statement, which said that applications for major development for unconventional hydrocarbons should be refused in National Parks and AONBs except in exceptional circumstances and where it can be demonstrated that they are in the public interest. Although the guidance is not clear on the treatment of unconventional hydrocarbons it is considered that major developments for these resources should also need to d
	Since the consultation on the Issues and Options took place the Government has issued a Ministerial Statement, which said that applications for major development for unconventional hydrocarbons should be refused in National Parks and AONBs except in exceptional circumstances and where it can be demonstrated that they are in the public interest. Although the guidance is not clear on the treatment of unconventional hydrocarbons it is considered that major developments for these resources should also need to d

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No These options are not considered to raise any issues in relation to the Duty to Co-operate. 
	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No These options are not considered to raise any issues in relation to the Duty to Co-operate. 

	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 

	The majority of respondents supported option 2. Although an alternative option was to ban gas extraction, this cannot be taken forward as it is contrary to policy unless it is in relation to hydraulic fracturing in designated areas. The policy approach for Coal Mine Methane is considered to be identical to that of other unconventional oil and gas resources and therefore it is considered appropriate to merge this policy with the other hydrocarbon policies. 
	The majority of respondents supported option 2. Although an alternative option was to ban gas extraction, this cannot be taken forward as it is contrary to policy unless it is in relation to hydraulic fracturing in designated areas. The policy approach for Coal Mine Methane is considered to be identical to that of other unconventional oil and gas resources and therefore it is considered appropriate to merge this policy with the other hydrocarbon policies. 

	Preferred policy approach 
	Preferred policy approach 

	By utilising  a criteria based approach for the assessment all hydrocarbon development it is not considered necessary for Minerals Plan to include policies for each particular type of hydrocarbon 
	By utilising  a criteria based approach for the assessment all hydrocarbon development it is not considered necessary for Minerals Plan to include policies for each particular type of hydrocarbon 

	resource, so Coal Mine Methane is covered by other polices in this section. 
	resource, so Coal Mine Methane is covered by other polices in this section. 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	N/A 
	N/A 


	Policy id28: Coal Bed Methane, Underground Coal Gasification, Shale Gas and Carbon and Gas Storage 
	Policy id28: Coal Bed Methane, Underground Coal Gasification, Shale Gas and Carbon and Gas Storage 
	Policy id28: Coal Bed Methane, Underground Coal Gasification, Shale Gas and Carbon and Gas Storage 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would support the principle of development of CBM, UCG and shale gas resources and the underground storage of carbon and gas subject, where relevant, to the other gas policies in the Joint Plan but would also in particular require robust assessment of, and the prevention of potential impacts on, a range of other matters including in relation to the integrity of geological or hydrogeological resources and processes (including groundwater and land stability), availability of water resour

	Option 2: This option would not express support in principle for the development of CBM, UCG and shale gas resources, or the underground storage of carbon or gas due to the uncertain nature of the impacts and risks involved within the Plan area. Any proposals which come forward would be considered against other relevant policies in the Plan and relevant national policy. The NPPF states that minerals planning authorities should encourage underground gas and carbon storage, taking into account the integrity a
	Option 2: This option would not express support in principle for the development of CBM, UCG and shale gas resources, or the underground storage of carbon or gas due to the uncertain nature of the impacts and risks involved within the Plan area. Any proposals which come forward would be considered against other relevant policies in the Plan and relevant national policy. The NPPF states that minerals planning authorities should encourage underground gas and carbon storage, taking into account the integrity a

	Option 3: This option would represent an extension to the precautionary principle in Option 1 by requiring applications for permission for the development of CBM, UCG and shale gas resources and the underground storage of carbon and gas to demonstrate that the proposed site has been identified so as to avoid sensitive locations and designations, including residential areas, important environmental designations and other important assets which require protection under the planning system. 
	Option 3: This option would represent an extension to the precautionary principle in Option 1 by requiring applications for permission for the development of CBM, UCG and shale gas resources and the underground storage of carbon and gas to demonstrate that the proposed site has been identified so as to avoid sensitive locations and designations, including residential areas, important environmental designations and other important assets which require protection under the planning system. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	The assessment has revealed that under Option 1 there is more potential for negative effects on the environment, and communities of the Joint Plan area yet more potential for wider gains including reduced CO2 emissions. Option 2 would create greater uncertainties in the medium and long term as the approach would largely be controlled by national policy rather than a local approach. In combination with Option 1, Option 3 would lead to positive effects on the environment and communities but may have negative 
	The assessment has revealed that under Option 1 there is more potential for negative effects on the environment, and communities of the Joint Plan area yet more potential for wider gains including reduced CO2 emissions. Option 2 would create greater uncertainties in the medium and long term as the approach would largely be controlled by national policy rather than a local approach. In combination with Option 1, Option 3 would lead to positive effects on the environment and communities but may have negative 

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	108 

	Question 70: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 70: Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 9 (3 MWI) 
	Combination: 14 

	Option 2: 28 (1SC) 
	Option 2: 28 (1SC) 
	Did not Specify: 7 (1 LA) 

	Option 3: 11 (2 LA) 
	Option 3: 11 (2 LA) 
	None: 5 (1 SC) 


	Question 71: Are there any alternatives that you would like the authorities to consider? 
	Question 71: Are there any alternatives that you would like the authorities to consider? 
	Question 71: Are there any alternatives that you would like the authorities to consider? 
	Number of respondents: 34 (3 MWI/1 LA) 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	General Comments against id 28: Concerned about fracking and the risks associated with developments, including water contamination, impact on the environment and the impact on climate change (20) as well as the impacts from gas related development. Key messages Q70: Mixed views were received in relation to which option is preferred. 14 respondents suggested an approach based on a combination of Option 1 and Option 3. However, several respondents considered that Option 3 could be strengthened by including gr
	General Comments against id 28: Concerned about fracking and the risks associated with developments, including water contamination, impact on the environment and the impact on climate change (20) as well as the impacts from gas related development. Key messages Q70: Mixed views were received in relation to which option is preferred. 14 respondents suggested an approach based on a combination of Option 1 and Option 3. However, several respondents considered that Option 3 could be strengthened by including gr


	and id28a covers CCS only.  The worked up new ids are detailed below: 
	New id28 - Coal Bed Methane, Underground Coal Gasification and Shale Gas 
	New Option 1 This option would support the principle of development of CBM, UCG and shale gas resources subject, where relevant, to the other gas policies in the Joint Plan but would also in particular require robust assessment of, and the prevention of potential impacts on, a range of other matters including in relation to the integrity of geological or hydrogeological resources and processes (including groundwater and land stability), availability of water resources and local amenity and public safety iss
	New Option 2 This option would not express support in principle for the development of CBM, UCG and shale gas resources due to the uncertain nature of the impacts and risks involved within the Plan area. Any proposals which come forward would be considered against other relevant policies in the Plan and relevant national policy.  The NPPF states that minerals planning authorities should encourage extraction of Coal Mine Methane. 
	New Option 3 This option would represent an extension to the precautionary principle in Option 1 by requiring applications for permission for the development of CBM, UCG and shale gas resources to demonstrate that the proposed site has been identified so as to avoid sensitive locations and designations, including residential areas, important environmental designations and other important assets which require protection under the planning system. 
	Proposed Option 4 
	 Variation of Option 1, but remove reference to high standards of siting, design and mitigation being required in close proximity to the National Park and AONBs. 
	Suggested approach for new id28 This option would support the principle of development of CBM, UCG and shale gas resources subject, where relevant, to the other gas policies in the Joint Plan but would also in particular require robust assessment of, and the prevention of potential impacts on, a range of other matters including in relation to the integrity of geological or hydrogeological resources and processes (including groundwater and land stability), availability of water resources and local amenity an
	Proposed Option 5 
	 Support is given and reliance is placed on the development management policies of the Plan to mitigate any effects. 
	Suggested approach for new id28 This option would support the principle of development for CBM, UCG and shale gas provided proposals comply with other policies in the Plan. 
	New Id28a – Carbon Capture and Storage (CCS) 
	New Option 1 This option would support the principle of development of the underground storage of carbon and gas subject, where relevant, to the other gas policies in the Joint Plan but would also in particular require robust assessment of, and the prevention of potential impacts on, a range of other matters including in relation to the integrity of geological or hydrogeological resources and processes (including groundwater and land stability), local amenity and public safety issues. Transport of gas or ca
	New Option 2 This option would not express support in principle for the underground storage of carbon or gas due to the uncertain nature of the impacts and risks involved within the Plan area.  Any proposals which come forward would be considered against other relevant policies in the Plan and relevant national policy.  The NPPF states that minerals planning authorities should encourage underground gas and carbon storage, taking into account the integrity and safety of such facilities. 
	New Option 3 This option would represent an extension to the precautionary principle in Option 1 by requiring applications for permission for the development of underground storage of carbon and gas to demonstrate that the proposed site has been identified so as to avoid sensitive locations and designations, including residential areas, important environmental designations and other important assets which require protection under the planning system 
	Proposed Option 4 
	 Variation of Option 1, but remove reference to high standards of siting, design and mitigation being required in close proximity to the National Park and AONBs. 
	Suggested approach for new id28a This option would support the principle of development of the underground storage of carbon and gas subject, where relevant, to the other gas policies in the Joint Plan but would also in particular require robust assessment of, and the prevention of potential impacts on, a range of other matters including in relation to the integrity of geological or hydrogeological resources and processes (including groundwater and land stability), local amenity and public safety issues. Tr
	Proposed Option 5 
	 Support is given and reliance is placed on the development management policies of the Plan to mitigate any effects. 
	Suggested approach for new id28a This option would support the principle of development for carbon and gas storage provided proposals comply with other policies in the Plan. 
	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of assessment (new id28) The assessment has revealed that under Options 1 and 4 there is potential for negative effects on the environment, and communities of the Joint Plan area yet more potential for wider gains including reduced CO2 emissions.  Option 1 performs slightly better than Option 4 in terms of protection of the landscape. Option 2 would create greater uncertainties in the medium and long term as the approach would largely be controlled by national policy rather than a local approach. Th
	Summary of assessment (new id28) The assessment has revealed that under Options 1 and 4 there is potential for negative effects on the environment, and communities of the Joint Plan area yet more potential for wider gains including reduced CO2 emissions.  Option 1 performs slightly better than Option 4 in terms of protection of the landscape. Option 2 would create greater uncertainties in the medium and long term as the approach would largely be controlled by national policy rather than a local approach. Th

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	Many of the respondents expressed concerns about fracking and the associated risks. Although the Government has recently set out its intention to ban fracking in designated areas through the Infrastructure Bill, the exploitation of unconventional hydrocarbon resources remains a priority for the government. The National Planning Guidance states that Local Plans should take account of 
	Many of the respondents expressed concerns about fracking and the associated risks. Although the Government has recently set out its intention to ban fracking in designated areas through the Infrastructure Bill, the exploitation of unconventional hydrocarbon resources remains a priority for the government. The National Planning Guidance states that Local Plans should take account of 

	Government energy policy, which makes it clear that energy supplies should come from a variety of sources and therefore it a plan which does not support fracking would be contrary to national policy. However the concerns of respondents in relation to the associated risks of fracking have now been set out in the preferred option policies. Further information has also been set out in the preferred policies supporting text which explains the role of the other regulatory regimes which will be involved in any pr
	Government energy policy, which makes it clear that energy supplies should come from a variety of sources and therefore it a plan which does not support fracking would be contrary to national policy. However the concerns of respondents in relation to the associated risks of fracking have now been set out in the preferred option policies. Further information has also been set out in the preferred policies supporting text which explains the role of the other regulatory regimes which will be involved in any pr

	Evidence base 
	Evidence base 

	Since the consultation on the Issues and Options took place the Government has issued a Ministerial Statement, which said that applications for major development for unconventional hydrocarbons should be refused in National Parks and AONBs except in exceptional circumstances and where it can be demonstrated that they are in the public interest. Although the guidance is not clear on the treatment of unconventional hydrocarbons it is considered that major developments for these resources should also need to d
	Since the consultation on the Issues and Options took place the Government has issued a Ministerial Statement, which said that applications for major development for unconventional hydrocarbons should be refused in National Parks and AONBs except in exceptional circumstances and where it can be demonstrated that they are in the public interest. Although the guidance is not clear on the treatment of unconventional hydrocarbons it is considered that major developments for these resources should also need to d

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No This is not considered to be a Duty to Co-operate matter. 
	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No This is not considered to be a Duty to Co-operate matter. 

	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 

	There were a high level of responses in relation to this option, with the preferred option being option 2, which would not express support in principle for CBM, UCG, shale gas resources and underground carbon/gas storage. The SA of this option showed that it would create greater uncertainties in the medium and long term. However option 2 is no longer considered appropriate in light of recent ministerial statements as they would be contrary to government objectives unless located in designated areas. Followi
	There were a high level of responses in relation to this option, with the preferred option being option 2, which would not express support in principle for CBM, UCG, shale gas resources and underground carbon/gas storage. The SA of this option showed that it would create greater uncertainties in the medium and long term. However option 2 is no longer considered appropriate in light of recent ministerial statements as they would be contrary to government objectives unless located in designated areas. Followi

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M19: Carbon and gas storage 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M19: Carbon and gas storage 

	Proposals for carbon capture and storage and the underground storage of gas will be permitted where it has been demonstrated that: i) The local geological circumstances are suitable; and ii) There will be no harm to the quality and availability of ground and surface water resources, land stability and public safety; iii) There would be no unacceptable impact on the environment or local amenity; 
	Proposals for carbon capture and storage and the underground storage of gas will be permitted where it has been demonstrated that: i) The local geological circumstances are suitable; and ii) There will be no harm to the quality and availability of ground and surface water resources, land stability and public safety; iii) There would be no unacceptable impact on the environment or local amenity; 

	iv) The proposals are consistent with other relevant policies in the plan. Transport of carbon or gas is expected to be via pipeline with the routing of lines selected to give rise to the least environmental or amenity impact. Supporting text Carbon capture and storage is a method which can be used for reducing carbon dioxide emissions into the atmosphere from sources such as fossil fuel power stations and Underground Coal Gasification. It involves capturing carbon dioxide, either before or after burning, t
	iv) The proposals are consistent with other relevant policies in the plan. Transport of carbon or gas is expected to be via pipeline with the routing of lines selected to give rise to the least environmental or amenity impact. Supporting text Carbon capture and storage is a method which can be used for reducing carbon dioxide emissions into the atmosphere from sources such as fossil fuel power stations and Underground Coal Gasification. It involves capturing carbon dioxide, either before or after burning, t

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives Objective 9 Objective 10 Objective 11 Objective 12 Links to other relevant policies Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id63: Landscape Id64: Biodiversity and geodiversity Id66: Water environment 
	Link to Objectives Objective 9 Objective 10 Objective 11 Objective 12 Links to other relevant policies Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id63: Landscape Id64: Biodiversity and geodiversity Id66: Water environment 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment This preferred policy has strong positive effects for the economy (in terms of energy security of gas storage and the business opportunities associated with CCS technology) as well as for climate change mitigation. Other effects tend to be location specific though could be negative due to factors such as the land footprint of buildings and pipelines and the risk that leaks could occur. Recommendations No further mitigation proposed. 
	Summary of assessment This preferred policy has strong positive effects for the economy (in terms of energy security of gas storage and the business opportunities associated with CCS technology) as well as for climate change mitigation. Other effects tend to be location specific though could be negative due to factors such as the land footprint of buildings and pipelines and the risk that leaks could occur. Recommendations No further mitigation proposed. 


	Policy id29: Continuity of supply of deep coal 
	Policy id29: Continuity of supply of deep coal 
	Policy id29: Continuity of supply of deep coal 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would support the principle of lateral extensions to the permitted underground working area for Kellingley Colliery, in locations accessible from the current colliery site, and would set out criteria against which proposals would be assessed. Criteria could include a requirement for the mineral planning authority to be satisfied that the arrangements for managing and mitigating the effects of subsidence and the disposal of mining waste materials arising from the development are accepta


	Table
	TR
	Option 2: This option would not express support for the principle of further lateral extensions to the underground working area for Kellingley Colliery and would seek the maximum exploitation of the resource within the current permitted area. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	Both options show a range of environmental, social and economic effects, with negative effects being observed for Options 1 and 2 for a wide range of environmental objectives including climate change, resource use and waste generation, with the latter option showing some falling off of effects if levels of coal mining decline in the longer term. Other negative effects associated with Option 2 include a longer term negative effects on the economy and community viability. Option 1 shows very positive economic
	Both options show a range of environmental, social and economic effects, with negative effects being observed for Options 1 and 2 for a wide range of environmental objectives including climate change, resource use and waste generation, with the latter option showing some falling off of effects if levels of coal mining decline in the longer term. Other negative effects associated with Option 2 include a longer term negative effects on the economy and community viability. Option 1 shows very positive economic

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	15 

	Question 74: Do you have an initial preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 74: Do you have an initial preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 6  (1 SC/1 MWI/ LA) 
	None: 2 (1 SC) 

	Option 2: 3  (SC/MWI/ LA) 
	Option 2: 3  (SC/MWI/ LA) 
	Did Not Specify: 1 

	Question 75: Are there any alternatives that you would like the authorities to consider in relation to continuity of deep coal supply? 
	Question 75: Are there any alternatives that you would like the authorities to consider in relation to continuity of deep coal supply? 
	Number of respondents: 3 (1 LA) 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q74: Mixed views were received in relation to the ongoing extraction of fossil fuels, some comments expressing a preference for limited extraction and conversely some support for ongoing extraction should be encouraged. It was considered that the plan should recognise the uncertainty over the future of Kellingley Colliery and provide sufficient flexibility to reflect this. Key Messages Q75: A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new 
	Key Messages Q74: Mixed views were received in relation to the ongoing extraction of fossil fuels, some comments expressing a preference for limited extraction and conversely some support for ongoing extraction should be encouraged. It was considered that the plan should recognise the uncertainty over the future of Kellingley Colliery and provide sufficient flexibility to reflect this. Key Messages Q75: A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new 

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	N/A 
	N/A 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	Whilst it is recognised that some organisations and individuals have concerns about the principle of fossil fuel extraction national planning policy does not support a position where all further working of such minerals is resisted.  It is also recognised that coal mining supports significant numbers of jobs and makes a substantial contribution to the local and wider economy.  Since undertaking consultation at Issues and Options stage the intended closure of Kellingley Colliery at the end of 2015 has been a
	Whilst it is recognised that some organisations and individuals have concerns about the principle of fossil fuel extraction national planning policy does not support a position where all further working of such minerals is resisted.  It is also recognised that coal mining supports significant numbers of jobs and makes a substantial contribution to the local and wider economy.  Since undertaking consultation at Issues and Options stage the intended closure of Kellingley Colliery at the end of 2015 has been a

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	The NPPG was published subsequently to the drafting of the Options above and provides more in depth guidance on land stability issues in relation to coal extraction, including the important role played 
	The NPPG was published subsequently to the drafting of the Options above and provides more in depth guidance on land stability issues in relation to coal extraction, including the important role played 


	by the Coal Authority. The NPPG also highlights considerations specific to underground coal mining including ‘potential effects of subsidence, including the potential hazard of old mine workings; the treatment and pumping of underground water; monitoring and preventative measures for potential gas emissions; and the method of disposal of colliery spoil.’ Subsequent to undertaking Issues and Options consultation, the intended closure of Kellingley Colliery at the end of 2015 has been announced.  If closure t
	by the Coal Authority. The NPPG also highlights considerations specific to underground coal mining including ‘potential effects of subsidence, including the potential hazard of old mine workings; the treatment and pumping of underground water; monitoring and preventative measures for potential gas emissions; and the method of disposal of colliery spoil.’ Subsequent to undertaking Issues and Options consultation, the intended closure of Kellingley Colliery at the end of 2015 has been announced.  If closure t
	by the Coal Authority. The NPPG also highlights considerations specific to underground coal mining including ‘potential effects of subsidence, including the potential hazard of old mine workings; the treatment and pumping of underground water; monitoring and preventative measures for potential gas emissions; and the method of disposal of colliery spoil.’ Subsequent to undertaking Issues and Options consultation, the intended closure of Kellingley Colliery at the end of 2015 has been announced.  If closure t

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No 
	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No 

	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 

	Option 1 was the subject of most support from respondents and was preferred in the SA, although the SA also recommended a number of additional policy criteria relating to water pollution impacts, considering the potential for a secondary use for spoil and considering the utilisation of coal mine methane. Some respondents supported Option 2 as this would be likely to help minimise extraction of fossil fuels. Since identification of the options the closure of Kellingley Colliery has been announced. As a resul
	Option 1 was the subject of most support from respondents and was preferred in the SA, although the SA also recommended a number of additional policy criteria relating to water pollution impacts, considering the potential for a secondary use for spoil and considering the utilisation of coal mine methane. Some respondents supported Option 2 as this would be likely to help minimise extraction of fossil fuels. Since identification of the options the closure of Kellingley Colliery has been announced. As a resul

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M20: Continuity of supply of deep coal 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M20: Continuity of supply of deep coal 

	Proposals for lateral extensions to the permitted underground working area for Kellingley Colliery, in locations accessible from the current colliery site, will be supported where it can be demonstrated that the following criteria have been satisfactorily addressed;  i. the effects of subsidence upon land stability and important surface structures, infrastructure (including flood defences) and environmental and cultural designations, will be monitored and controlled so as to prevent unacceptable impacts; ii
	Proposals for lateral extensions to the permitted underground working area for Kellingley Colliery, in locations accessible from the current colliery site, will be supported where it can be demonstrated that the following criteria have been satisfactorily addressed;  i. the effects of subsidence upon land stability and important surface structures, infrastructure (including flood defences) and environmental and cultural designations, will be monitored and controlled so as to prevent unacceptable impacts; ii

	extraction of more viable areas of coal and therefore help provide support for the economic and other benefits that have been provided through former and current mining activity.  Underground mining of coal is often associated with surface subsidence which can have adverse impacts on certain structures and other infrastructure and assets.  Whilst separate legislation exists to compensate landowners or undertake remediation for any damage caused, there may also be wider public interest considerations in ensu
	extraction of more viable areas of coal and therefore help provide support for the economic and other benefits that have been provided through former and current mining activity.  Underground mining of coal is often associated with surface subsidence which can have adverse impacts on certain structures and other infrastructure and assets.  Whilst separate legislation exists to compensate landowners or undertake remediation for any damage caused, there may also be wider public interest considerations in ensu

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 5 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id32: Safeguarding of deep coal Id33: Disposal of colliery spoil Id72: Coal mining legacy 
	Link to Objectives: Objective 5 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id32: Safeguarding of deep coal Id33: Disposal of colliery spoil Id72: Coal mining legacy 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment This preferred policy exhibits a mixture of mainly minor positive and negative effects. Most minor negative effects occur because, while the preferred policy combines with the development control policies in the plan, because of the nature of deep coal development, residual effects may remain. This is the case for flooding, health and wellbeing, landscape, historic environment, soils, traffic and water objectives. More significant minor effects occurred in relation to the resource use 
	Summary of assessment This preferred policy exhibits a mixture of mainly minor positive and negative effects. Most minor negative effects occur because, while the preferred policy combines with the development control policies in the plan, because of the nature of deep coal development, residual effects may remain. This is the case for flooding, health and wellbeing, landscape, historic environment, soils, traffic and water objectives. More significant minor effects occurred in relation to the resource use 


	Policy id30: Shallow coal 
	Policy id30: Shallow coal 
	Policy id30: Shallow coal 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would not express specific support for the principle of shallow coal mining in the Joint Plan area (except where extraction would take place as part of an agreed programme of development to avoid sterilisation of shallow coal as a result of the implementation of other permitted surface development). 

	Option 2: This option would support the principle of extraction of shallow coal where it would be consistent with the development management policies in the Plan. 
	Option 2: This option would support the principle of extraction of shallow coal where it would be consistent with the development management policies in the Plan. 


	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	Both options are associated with a number of negative effects, and Option 1 records a significant amount of uncertainty in relation to several environmental and social factors – though effects would be dependent upon the scale and location of extraction. Potential effects on the North York Moors are unlikely under Option 1 as it is unlikely that other development of a sufficient scale would be permitted in the area of shallow coal resource. There is, however, greater certainty that Option 2 would at least c
	Both options are associated with a number of negative effects, and Option 1 records a significant amount of uncertainty in relation to several environmental and social factors – though effects would be dependent upon the scale and location of extraction. Potential effects on the North York Moors are unlikely under Option 1 as it is unlikely that other development of a sufficient scale would be permitted in the area of shallow coal resource. There is, however, greater certainty that Option 2 would at least c

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	13 

	Question 76: Do you have an initial preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 76: Do you have an initial preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 4  
	None: 3 (1 SC) 

	Option 2: 3  (1SC) 
	Option 2: 3  (1SC) 
	Did not Specify: 2 (1SC) 

	Question 77: Are there any alternatives that you would like the authorities to consider in relation to shallow coal? 
	Question 77: Are there any alternatives that you would like the authorities to consider in relation to shallow coal? 
	Number of respondents: 1 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q76: The majority of respondents did not express support for open cast mining. One respondent did not support either of the options put forward as it was considered the environmental impacts of shallow coal working will depend on the location of proposals. Support was also expressed for Option 2 as it would allow flexibility for both prior extraction (to avoid sterilisation) and stand-alone working of shallow coal.  One consultee suggested that flexibility is desirable because of the expected c
	Key Messages Q76: The majority of respondents did not express support for open cast mining. One respondent did not support either of the options put forward as it was considered the environmental impacts of shallow coal working will depend on the location of proposals. Support was also expressed for Option 2 as it would allow flexibility for both prior extraction (to avoid sterilisation) and stand-alone working of shallow coal.  One consultee suggested that flexibility is desirable because of the expected c

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	N/A 
	N/A 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	It is acknowledged that working of shallow coal can give rise to significant impacts on the environment and amenity, as well as bringing benefits in terms of contributing to the economy and employment.  Environment and amenity impacts in particular will be determined by the scale and location of any development.  Although there is no recent history of working of shallow coal in the Plan area, and no expectation of future development, it is nevertheless considered important to include a policy in the Plan to
	It is acknowledged that working of shallow coal can give rise to significant impacts on the environment and amenity, as well as bringing benefits in terms of contributing to the economy and employment.  Environment and amenity impacts in particular will be determined by the scale and location of any development.  Although there is no recent history of working of shallow coal in the Plan area, and no expectation of future development, it is nevertheless considered important to include a policy in the Plan to

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	The online NPPG was published subsequently to the drafting of the Options above and provides more in depth guidance on land stability issues in relation to coal extraction, including the important role played by the Coal Authority. In all other respects there are no changes to the evidence base for planning policy relating to coal extraction as of January 2015. 
	The online NPPG was published subsequently to the drafting of the Options above and provides more in depth guidance on land stability issues in relation to coal extraction, including the important role played by the Coal Authority. In all other respects there are no changes to the evidence base for planning policy relating to coal extraction as of January 2015. 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No 
	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No 

	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 


	Responses to consultation was divided, with some support for a more restrictive approach to shallow coal as well as support for a more positive and flexible approach. Although it is considered relatively unlikely that proposals for surface mining of coal will come forward during the Plan period (other than potentially for prior extraction of coal to avoid sterilisation by other development), it is considered preferable to have a policy to provide a local policy framework in case proposals for stand-alone ex
	Responses to consultation was divided, with some support for a more restrictive approach to shallow coal as well as support for a more positive and flexible approach. Although it is considered relatively unlikely that proposals for surface mining of coal will come forward during the Plan period (other than potentially for prior extraction of coal to avoid sterilisation by other development), it is considered preferable to have a policy to provide a local policy framework in case proposals for stand-alone ex
	Responses to consultation was divided, with some support for a more restrictive approach to shallow coal as well as support for a more positive and flexible approach. Although it is considered relatively unlikely that proposals for surface mining of coal will come forward during the Plan period (other than potentially for prior extraction of coal to avoid sterilisation by other development), it is considered preferable to have a policy to provide a local policy framework in case proposals for stand-alone ex

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M21: Shallow coal 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M21: Shallow coal 

	Proposals for the extraction of shallow coal will be supported where extraction would take place as part of an agreed programme of development to avoid sterilisation of the resource as a result of the implementation of other permitted surface development; and where the proposal would be consistent with the development management policies in the Plan. Other proposals for the working of shallow coal will be permitted where all the following criteria are met: i. The site is located outside the National Park an
	Proposals for the extraction of shallow coal will be supported where extraction would take place as part of an agreed programme of development to avoid sterilisation of the resource as a result of the implementation of other permitted surface development; and where the proposal would be consistent with the development management policies in the Plan. Other proposals for the working of shallow coal will be permitted where all the following criteria are met: i. The site is located outside the National Park an

	those requirements set out in the general development management policies elsewhere in the Plan. In some instances it may be practicable to carry out prior extraction of shallow coal to avoid its sterilisation by other forms of surface development.  This can be a particular opportunity for shallow coal as it is a relatively high value product and its working in relatively small quantities can be viable. Such prior extraction can be beneficial to avoid sterilisation of a valuable resource and can be in the o
	those requirements set out in the general development management policies elsewhere in the Plan. In some instances it may be practicable to carry out prior extraction of shallow coal to avoid its sterilisation by other forms of surface development.  This can be a particular opportunity for shallow coal as it is a relatively high value product and its working in relatively small quantities can be viable. Such prior extraction can be beneficial to avoid sterilisation of a valuable resource and can be in the o

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 5 Objective 9 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id31: Safeguarding shallow coal Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id60: Transport of minerals and waste and associated traffic impacts Id61: North York Moors National Park and the AONBs Id62: Minerals and waste development in the green belt Id63: Landscape Id64: Biodiversity and geodiversity Id71: Consideration of applications in mineral consultation areas 
	Link to Objectives: Objective 5 Objective 9 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id31: Safeguarding shallow coal Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id60: Transport of minerals and waste and associated traffic impacts Id61: North York Moors National Park and the AONBs Id62: Minerals and waste development in the green belt Id63: Landscape Id64: Biodiversity and geodiversity Id71: Consideration of applications in mineral consultation areas 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment This preferred option mainly reports minor negative effects against the SA objectives that result from the potential for shallow coal to create large scale holes in the ground or generate impacts such as traffic, dust and water pollution. While development management policies elsewhere in the plan will help mitigate these impacts (though uncertainty is noted until these are finalised), the possibility that one or more large scale sites could result from the policy may leave some minor 
	Summary of assessment This preferred option mainly reports minor negative effects against the SA objectives that result from the potential for shallow coal to create large scale holes in the ground or generate impacts such as traffic, dust and water pollution. While development management policies elsewhere in the plan will help mitigate these impacts (though uncertainty is noted until these are finalised), the possibility that one or more large scale sites could result from the policy may leave some minor 


	Policy id31: Safeguarding Shallow coal 
	Policy id31: Safeguarding Shallow coal 
	Policy id31: Safeguarding Shallow coal 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would safeguard the whole of the known shallow coal resource, with a 500m buffer zone to help ensure maximum protection of the resource from proximal sterilisation. A buffer of 250m would be applied in the NYMNP. 

	Option 2: This option would only safeguard the shallow coal resource without a buffer zone, given the absence of expectation of working of shallow coal during the plan period. 
	Option 2: This option would only safeguard the shallow coal resource without a buffer zone, given the absence of expectation of working of shallow coal during the plan period. 


	Table
	TR
	Option 3: This option would only safeguard shallow resources outside urban areas and National Park and AONB designations as working in these areas are less likely to be acceptable. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	As safeguarding does not infer shallow coal extraction will take place there is generally no predicted direct effect. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan. Safeguarding contributes positively, however, to the SA objective ‘to minimise the use of resources and encourage their re-use and safeguarding’. In other ways positive indirect effects are noted for all options, such as benefits for the economy. Option 1, as it safeguards land with a buffer zone, shows a
	As safeguarding does not infer shallow coal extraction will take place there is generally no predicted direct effect. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan. Safeguarding contributes positively, however, to the SA objective ‘to minimise the use of resources and encourage their re-use and safeguarding’. In other ways positive indirect effects are noted for all options, such as benefits for the economy. Option 1, as it safeguards land with a buffer zone, shows a

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	10 

	Question 78: Do you have an initial preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 78: Do you have an initial preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 2 
	Did not Specify: 1 

	Option 2: 1 (1 SC) 
	Option 2: 1 (1 SC) 
	None: 1 

	Option 3: 3  (1 LA) 
	Option 3: 3  (1 LA) 

	Question 79: Are there any alternative options we should consider in relation to the safeguarding of shallow coal? 
	Question 79: Are there any alternative options we should consider in relation to the safeguarding of shallow coal? 
	Number of respondents: 2 

	Question 80: Do you have any view on the extent of any buffer zone that should be applied to the safeguarding of shallow coal? 
	Question 80: Do you have any view on the extent of any buffer zone that should be applied to the safeguarding of shallow coal? 
	Number of respondents: 0 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q78: The Coal Authority considered Option 3 to be unsound and would not be consistent with the NPPF. Mixed views in relation to the inclusion of a buffer were received. One respondent considered it appropriate to extend the presumption against extraction in protected landscapes to include international and nationally protects sites. Key Message Q79: A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along 
	Key Messages Q78: The Coal Authority considered Option 3 to be unsound and would not be consistent with the NPPF. Mixed views in relation to the inclusion of a buffer were received. One respondent considered it appropriate to extend the presumption against extraction in protected landscapes to include international and nationally protects sites. Key Message Q79: A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along 

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of assessment As safeguarding does not infer shallow coal extraction will take place there is generally no predicted direct effect. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the plan.  Safeguarding contributes positively, however, to the SA objective ‘to minimise the use of resources and encourage their re-use and safeguarding’. In other ways positive indirect effects are noted for all 
	Summary of assessment As safeguarding does not infer shallow coal extraction will take place there is generally no predicted direct effect. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the plan.  Safeguarding contributes positively, however, to the SA objective ‘to minimise the use of resources and encourage their re-use and safeguarding’. In other ways positive indirect effects are noted for all 


	options, such as benefits for the economy. Options 1 and 4, as they safeguard land with a buffer zone, show additional positive effects through avoiding proximal sterilisation of the resource (Option 1 more so than Option 4 as the buffer zone is larger). Option 3 shows some additional indirect positive effects as it prevents land with little prospect of development being safeguarded. This is likely to positively contribute to the needs of the population and community vitality sub objectives. Under the optio
	options, such as benefits for the economy. Options 1 and 4, as they safeguard land with a buffer zone, show additional positive effects through avoiding proximal sterilisation of the resource (Option 1 more so than Option 4 as the buffer zone is larger). Option 3 shows some additional indirect positive effects as it prevents land with little prospect of development being safeguarded. This is likely to positively contribute to the needs of the population and community vitality sub objectives. Under the optio
	options, such as benefits for the economy. Options 1 and 4, as they safeguard land with a buffer zone, show additional positive effects through avoiding proximal sterilisation of the resource (Option 1 more so than Option 4 as the buffer zone is larger). Option 3 shows some additional indirect positive effects as it prevents land with little prospect of development being safeguarded. This is likely to positively contribute to the needs of the population and community vitality sub objectives. Under the optio

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	It is acknowledged that excluding certain areas, such as environmental designations and urban areas, from safeguarding would not be consistent with good practice guidance on minerals safeguarding (BGS 2011).  Whilst mixed views on buffer zones were received, a 250m buffer zone was recommended in evidence work for minerals safeguarding undertaken for NYCC and NYMNPA by BGS in 2011, which included consultation with the minerals industry and certain other stakeholders. 
	It is acknowledged that excluding certain areas, such as environmental designations and urban areas, from safeguarding would not be consistent with good practice guidance on minerals safeguarding (BGS 2011).  Whilst mixed views on buffer zones were received, a 250m buffer zone was recommended in evidence work for minerals safeguarding undertaken for NYCC and NYMNPA by BGS in 2011, which included consultation with the minerals industry and certain other stakeholders. 

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	No new evidence as of January 2015. 
	No new evidence as of January 2015. 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? Yes Consideration of safeguarding of minerals where they occur in close proximity to the Plan area boundary has taken place via the production of, and consultation on, a cross-boundary minerals safeguarding paper. This did not lead to the need for any changes to the proposed safeguarding areas for shallow coal. 
	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? Yes Consideration of safeguarding of minerals where they occur in close proximity to the Plan area boundary has taken place via the production of, and consultation on, a cross-boundary minerals safeguarding paper. This did not lead to the need for any changes to the proposed safeguarding areas for shallow coal. 

	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 

	With regard to the policy options for safeguarding shallow coal, a key consultee is the Coal Authority, who support Option 2, but would not object to Option 1. BGS recommend in Minerals Safeguarding reports that the whole of the shallow coal resource is safeguarded, reiterating that this is supported by the Coal Authority, and recommending a buffer zone of 250m.  The Coal Authority strongly objects to ‘only safeguarding shallow resources outside urban areas and National Park and AONB designations’ (Option 3
	With regard to the policy options for safeguarding shallow coal, a key consultee is the Coal Authority, who support Option 2, but would not object to Option 1. BGS recommend in Minerals Safeguarding reports that the whole of the shallow coal resource is safeguarded, reiterating that this is supported by the Coal Authority, and recommending a buffer zone of 250m.  The Coal Authority strongly objects to ‘only safeguarding shallow resources outside urban areas and National Park and AONB designations’ (Option 3

	During the progression of the Preferred Options document a combined minerals safeguarding policy was developed to cover all minerals resources rather than having 11 separate policies. The original policy text is included below followed by the combined policy which is displayed in the Preferred Options document. 
	During the progression of the Preferred Options document a combined minerals safeguarding policy was developed to cover all minerals resources rather than having 11 separate policies. The original policy text is included below followed by the combined policy which is displayed in the Preferred Options document. 

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to S01: Safeguarding of mineral resources 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to S01: Safeguarding of mineral resources 

	All shallow coal resources identified on the policies map will be safeguarded for the future.  An additional 250m buffer zone around each resource area will also be safeguarded to protect the resource from encroaching development. COMBINED MINERALS SAFEGUARDING POLICY from PREFERRED OPTIONS DOCUMENT Part one- Surface mineral resources: The following surface minerals resources and associated buffer zones identified on the policies map will be safeguarded from other forms of surface development to protect the
	All shallow coal resources identified on the policies map will be safeguarded for the future.  An additional 250m buffer zone around each resource area will also be safeguarded to protect the resource from encroaching development. COMBINED MINERALS SAFEGUARDING POLICY from PREFERRED OPTIONS DOCUMENT Part one- Surface mineral resources: The following surface minerals resources and associated buffer zones identified on the policies map will be safeguarded from other forms of surface development to protect the

	certain other forms of development, with the potential to sterilise minerals resources, are proposed in a safeguarded area.  Consultation criteria, including details of those types of development which are exempt from safeguarding, are set out in id71: Consideration of applications in mineral consultation areas. 
	certain other forms of development, with the potential to sterilise minerals resources, are proposed in a safeguarded area.  Consultation criteria, including details of those types of development which are exempt from safeguarding, are set out in id71: Consideration of applications in mineral consultation areas. 

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Links to Objectives: Objective 3 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id30: Shallow coal Id70: Development proposed within mineral safeguarding areas Id71: Consideration of applications in minerals consultation areas 
	Links to Objectives: Objective 3 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id30: Shallow coal Id70: Development proposed within mineral safeguarding areas Id71: Consideration of applications in minerals consultation areas 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment As safeguarding does not infer that minerals extraction will take place there are generally no predicted direct effects. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan.  This policy is likely to result in minor to major positive impacts in relation to encouraging the safeguarding of resources, economic growth and meeting the needs of a changing population as future mineral resource sterilisation is avoided, thus conserving resources for future ec
	Summary of assessment As safeguarding does not infer that minerals extraction will take place there are generally no predicted direct effects. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan.  This policy is likely to result in minor to major positive impacts in relation to encouraging the safeguarding of resources, economic growth and meeting the needs of a changing population as future mineral resource sterilisation is avoided, thus conserving resources for future ec


	Policy id32: Safeguarding deep coal 
	Policy id32: Safeguarding deep coal 
	Policy id32: Safeguarding deep coal 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would not support the safeguarding of deep coal resources. OR 

	Option 2: This option would safeguard the whole of the deep coal resource. OR 
	Option 2: This option would safeguard the whole of the deep coal resource. OR 

	Option 3: This option would only safeguard deep coal resources within extant coal mining licence areas for Kellingley Colliery and within the Selby Coalfield. OR 
	Option 3: This option would only safeguard deep coal resources within extant coal mining licence areas for Kellingley Colliery and within the Selby Coalfield. OR 

	Option 4: This option would only safeguard deep coal resources within the Kellingley Colliery licensed area. AND 
	Option 4: This option would only safeguard deep coal resources within the Kellingley Colliery licensed area. AND 

	Option 5: In association with any safeguarding of deep coal, this option would include an additional 700m buffer zone to help protect the resource from sterilisation through proximal development. 
	Option 5: In association with any safeguarding of deep coal, this option would include an additional 700m buffer zone to help protect the resource from sterilisation through proximal development. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	As safeguarding does not infer deep coal extraction will take place there is generally no predicted direct effect. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan. Safeguarding contributes positively, however, to the SA objective ‘to minimise the use of resources and encourage their re-use and safeguarding’. This positive effect occurs with options 2, 3, 4 and 5, with option 2 performing the best in this respect. Option 5, as it safeguards land with a buffer zone, show
	As safeguarding does not infer deep coal extraction will take place there is generally no predicted direct effect. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan. Safeguarding contributes positively, however, to the SA objective ‘to minimise the use of resources and encourage their re-use and safeguarding’. This positive effect occurs with options 2, 3, 4 and 5, with option 2 performing the best in this respect. Option 5, as it safeguards land with a buffer zone, show


	Under each option, effects from displacement of development which would have taken place are uncertain as this will depend upon the stringency of any policy approach applied. This will need to be considered when assessing policies at the Preferred Options stage. 
	Under each option, effects from displacement of development which would have taken place are uncertain as this will depend upon the stringency of any policy approach applied. This will need to be considered when assessing policies at the Preferred Options stage. 
	Under each option, effects from displacement of development which would have taken place are uncertain as this will depend upon the stringency of any policy approach applied. This will need to be considered when assessing policies at the Preferred Options stage. 

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	9 

	Question 81: Do you have an initial preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 81: Do you have an initial preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 2 
	Option 5: 2 (1SC, 1 MWI) 

	Option 2: 2 
	Option 2: 2 
	Combination: Opt. 4+5: 1 (1 SC) 

	Option 3: 1 
	Option 3: 1 
	Did Not Specify: 1 

	Option 4: 0 
	Option 4: 0 

	Question 82: Are there any alternative options we should consider in relation to the safeguarding of deep coal? 
	Question 82: Are there any alternative options we should consider in relation to the safeguarding of deep coal? 
	Number of respondents: 1 

	Question 83: Do you have any view on the extent of any buffer zone that should be applied to the safeguarding of deep coal? 
	Question 83: Do you have any view on the extent of any buffer zone that should be applied to the safeguarding of deep coal? 
	Number of respondents: 1 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q81: The Coal Authority recommends only safeguarding areas under licence in combination with Option 5 which seeks to apply a buffer zone. Key Messages Q82: A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why they have or have not been taken forward. No realistic alternative options were put forward. Key Messages Q83: One comment was received, in relation to this question, 
	Key Messages Q81: The Coal Authority recommends only safeguarding areas under licence in combination with Option 5 which seeks to apply a buffer zone. Key Messages Q82: A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ along with justification as to why they have or have not been taken forward. No realistic alternative options were put forward. Key Messages Q83: One comment was received, in relation to this question, 

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	N/A 
	N/A 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	Whilst a range of options were put forward, it is considered that significant weight should be given to the views of the Coal Authority, who support a combination of Options 4 and 5.  It is acknowledged that justification will be required if a buffer zone is to be included in relation to the safeguarding of an underground resource. In this particular case, deep mining of coal can lead to surface subsidence which extends outward beyond the extent of the area actually undermined.  Any safeguarding of the reso
	Whilst a range of options were put forward, it is considered that significant weight should be given to the views of the Coal Authority, who support a combination of Options 4 and 5.  It is acknowledged that justification will be required if a buffer zone is to be included in relation to the safeguarding of an underground resource. In this particular case, deep mining of coal can lead to surface subsidence which extends outward beyond the extent of the area actually undermined.  Any safeguarding of the reso

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	The NPPG was published subsequently to the drafting of the Options above and provides more in depth guidance on land stability issues in relation to coal extraction, including the important role played by the Coal Authority. The NPPG also highlights considerations specific to underground coal mining including ‘potential effects of subsidence, including the potential hazard of old mine workings; the treatment and pumping of underground water; monitoring and preventative measures for potential gas emissions; 
	The NPPG was published subsequently to the drafting of the Options above and provides more in depth guidance on land stability issues in relation to coal extraction, including the important role played by the Coal Authority. The NPPG also highlights considerations specific to underground coal mining including ‘potential effects of subsidence, including the potential hazard of old mine workings; the treatment and pumping of underground water; monitoring and preventative measures for potential gas emissions; 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? Yes In the two tier part of the Joint Plan area safeguarding of minerals resources requires cooperation between County and District Councils in relation to consultation on and implementation of safeguarding 
	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? Yes In the two tier part of the Joint Plan area safeguarding of minerals resources requires cooperation between County and District Councils in relation to consultation on and implementation of safeguarding 


	arrangements. 
	arrangements. 
	arrangements. 

	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 

	Safeguarding of underground minerals resources is not a specific requirement of national planning policy.  However, options for safeguarding of deep coal were presented at Issues and Options stage following discussion with UK Coal and the Coal Authority. This was partly in response to a known issue of the potential sterilisation of coal within the Kellingely Colliery permitted area as a result of development of a sensitive surface structure in the Eggborough area and the potential for similar circumstances 
	Safeguarding of underground minerals resources is not a specific requirement of national planning policy.  However, options for safeguarding of deep coal were presented at Issues and Options stage following discussion with UK Coal and the Coal Authority. This was partly in response to a known issue of the potential sterilisation of coal within the Kellingely Colliery permitted area as a result of development of a sensitive surface structure in the Eggborough area and the potential for similar circumstances 

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to S01: Safeguarding mineral resources 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to S01: Safeguarding mineral resources 

	Deep coal resources within the Kellingley Colliery licensed area identified on the policies map will be safeguarded for the future.  An additional 700m buffer zone around the licensed area will also be safeguarded to help protect the resource from sterilisation through proximal development. 
	Deep coal resources within the Kellingley Colliery licensed area identified on the policies map will be safeguarded for the future.  An additional 700m buffer zone around the licensed area will also be safeguarded to help protect the resource from sterilisation through proximal development. 


	COMBINED MINERALS SAFEGUARDING POLICY from PREFERRED OPTIONS DOCUMENT 
	Part one- Surface mineral resources: 
	The following surface minerals resources and associated buffer zones identified on the policies map will be safeguarded from other forms of surface development to protect the resource for the future : 
	i) All crushed rock and silica sand resources with an additional 500m buffer 
	ii) All sand and gravel, clay and shallow coal resources with an additional 250m buffer 
	iii) Building stone resources and active and former building stone quarries with an additional 250m buffer 
	Part two – Deep mineral resources: 
	The following deep mineral resources and associated buffer zones identified on the policies map will be safeguarded from surface development to protect the resource for the future: 
	i) Underground coal resources within the Kellingley Colliery licensed area with an additional 700m buffer; 
	ii)  Underground potash and polyhalite resources within the Boulby Mine licensed area and Doves Nest Farm indicated and inferred resource area; 
	iii) Underground gypsum deposits within the former Sherburn in Elmet Mine planning permission area; 
	iv) Vein mineral reserves within extant planning permissions with an additional 250m buffer 
	Part three – protecting deep mineral resources from other underground minerals development: 
	Reserves and resources of potash and polyhalite identified on the Policies Map, including a 2km buffer zone, will be protected from sterilisation by other forms of underground minerals extraction and the underground storage of gas or carbon in order to protect the resource for the future. 
	Supporting text 
	Underground coal resources are not at direct risk of sterilisation through surface development in the same way as surface resources.  However, certain forms of surface development, particularly large structures or those with sensitive processes taking place in them may be particularly vulnerable to subsidence damage.  The presence of more vulnerable forms of surface development in areas where underground coal mining occurs can therefore lead to indirect sterilisation of coal.  As subsidence effects at the s
	There is no specific requirement in national policy to safeguard underground minerals resources.  Resources of coal are relatively extensive in the southern part of the Plan area and it is not considered appropriate to safeguard the whole of the potential resource area.  However, discussion with the Coal Authority, along with advice from British Geological Survey, suggests that it would be appropriate to safeguard coal reserves within the area licensed for extraction from Kellingley Colliery.  Kellingley Co
	the relevant area but to ensure that the potential implications for sterilisation of coal can be taken into account. Consultation criteria for relevant forms of development are addressed in Policy id71: Consideration of applications in mineral consultation areas. 
	the relevant area but to ensure that the potential implications for sterilisation of coal can be taken into account. Consultation criteria for relevant forms of development are addressed in Policy id71: Consideration of applications in mineral consultation areas. 
	the relevant area but to ensure that the potential implications for sterilisation of coal can be taken into account. Consultation criteria for relevant forms of development are addressed in Policy id71: Consideration of applications in mineral consultation areas. 

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 3 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id29: Continuity of supply of deep coal Id38: Safeguarding of deep mineral resources Id70: Developments proposed within minerals safeguarding areas Id71: Consideration of applications in Mineral Consultation Areas 
	Link to Objectives: Objective 3 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id29: Continuity of supply of deep coal Id38: Safeguarding of deep mineral resources Id70: Developments proposed within minerals safeguarding areas Id71: Consideration of applications in Mineral Consultation Areas 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment As safeguarding does not infer that minerals extraction will take place there are generally no predicted direct effects. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan.  This policy is likely to result in minor to major positive impacts in relation to encouraging the safeguarding of resources, economic growth and meeting the needs of a changing population as future mineral resource sterilisation is avoided, thus conserving resources for future ec
	Summary of assessment As safeguarding does not infer that minerals extraction will take place there are generally no predicted direct effects. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan.  This policy is likely to result in minor to major positive impacts in relation to encouraging the safeguarding of resources, economic growth and meeting the needs of a changing population as future mineral resource sterilisation is avoided, thus conserving resources for future ec


	Policy id33: Disposal of colliery spoil 
	Policy id33: Disposal of colliery spoil 
	Policy id33: Disposal of colliery spoil 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would support the principle of maximising the availability of disposal capacity at the existing Womersley spoil disposal site and the utilisation of any available capacity at the Gale Common ash disposal site. 

	Option 2: This option would not express support for any further increase in capacity 
	Option 2: This option would not express support for any further increase in capacity 

	TR
	at the Womersley spoil disposal site, which has already been subject of recent 

	TR
	proposals for the further raising of tipping levels, and would instead seek the 

	TR
	utilisation of any available capacity at the Gale Common ash disposal site, as well as 

	TR
	support the principle of development of a new disposal facility for the colliery if 

	TR
	necessary, and would set out criteria against which any proposals for a new facility 

	TR
	would be assessed. 

	TR
	Criteria could include the requirement for proposals to utilise quarry voids or, if not 

	TR
	possible, derelict or degraded land wherever possible; and, provide a detailed 

	TR
	justification for proposals which, in exceptional circumstances, seek to utilise best 

	TR
	and most versatile agricultural land. Proposals could also be required to provide 

	TR
	satisfactory arrangements for transport of spoil from the colliery to point of disposal, 

	TR
	with preference being given to options that would use alternatives to road transport, 

	TR
	or road haulage routes which minimise any impacts on local communities. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	There is significant uncertainty around both options. Overall the most major negative effects are reported under Option 2 where a new site in particular may affect biodiversity, soil and land, waste generation, heritage, landscape, recreation and leisure and health and wellbeing; though negative effects are recorded under both options. Positive effects are generally minor, however, utilisation of available capacity under both options may, to a degree, incentivise the extraction of secondary aggregate from t
	There is significant uncertainty around both options. Overall the most major negative effects are reported under Option 2 where a new site in particular may affect biodiversity, soil and land, waste generation, heritage, landscape, recreation and leisure and health and wellbeing; though negative effects are recorded under both options. Positive effects are generally minor, however, utilisation of available capacity under both options may, to a degree, incentivise the extraction of secondary aggregate from t


	Table
	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	18 

	Question 84: Do you have an initial preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 84: Do you have an initial preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 4  (1 MWI) 
	None: 1 

	Option 2: 0 
	Option 2: 0 
	Did Not Specify: 9 (2 SC) 

	Question 85: Are there any alternative options we should consider in relation to the disposal of colliery spoil? 
	Question 85: Are there any alternative options we should consider in relation to the disposal of colliery spoil? 
	Number of respondents: 4 (1 LA, 1 SC) 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q84: Option 1 was considered by 7 respondents to be unacceptable on the basis of environmental and amenity impacts. UK Coal indicated that without adequate disposal capacity the remaining future of the Colliery is in doubt. One respondent considered that operators should have to provide clear evidence of the short, medium and long term disposal options. Key Messages Q85: A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – 
	Key Messages Q84: Option 1 was considered by 7 respondents to be unacceptable on the basis of environmental and amenity impacts. UK Coal indicated that without adequate disposal capacity the remaining future of the Colliery is in doubt. One respondent considered that operators should have to provide clear evidence of the short, medium and long term disposal options. Key Messages Q85: A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – 

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of assessment There is significant uncertainty around all four options. Overall the most major negative effects are reported under Option 2 and 3 where new sites in particular may affect biodiversity, water, soil and land, waste generation, heritage, landscape, community vitality, recreation and leisure and health and wellbeing depending on future site location; though a number of negative effects are recorded under each of options 1, 2 and 3. Positive effects are generally minor (for instance job c
	Summary of assessment There is significant uncertainty around all four options. Overall the most major negative effects are reported under Option 2 and 3 where new sites in particular may affect biodiversity, water, soil and land, waste generation, heritage, landscape, community vitality, recreation and leisure and health and wellbeing depending on future site location; though a number of negative effects are recorded under each of options 1, 2 and 3. Positive effects are generally minor (for instance job c


	Revised Recommendations Option 1 performs better than option 2 and 3. However, it should be noted that there is significant uncertainty around this assessment as the outcome of a major planning application at the Womersley site is still to be determined and the location of a new site or new sites under options 2 and 3 is unknown.  There is some potential to mitigate some negative effects for option 2 and 3, particularly through detailed criteria and if a new facility is developed to encourage the utilisatio
	Revised Recommendations Option 1 performs better than option 2 and 3. However, it should be noted that there is significant uncertainty around this assessment as the outcome of a major planning application at the Womersley site is still to be determined and the location of a new site or new sites under options 2 and 3 is unknown.  There is some potential to mitigate some negative effects for option 2 and 3, particularly through detailed criteria and if a new facility is developed to encourage the utilisatio
	Revised Recommendations Option 1 performs better than option 2 and 3. However, it should be noted that there is significant uncertainty around this assessment as the outcome of a major planning application at the Womersley site is still to be determined and the location of a new site or new sites under options 2 and 3 is unknown.  There is some potential to mitigate some negative effects for option 2 and 3, particularly through detailed criteria and if a new facility is developed to encourage the utilisatio

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	Significant concern was expressed by some respondents about environmental and amenity impacts associated with continued utilisation of the Womersley spoil disposal site. At the time of drafting preferred options a planning application for a relatively small increase in capacity is under consideration.  If permitted this scheme would provide sufficient capacity for the expected remaining life of Kellingley Colliery. It is expected that this application will be determined before the Plan is finalised and any 
	Significant concern was expressed by some respondents about environmental and amenity impacts associated with continued utilisation of the Womersley spoil disposal site. At the time of drafting preferred options a planning application for a relatively small increase in capacity is under consideration.  If permitted this scheme would provide sufficient capacity for the expected remaining life of Kellingley Colliery. It is expected that this application will be determined before the Plan is finalised and any 
	-


	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	Evidence updates as at January 2015 The NPPG was published subsequently to the drafting of the Options above and highlights considerations specific to underground coal mining including ‘potential effects of subsidence, including the potential hazard of old mine workings; the treatment and pumping of underground water; monitoring and preventative measures for potential gas emissions; and the method of disposal of colliery spoil.’ New national waste policy was published in October 2014 which indicates a more 
	Evidence updates as at January 2015 The NPPG was published subsequently to the drafting of the Options above and highlights considerations specific to underground coal mining including ‘potential effects of subsidence, including the potential hazard of old mine workings; the treatment and pumping of underground water; monitoring and preventative measures for potential gas emissions; and the method of disposal of colliery spoil.’ New national waste policy was published in October 2014 which indicates a more 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No 
	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No 

	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 

	Since development of options at Issues and Options stage the closure of Kellingley Colliery has been announced.  As a result the operator of the Colliery has submitted revised proposals for a limited increase in disposal capacity at the Womersley disposal site.  If this application, which is subject to objections, is eventually permitted then sufficient capacity will be available at Womersley to provide for the remaining expected life of the Colliery.  If the application is not permitted then the implicatio
	Since development of options at Issues and Options stage the closure of Kellingley Colliery has been announced.  As a result the operator of the Colliery has submitted revised proposals for a limited increase in disposal capacity at the Womersley disposal site.  If this application, which is subject to objections, is eventually permitted then sufficient capacity will be available at Womersley to provide for the remaining expected life of the Colliery.  If the application is not permitted then the implicatio

	remaining life of the Colliery.  Such an approach would also be in line with the outcome of the SA.  At Issues and Options stage Option 1 also referred to utilisation of capacity at the Gale Common ash disposal site.  It is now understood that this option is not available as a result of revised ash disposal practice at the Gale Common site. Whilst the intended closure of Kellingley Colliery means that it is now not expected that significant new disposal capacity for colliery spoil will be required during th
	remaining life of the Colliery.  Such an approach would also be in line with the outcome of the SA.  At Issues and Options stage Option 1 also referred to utilisation of capacity at the Gale Common ash disposal site.  It is now understood that this option is not available as a result of revised ash disposal practice at the Gale Common site. Whilst the intended closure of Kellingley Colliery means that it is now not expected that significant new disposal capacity for colliery spoil will be required during th

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M22: Disposal of colliery spoil 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M22: Disposal of colliery spoil 

	Disposal of spoil from Kellingley Colliery at the Womersley spoil disposal site, including proposals for increased capacity required to provide for the expected remaining life of the Colliery to the end of 2015, will be supported subject to compliance with development management policies in the Plan. Any additional spoil disposal capacity requiring development of new disposal facilities in the Joint Plan area will be considered in relation to the following order of preference: i) Infilling of quarry voids w
	Disposal of spoil from Kellingley Colliery at the Womersley spoil disposal site, including proposals for increased capacity required to provide for the expected remaining life of the Colliery to the end of 2015, will be supported subject to compliance with development management policies in the Plan. Any additional spoil disposal capacity requiring development of new disposal facilities in the Joint Plan area will be considered in relation to the following order of preference: i) Infilling of quarry voids w

	In order to ensure consistency with recent national policy for waste, it is also important to ensure that preference is given to locations outside the Green Belt, unless it can be demonstrated that the development would not be inappropriate in the specific location proposed.  Colliery spoil is a bulky material which can arise in large volumes.  Transportation of spoil can therefore give rise to significant impacts on communities and on the environment, particularly when road haulage is involved. It is there
	In order to ensure consistency with recent national policy for waste, it is also important to ensure that preference is given to locations outside the Green Belt, unless it can be demonstrated that the development would not be inappropriate in the specific location proposed.  Colliery spoil is a bulky material which can arise in large volumes.  Transportation of spoil can therefore give rise to significant impacts on communities and on the environment, particularly when road haulage is involved. It is there

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 2 Objective 4 Objective 6 Objective 8 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id14: Supply of alternatives to land won primary aggregates Id29: Continuity of supply of deep coal Id46: Meeting waste management capacity requirements- Construction, demolition and excavation waste (including CD&E waste) Id54: Transport infrastructure Id60: Transport of minerals and waste and associated traffic impacts Id62: Minerals and waste development in the Green Belt Id67: Strategic appr
	Link to Objectives: Objective 2 Objective 4 Objective 6 Objective 8 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id14: Supply of alternatives to land won primary aggregates Id29: Continuity of supply of deep coal Id46: Meeting waste management capacity requirements- Construction, demolition and excavation waste (including CD&E waste) Id54: Transport infrastructure Id60: Transport of minerals and waste and associated traffic impacts Id62: Minerals and waste development in the Green Belt Id67: Strategic appr

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment Minor negative effects were observed for almost all sustainability objectives as most of the potentially major effects of colliery spoil disposal would be mitigated to a large degree by the development management policies. Effects may temporarily rise to major negative for the biodiversity and landscape objectives largely due to the potential loss of a SINC site at Womersley (though this uncertain as it relates to an as yet undetermined application). For any new site there is, however,
	Summary of assessment Minor negative effects were observed for almost all sustainability objectives as most of the potentially major effects of colliery spoil disposal would be mitigated to a large degree by the development management policies. Effects may temporarily rise to major negative for the biodiversity and landscape objectives largely due to the potential loss of a SINC site at Womersley (though this uncertain as it relates to an as yet undetermined application). For any new site there is, however,


	Policy id34: Potash and polyhalite supply 
	Policy id34: Potash and polyhalite supply 
	Policy id34: Potash and polyhalite supply 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: Support an indigenous supply of potash from one location only. 

	Option 2: Support the principle of multiple sources of potash supply from within the Plan area. 
	Option 2: Support the principle of multiple sources of potash supply from within the Plan area. 

	Option 3: Support new locations for potash extraction outside of the North York Moors National Park only. 
	Option 3: Support new locations for potash extraction outside of the North York Moors National Park only. 

	Option 4: Support extraction of potash from under the National Park as well as outside of the National Park but only support siting of surface infrastructure outside the National Park. 
	Option 4: Support extraction of potash from under the National Park as well as outside of the National Park but only support siting of surface infrastructure outside the National Park. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	Option 1 would enable the economic and minerals supply benefits associated with having a potash mine in the Plan area to be maintained, whilst limiting the environmental effects. However, the scale of potential negative environmental, community and recreational effects in the longer term may vary depending on whether the option would lead to the development of a new mine. The environmental effects include effects on landscape, biodiversity / geodiversity, the historic environment, water and air quality. Of 
	Option 1 would enable the economic and minerals supply benefits associated with having a potash mine in the Plan area to be maintained, whilst limiting the environmental effects. However, the scale of potential negative environmental, community and recreational effects in the longer term may vary depending on whether the option would lead to the development of a new mine. The environmental effects include effects on landscape, biodiversity / geodiversity, the historic environment, water and air quality. Of 

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	32 

	Question 86: Do you have an initial preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 86: Do you have an initial preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 1 
	Option 4: 3 

	Option 2: 16 
	Option 2: 16 
	Did Not Specify: 3 

	Option 3: 4 
	Option 3: 4 

	Question 87: Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to potash supply? 
	Question 87: Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to potash supply? 
	Number of respondents: 5 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q86: Option 2 received greatest support, as it was considered that providing several sources of supply would mitigate risk to supply. Option 2 was considered to be the only option consistent with national policy. Option 4 was considered to be unworkable as Boulby would require new infrastructure in the longer term to continue working. Key Messages Q87: A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ alo
	Key Messages Q86: Option 2 received greatest support, as it was considered that providing several sources of supply would mitigate risk to supply. Option 2 was considered to be the only option consistent with national policy. Option 4 was considered to be unworkable as Boulby would require new infrastructure in the longer term to continue working. Key Messages Q87: A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 5 – Minerals table’ alo


	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of assessment Option 1 would enable the economic and minerals supply benefits associated with having a potash mine in the Plan area to be maintained, whilst limiting the environmental and social effects. However, the scale of potential negative environmental, community and recreational effects in the longer term may vary depending on whether the option would lead to the development of a new mine. The environmental effects include effects on landscape, biodiversity / geodiversity, the historic enviro
	Summary of assessment Option 1 would enable the economic and minerals supply benefits associated with having a potash mine in the Plan area to be maintained, whilst limiting the environmental and social effects. However, the scale of potential negative environmental, community and recreational effects in the longer term may vary depending on whether the option would lead to the development of a new mine. The environmental effects include effects on landscape, biodiversity / geodiversity, the historic enviro

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The support for Option 2 is noted.   Whilst this option may perform well in relation to national policy concerning the supply of minerals and the provision of support for the economy, it could potentially lead to the most significant adverse impacts on the environment if it resulted in increased development in the National Park.    The limited scope for provision of surface infrastructure outside the National park area is also noted.  National policy indicates that it is not appropriate to identify site all
	The support for Option 2 is noted.   Whilst this option may perform well in relation to national policy concerning the supply of minerals and the provision of support for the economy, it could potentially lead to the most significant adverse impacts on the environment if it resulted in increased development in the National Park.    The limited scope for provision of surface infrastructure outside the National park area is also noted.  National policy indicates that it is not appropriate to identify site all

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	Since Issues and Options consultation in Spring 2014 a revised planning application for development of a new potash (polyhalite) mine in the NYMNP area has been submitted and is under consideration. This evidence is accurate as of January 2015. 
	Since Issues and Options consultation in Spring 2014 a revised planning application for development of a new potash (polyhalite) mine in the NYMNP area has been submitted and is under consideration. This evidence is accurate as of January 2015. 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? Yes Development of potash/polyhalite resources in the Joint Plan area may impact on more than one authority area and was relevant to the initial decision to prepare a joint Minerals and Waste Plan. 
	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? Yes Development of potash/polyhalite resources in the Joint Plan area may impact on more than one authority area and was relevant to the initial decision to prepare a joint Minerals and Waste Plan. 

	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 

	The majority of respondents supported option 2, which was the principle of multiple sources of potash/polyhalite supply from within the Plan area. In order to provide a robust policy basis for assessing multiple sources of potash supply it is considered necessary to take a criteria based approach. As there is already a site at Boulby and there may be an approval in place at Doves Nest Farm it will be necessary to have a criteria based policy for the continuation and expansion of these 
	The majority of respondents supported option 2, which was the principle of multiple sources of potash/polyhalite supply from within the Plan area. In order to provide a robust policy basis for assessing multiple sources of potash supply it is considered necessary to take a criteria based approach. As there is already a site at Boulby and there may be an approval in place at Doves Nest Farm it will be necessary to have a criteria based policy for the continuation and expansion of these 

	sites with a separate policy which address the approach for new proposals elsewhere in the Plan area. Reference should be made in the policy that proposals for sites in the National Park and AONBs will be assessed against the major development test. Option 2 was least favoured by the SA due to the increased potential for impacts on a range of environmental and other objectives but along with a number of other options performed more positively in relation to economic impacts.  The SA also notes that Option 5
	sites with a separate policy which address the approach for new proposals elsewhere in the Plan area. Reference should be made in the policy that proposals for sites in the National Park and AONBs will be assessed against the major development test. Option 2 was least favoured by the SA due to the increased potential for impacts on a range of environmental and other objectives but along with a number of other options performed more positively in relation to economic impacts.  The SA also notes that Option 5

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M23: Potash, polyhalite and salt supply 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M23: Potash, polyhalite and salt supply 

	Proposals for the exploration and extraction of potash, salt or polyhalite from new sites within the North York Moors National Park will be assessed against the criteria for major development set out in Policy D04. Proposals for lateral extensions to the permitted working area for Boulby Potash Mine and the Doves Nest Farm site (when permitted) in locations accessible from the existing site, proposals for extensions to the permitted operating period at permitted sites as well as proposals for new sites outs
	Proposals for the exploration and extraction of potash, salt or polyhalite from new sites within the North York Moors National Park will be assessed against the criteria for major development set out in Policy D04. Proposals for lateral extensions to the permitted working area for Boulby Potash Mine and the Doves Nest Farm site (when permitted) in locations accessible from the existing site, proposals for extensions to the permitted operating period at permitted sites as well as proposals for new sites outs

	amount transported by road to local authorities for use on roads. 
	amount transported by road to local authorities for use on roads. 

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives Objective 5 Objective 6 Objective 9 Objective 10 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id35: Safeguarding potash Id38: Safeguarding deep mineral resources Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id61: North York Moors National Park and the AONBs Id63: Landscape 
	Link to Objectives Objective 5 Objective 6 Objective 9 Objective 10 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id35: Safeguarding potash Id38: Safeguarding deep mineral resources Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id61: North York Moors National Park and the AONBs Id63: Landscape 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment Most SA objectives have negative effects resulting from application of the major development test, which significantly moderates effects, but may still allow some development in the National Parks and AONBs. Support for new development outside of designated landscapes (albeit subject to specific criteria and the development management policies) could lead to negative effects (with significant uncertainty) for most SA objectives. In addition, lateral extensions could lead to subsidence 
	Summary of assessment Most SA objectives have negative effects resulting from application of the major development test, which significantly moderates effects, but may still allow some development in the National Parks and AONBs. Support for new development outside of designated landscapes (albeit subject to specific criteria and the development management policies) could lead to negative effects (with significant uncertainty) for most SA objectives. In addition, lateral extensions could lead to subsidence 


	Policy id35: Safeguarding potash and polyhalite 
	Policy id35: Safeguarding potash and polyhalite 
	Policy id35: Safeguarding potash and polyhalite 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: Safeguard land above the area permitted for potash working only. 

	Option 2: Safeguard land above all of the potash resource. 
	Option 2: Safeguard land above all of the potash resource. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	As safeguarding does not infer deep mineral extraction will take place there is generally no predicted direct effect. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan. The assessment has concluded that all options may have indirect benefits for the environment and communities should the extraction of potash preclude certain types of development from taking place on the surface above. However, Option 1 may not have positive effects in terms of the supply of minerals as l
	As safeguarding does not infer deep mineral extraction will take place there is generally no predicted direct effect. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan. The assessment has concluded that all options may have indirect benefits for the environment and communities should the extraction of potash preclude certain types of development from taking place on the surface above. However, Option 1 may not have positive effects in terms of the supply of minerals as l


	of potash below. Option 2 would provide benefits in terms of ensuring potash supply could be maintained. Under each option, effects from displacement of development which would have taken place are uncertain as this will depend upon the stringency of any policy approach applied. 
	of potash below. Option 2 would provide benefits in terms of ensuring potash supply could be maintained. Under each option, effects from displacement of development which would have taken place are uncertain as this will depend upon the stringency of any policy approach applied. 
	of potash below. Option 2 would provide benefits in terms of ensuring potash supply could be maintained. Under each option, effects from displacement of development which would have taken place are uncertain as this will depend upon the stringency of any policy approach applied. 

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	17 

	Question 88: Do you have an initial preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Question 88: Do you have an initial preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 1 
	None: 1 

	Option 2: 14 
	Option 2: 14 
	Did not Specify: 1 

	Question 89: Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to safeguarding potash? 
	Question 89: Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to safeguarding potash? 
	Number of respondents: 0 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q88: Option 2 received the greatest support. One respondent considered that neither Option were satisfactory as they are predicated on the assumption that subsidence will occur and one respondent considered that Option 1 does not comply with paragraph 143 of the NPPF. Key Messages Q89: No alternative options were put forward 
	Key Messages Q88: Option 2 received the greatest support. One respondent considered that neither Option were satisfactory as they are predicated on the assumption that subsidence will occur and one respondent considered that Option 1 does not comply with paragraph 143 of the NPPF. Key Messages Q89: No alternative options were put forward 

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	N/A 
	N/A 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The majority support for Option 2 is noted.  It is acknowledged that the potential for subsidence damage as a result of the underground working of potash and polyhalite is low, and the likelihood of major or sensitive surface development proposals, potentially vulnerable to subsidence effects, coming forward are relatively low taking into account the highly constrained nature of much of the area. However, potash and polyhalite is a scarce resource and the deposits in the Plan area are of strategic significa
	The majority support for Option 2 is noted.  It is acknowledged that the potential for subsidence damage as a result of the underground working of potash and polyhalite is low, and the likelihood of major or sensitive surface development proposals, potentially vulnerable to subsidence effects, coming forward are relatively low taking into account the highly constrained nature of much of the area. However, potash and polyhalite is a scarce resource and the deposits in the Plan area are of strategic significa

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	Since Issues and Options consultation a revised application for development of a new polyhalite mine in the North York Moors National Park area has been submitted and is currently under consideration. 
	Since Issues and Options consultation a revised application for development of a new polyhalite mine in the North York Moors National Park area has been submitted and is currently under consideration. 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? Yes, safeguarding of minerals may require actions by more than one planning authority. 
	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? Yes, safeguarding of minerals may require actions by more than one planning authority. 

	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 

	In the consultations that were undertaken during the preparation of draft MSAs for NYCC, potash and polyhalite had not been included among the initial list of proposed minerals for safeguarding due to the low risk of sterilisation of the mineral by surface development. However during consultation the issue of subsidence was raised and the potential for impact on surface structures. It was considered that sterilisation may occur due to the risk of cost and reputation associated with any detrimental impacts f
	In the consultations that were undertaken during the preparation of draft MSAs for NYCC, potash and polyhalite had not been included among the initial list of proposed minerals for safeguarding due to the low risk of sterilisation of the mineral by surface development. However during consultation the issue of subsidence was raised and the potential for impact on surface structures. It was considered that sterilisation may occur due to the risk of cost and reputation associated with any detrimental impacts f


	future development.  In view of the size of the areas proposed to be safeguarded and the absence of a specific evidence base from which to identify additional buffer zones around safeguarded undergrounded potash and polyhalite, it is not proposed to incorporate any additional buffer zone for safeguarding.  Views on this specific matter are requested from consultees at Preferred options consultations stage. During the progression of the Preferred Options document a combined minerals safeguarding policy was d
	future development.  In view of the size of the areas proposed to be safeguarded and the absence of a specific evidence base from which to identify additional buffer zones around safeguarded undergrounded potash and polyhalite, it is not proposed to incorporate any additional buffer zone for safeguarding.  Views on this specific matter are requested from consultees at Preferred options consultations stage. During the progression of the Preferred Options document a combined minerals safeguarding policy was d
	future development.  In view of the size of the areas proposed to be safeguarded and the absence of a specific evidence base from which to identify additional buffer zones around safeguarded undergrounded potash and polyhalite, it is not proposed to incorporate any additional buffer zone for safeguarding.  Views on this specific matter are requested from consultees at Preferred options consultations stage. During the progression of the Preferred Options document a combined minerals safeguarding policy was d

	Preferred policy approach – tile changed to S01: Safeguarding of mineral resources 
	Preferred policy approach – tile changed to S01: Safeguarding of mineral resources 

	Underground potash and polyhalite resources within the Boulby Mine licensed area and York Potash Indicated and Inferred resource areas, identified on the policies map, will be safeguarded for the future. COMBINED MINERALS SAFEGUARDING POLICY from PREFERRED OPTIONS DOCUMENT Part one- Surface mineral resources: The following surface minerals resources and associated buffer zones identified on the policies map will be safeguarded from other forms of surface development to protect the resource for the future : 
	Underground potash and polyhalite resources within the Boulby Mine licensed area and York Potash Indicated and Inferred resource areas, identified on the policies map, will be safeguarded for the future. COMBINED MINERALS SAFEGUARDING POLICY from PREFERRED OPTIONS DOCUMENT Part one- Surface mineral resources: The following surface minerals resources and associated buffer zones identified on the policies map will be safeguarded from other forms of surface development to protect the resource for the future : 

	sterilisation but also helps ensure that new, vulnerable surface development is protected from potential subsidence impacts . There is no specific requirement in national policy to safeguard underground minerals resources.  Resources of potash/polyhalite cover a relatively large area in the north eastern part of the Plan area and it is not considered appropriate to safeguard the whole of the potential resource area.  However, it is considered that it would be appropriate to safeguard reserves and resources 
	sterilisation but also helps ensure that new, vulnerable surface development is protected from potential subsidence impacts . There is no specific requirement in national policy to safeguard underground minerals resources.  Resources of potash/polyhalite cover a relatively large area in the north eastern part of the Plan area and it is not considered appropriate to safeguard the whole of the potential resource area.  However, it is considered that it would be appropriate to safeguard reserves and resources 

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 3 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id34: Potash supply Id38: Safeguarding of deep mineral resources Id70: Developments proposed within Minerals Safeguarding Areas Id71: Consideration of applications in Minerals Consultation Areas 
	Link to Objectives: Objective 3 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id34: Potash supply Id38: Safeguarding of deep mineral resources Id70: Developments proposed within Minerals Safeguarding Areas Id71: Consideration of applications in Minerals Consultation Areas 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment As safeguarding does not infer that minerals extraction will take place there are generally no predicted direct effects. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan.  This policy is likely to result in minor to major positive impacts in relation to encouraging the safeguarding of resources, economic growth and meeting the needs of a changing population as future mineral resource sterilisation is avoided, thus conserving resources for future ec
	Summary of assessment As safeguarding does not infer that minerals extraction will take place there are generally no predicted direct effects. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan.  This policy is likely to result in minor to major positive impacts in relation to encouraging the safeguarding of resources, economic growth and meeting the needs of a changing population as future mineral resource sterilisation is avoided, thus conserving resources for future ec


	Policy id36: Supply of gypsum 
	Policy id36: Supply of gypsum 
	Policy id36: Supply of gypsum 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would support the principle of the extraction of natural gypsum subject to suitable proposals coming forward and would set out a range of environmental criteria against which proposals would be assessed. 

	Option 2: This option would not express support for the principle of working of natural gypsum. 
	Option 2: This option would not express support for the principle of working of natural gypsum. 

	Option 3: This option would operate independently of Options 1 and 2 above and would support the principle of continued supply of desulphogypsum from power stations in the Joint Plan area. 
	Option 3: This option would operate independently of Options 1 and 2 above and would support the principle of continued supply of desulphogypsum from power stations in the Joint Plan area. 

	Option 4: This option would operate independently of Options 1 and 2 above and would not express support for the principle of continued supply of desulphogypsum from power stations in the Joint Plan area. 
	Option 4: This option would operate independently of Options 1 and 2 above and would not express support for the principle of continued supply of desulphogypsum from power stations in the Joint Plan area. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 


	Comparatively, Options 1 and 2 result in similar effects given that over the last few years natural gypsum has not been extracted in the Plan area. In the long-term, not expressly supporting the extraction of gypsum through Option 2 may have a minor negative impact on the economy should demand increase while supporting Option 1 would ensure that this is considered more favourably. The effects from the extraction of gypsum on environmental and social objectives would be location specific and commensurate to 
	Comparatively, Options 1 and 2 result in similar effects given that over the last few years natural gypsum has not been extracted in the Plan area. In the long-term, not expressly supporting the extraction of gypsum through Option 2 may have a minor negative impact on the economy should demand increase while supporting Option 1 would ensure that this is considered more favourably. The effects from the extraction of gypsum on environmental and social objectives would be location specific and commensurate to 
	Comparatively, Options 1 and 2 result in similar effects given that over the last few years natural gypsum has not been extracted in the Plan area. In the long-term, not expressly supporting the extraction of gypsum through Option 2 may have a minor negative impact on the economy should demand increase while supporting Option 1 would ensure that this is considered more favourably. The effects from the extraction of gypsum on environmental and social objectives would be location specific and commensurate to 

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	3 

	Question 90: Do you have an initial preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Question 90: Do you have an initial preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 1 
	Option 4: 0 

	Option 2: 0 
	Option 2: 0 
	Did Not Specify: 0 

	Option 3: 1 
	Option 3: 1 
	None: 0 

	Question 91: Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to the continuity of gypsum supply? 
	Question 91: Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to the continuity of gypsum supply? 
	Number of respondents: 1 (1 Local Authority) 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q90: Only very limited views were received in relation to which option respondents preferred and no additional comments were received. Key Messages Q91: One comment was received which considered the Plan should support employment opportunities at power stations, sustainable growth and the use of by-products. The continued supply of gypsum from power stations is covered by proposed Option 3 and so does not provide an added alternative option. 
	Key Messages Q90: Only very limited views were received in relation to which option respondents preferred and no additional comments were received. Key Messages Q91: One comment was received which considered the Plan should support employment opportunities at power stations, sustainable growth and the use of by-products. The continued supply of gypsum from power stations is covered by proposed Option 3 and so does not provide an added alternative option. 

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	N/A 
	N/A 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	It is agreed that provision of support for the economic benefits of minerals and waste development and the sustainable use of materials should be included in the Plan.  This is likely to be relevant to a range of policy areas addressed in the Plan. 
	It is agreed that provision of support for the economic benefits of minerals and waste development and the sustainable use of materials should be included in the Plan.  This is likely to be relevant to a range of policy areas addressed in the Plan. 

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	No new evidence as of January 2015. 
	No new evidence as of January 2015. 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No 
	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No 

	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 

	Only one response was received in relation to the options for the supply of natural gypsum, with a preference for option 1. Of the options for supply of synthetic gypsum, again only one response was received, supporting option 3. Only limited differences between the approached was indicated by the SA.  Overall it is considered that the inclusion of policy supporting the principle of extraction of natural gypsum, and the supply of desulphogypsum, would be more in line with national policy and the presumption
	Only one response was received in relation to the options for the supply of natural gypsum, with a preference for option 1. Of the options for supply of synthetic gypsum, again only one response was received, supporting option 3. Only limited differences between the approached was indicated by the SA.  Overall it is considered that the inclusion of policy supporting the principle of extraction of natural gypsum, and the supply of desulphogypsum, would be more in line with national policy and the presumption

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M24: Supply of gypsum 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M24: Supply of gypsum 

	The extraction of natural gypsum and the supply of desulphogypsum will be supported where the proposal complies with the development management policies in the Plan. Supporting text The potential for gypsum deposits to dissolve in water means that their distribution is unpredictable and no specific information is available for the Plan area. No mining of natural gypsum has taken place in the Plan area since 1988, with the cessation of working at the former mine at Sherburn in 
	The extraction of natural gypsum and the supply of desulphogypsum will be supported where the proposal complies with the development management policies in the Plan. Supporting text The potential for gypsum deposits to dissolve in water means that their distribution is unpredictable and no specific information is available for the Plan area. No mining of natural gypsum has taken place in the Plan area since 1988, with the cessation of working at the former mine at Sherburn in 


	Elmet.  Permission for working at Sherburn Mine remains extant, although the workings are now flooded.  There has been no indication of any commercial interest in reactivating workings or the opening of new gypsum mines in the Plan area.  BGS have indicated that gypsum and anhydrite bearing units occur at depth under the NYMNPA area and as a result gypsum is unlikely to have formed and anhydrite is not considered to be an economic resource.    Therefore, whilst it is considered relatively unlikely that prop
	Elmet.  Permission for working at Sherburn Mine remains extant, although the workings are now flooded.  There has been no indication of any commercial interest in reactivating workings or the opening of new gypsum mines in the Plan area.  BGS have indicated that gypsum and anhydrite bearing units occur at depth under the NYMNPA area and as a result gypsum is unlikely to have formed and anhydrite is not considered to be an economic resource.    Therefore, whilst it is considered relatively unlikely that prop
	Elmet.  Permission for working at Sherburn Mine remains extant, although the workings are now flooded.  There has been no indication of any commercial interest in reactivating workings or the opening of new gypsum mines in the Plan area.  BGS have indicated that gypsum and anhydrite bearing units occur at depth under the NYMNPA area and as a result gypsum is unlikely to have formed and anhydrite is not considered to be an economic resource.    Therefore, whilst it is considered relatively unlikely that prop

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 5 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id37: Safeguarding gypsum Id38: Safeguarding deep mineral resources 
	Link to Objectives: Objective 5 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id37: Safeguarding gypsum Id38: Safeguarding deep mineral resources 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment The consideration of future gypsum and DSG proposals against the development control policies should have broadly minor positive effects as future development will need to take account of a range of environment and amenity criteria. It will also have more major positive effects on the economic growth and changing population needs objectives as gypsum supply will be more secure going forward as both gypsum and DSG are supported. This will underpin future development due to gypsum’s impo
	Summary of assessment The consideration of future gypsum and DSG proposals against the development control policies should have broadly minor positive effects as future development will need to take account of a range of environment and amenity criteria. It will also have more major positive effects on the economic growth and changing population needs objectives as gypsum supply will be more secure going forward as both gypsum and DSG are supported. This will underpin future development due to gypsum’s impo


	Policy id37: Safeguarding gypsum  
	Policy id37: Safeguarding gypsum  
	Policy id37: Safeguarding gypsum  

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would safeguard gypsum based on the area covered by the extant permission for gypsum extraction in the Sherburn-in Elmet area. 

	Option 2: This option would not safeguard gypsum given the absence of expectation of significant additional working of natural gypsum during the plan period. 
	Option 2: This option would not safeguard gypsum given the absence of expectation of significant additional working of natural gypsum during the plan period. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	As safeguarding does not infer gypsum extraction will take place there is generally no predicted direct effect. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the plan. 
	As safeguarding does not infer gypsum extraction will take place there is generally no predicted direct effect. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the plan. 


	In most cases effects of both options are neutral. However, Option 1 shows positive effects associated with soil / land, resource use and sustainable economic growth. This is because minerals will not be sterilised or under threat under this option. The inverse is true for Option 2, with negative effects reported for the same objectives. Under Option 1, effects from displacement of development which would have taken place are uncertain as this will depend upon the stringency of any policy approach applied. 
	In most cases effects of both options are neutral. However, Option 1 shows positive effects associated with soil / land, resource use and sustainable economic growth. This is because minerals will not be sterilised or under threat under this option. The inverse is true for Option 2, with negative effects reported for the same objectives. Under Option 1, effects from displacement of development which would have taken place are uncertain as this will depend upon the stringency of any policy approach applied. 
	In most cases effects of both options are neutral. However, Option 1 shows positive effects associated with soil / land, resource use and sustainable economic growth. This is because minerals will not be sterilised or under threat under this option. The inverse is true for Option 2, with negative effects reported for the same objectives. Under Option 1, effects from displacement of development which would have taken place are uncertain as this will depend upon the stringency of any policy approach applied. 

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	4 

	Question 92: Do you have an initial preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Question 92: Do you have an initial preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 3 

	Option 2: 1 
	Option 2: 1 

	Question 93: Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to safeguarding gypsum? 
	Question 93: Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to safeguarding gypsum? 
	Number of respondents: 0 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q92: The majority of respondents preferred options 1, no specific comments were received. Key Messages Q93: No comments were received. 
	Key Messages Q92: The majority of respondents preferred options 1, no specific comments were received. Key Messages Q93: No comments were received. 

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	N/A 
	N/A 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	No specific comments were received.  The majority support for Option 1 is noted.   
	No specific comments were received.  The majority support for Option 1 is noted.   

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	No new evidence as of January 2015. 
	No new evidence as of January 2015. 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? Yes Consideration of safeguarding of minerals where they occur in close proximity to the Plan area boundary has taken place via the production of, and consultation on, a cross-boundary minerals safeguarding paper. This did not lead to the need for any changes to the proposed safeguarding areas for gypsum, although a difference in approach to safeguarding gypsum in the Darlington area was noted. 
	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? Yes Consideration of safeguarding of minerals where they occur in close proximity to the Plan area boundary has taken place via the production of, and consultation on, a cross-boundary minerals safeguarding paper. This did not lead to the need for any changes to the proposed safeguarding areas for gypsum, although a difference in approach to safeguarding gypsum in the Darlington area was noted. 

	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 

	The majority of respondents supported option 1 and no alternative options have been suggested. Option 1 was also supported by the SA.  Safeguarding of gypsum was not addressed specifically in minerals safeguarding work carried out by BGS for NYCC due to the limited information available on the distribution of the resource, although it was addressed in work carried out by BGS for the NYMNP area.  There is no known commercial interest in the working of gypsum in the Plan area.  Although any surface subsidence
	The majority of respondents supported option 1 and no alternative options have been suggested. Option 1 was also supported by the SA.  Safeguarding of gypsum was not addressed specifically in minerals safeguarding work carried out by BGS for NYCC due to the limited information available on the distribution of the resource, although it was addressed in work carried out by BGS for the NYMNP area.  There is no known commercial interest in the working of gypsum in the Plan area.  Although any surface subsidence

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to S01: Safeguarding of mineral resources 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to S01: Safeguarding of mineral resources 

	Underground gypsum deposits within the former Sherburn Mine permission area identified on the policies map will be safeguarded to preserve their availability for the future. 
	Underground gypsum deposits within the former Sherburn Mine permission area identified on the policies map will be safeguarded to preserve their availability for the future. 


	COMBINED MINERALS SAFEGUARDING POLICY from PREFERRED OPTIONS DOCUMENT 
	Part one- Surface mineral resources: 
	The following surface minerals resources and associated buffer zones identified on the policies map will be safeguarded from other forms of surface development to protect the resource for the future : 
	i) All crushed rock and silica sand resources with an additional 500m buffer 
	ii)  All sand and gravel, clay and shallow coal resources with an additional 250m buffer 
	iii) Building stone resources and active and former building stone quarries with an additional 250m buffer 
	Part two – Deep mineral resources: 
	The following deep mineral resources and associated buffer zones identified on the policies map will be safeguarded from surface development to protect the resource for the future: 
	i) Underground coal resources within the Kellingley Colliery licensed area with an additional 700m buffer; 
	ii)  Underground potash and polyhalite resources within the Boulby Mine licensed area and Doves Nest Farm indicated and inferred resource area; 
	iii) Underground gypsum deposits within the former Sherburn in Elmet Mine planning permission area; 
	iv) Vein mineral reserves within extant planning permissions with an additional 250m buffer 
	Part three – protecting deep mineral resources from other underground minerals development: 
	Reserves and resources of potash and polyhalite identified on the Policies Map, including a 2km buffer zone, will be protected from sterilisation by other forms of underground minerals extraction and the underground storage of gas or carbon in order to protect the resource for the future. 
	Supporting text 
	Underground gypsum deposits are not at direct risk of sterilisation through surface development in the same way as surface resources.  However, certain forms of surface development, particularly large structures or those with sensitive processes taking place in them may be particularly vulnerable to subsidence damage.  The presence of more vulnerable forms of surface development in areas where underground working occurs can therefore lead to indirect sterilisation of gypsum.   Safeguarding in this way not o
	There is no specific requirement in national policy to safeguard underground minerals resources.  The distribution of resources of gypsum is not known with any certainty and it is not considered appropriate to safeguard the whole of the potential resource area.  However, it is considered appropriate to gypsum reserves within the area permitted for extraction from Sherburn Mine.  Although the Mine has been closed for a substantial period of time, the planning permission remains extant, with an expiry date of
	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 3 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id36: Supply of gypsum Id38: Safeguarding of deep mineral resources Id70: Developments proposed within Minerals Safeguarding Areas Id71: Consideration of applications in Minerals Consultation Areas 
	Link to Objectives: Objective 3 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id36: Supply of gypsum Id38: Safeguarding of deep mineral resources Id70: Developments proposed within Minerals Safeguarding Areas Id71: Consideration of applications in Minerals Consultation Areas 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment As safeguarding does not infer that minerals extraction will take place there are generally no predicted direct effects. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan.  This policy is likely to result in minor to major positive impacts in relation to encouraging the safeguarding of resources, economic growth and meeting the needs of a changing population as future mineral resource sterilisation is avoided, thus conserving resources for future ec
	Summary of assessment As safeguarding does not infer that minerals extraction will take place there are generally no predicted direct effects. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan.  This policy is likely to result in minor to major positive impacts in relation to encouraging the safeguarding of resources, economic growth and meeting the needs of a changing population as future mineral resource sterilisation is avoided, thus conserving resources for future ec


	Policy id38: Safeguarding deep mineral resources 
	Policy id38: Safeguarding deep mineral resources 
	Policy id38: Safeguarding deep mineral resources 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would include a policy which would require the developer to demonstrate that there would not be significant conflict with other areas and forms of deep minerals extraction. 

	Option 2: This option would identify ‘exclusion zones’ around areas of existing deep mineral extraction which would prevent the extraction of other resources where there is the potential for or there are known to be effects on these current areas of extraction. 
	Option 2: This option would identify ‘exclusion zones’ around areas of existing deep mineral extraction which would prevent the extraction of other resources where there is the potential for or there are known to be effects on these current areas of extraction. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	As safeguarding does not infer deep minerals extraction will take place there is generally no predicted direct effect. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan. Both options may indirectly provide protection for the environment and communities through potentially limiting the amount of extraction of deep minerals, although these benefits would be more certain and potentially greater under Option 2 whereby such development would definitely not be supported in cer
	As safeguarding does not infer deep minerals extraction will take place there is generally no predicted direct effect. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan. Both options may indirectly provide protection for the environment and communities through potentially limiting the amount of extraction of deep minerals, although these benefits would be more certain and potentially greater under Option 2 whereby such development would definitely not be supported in cer

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	9 

	Question 94: Do you have an initial preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Question 94: Do you have an initial preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 6 

	Option 2: 2 
	Option 2: 2 

	Question 95: Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to the safeguarding of deep mineral resources? 
	Question 95: Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to the safeguarding of deep mineral resources? 
	Number of respondents: 0 

	Question 96: If Option 2 is pursued, are there any particular ‘exclusion zones’ that 
	Question 96: If Option 2 is pursued, are there any particular ‘exclusion zones’ that 
	Number of respondents: 1 


	should apply? 
	should apply? 
	should apply? 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q94: Option 1 was considered most appropriate. It was raised that a key issue would be where potential conflict arises between the extraction of two minerals, greater weight should be given to the mineral which is scarcest and most economically significant. The purpose of the buffer zone is unclear. Key Messages Q95: Two alternative options were put forward included in the responses to Question 94 but only one is considered realistic in terms of this option and so can to be taken forward, the a
	Key Messages Q94: Option 1 was considered most appropriate. It was raised that a key issue would be where potential conflict arises between the extraction of two minerals, greater weight should be given to the mineral which is scarcest and most economically significant. The purpose of the buffer zone is unclear. Key Messages Q95: Two alternative options were put forward included in the responses to Question 94 but only one is considered realistic in terms of this option and so can to be taken forward, the a

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of assessment As safeguarding does not infer deep minerals extraction will take place there is generally no predicted direct effect. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the plan.  All options may indirectly provide protection for the environment and communities through potentially limiting the amount of extraction of deep minerals, although these benefits would be more certain and potentially greater under Option 2 whereby such development would definitely n
	Summary of assessment As safeguarding does not infer deep minerals extraction will take place there is generally no predicted direct effect. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the plan.  All options may indirectly provide protection for the environment and communities through potentially limiting the amount of extraction of deep minerals, although these benefits would be more certain and potentially greater under Option 2 whereby such development would definitely n

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	There is a need to ensure a reasonable balance between protecting important resources whilst not unnecessarily preventing extraction of other minerals that may exist in close proximity. It is considered that the main potential for conflict that could arise is between potash/polyhalite resources and gas.  Active extraction of both minerals takes place in the Plan area and there are current proposals for further development of both resources within the Joint Plan area. The purpose of a buffer zone would be to
	There is a need to ensure a reasonable balance between protecting important resources whilst not unnecessarily preventing extraction of other minerals that may exist in close proximity. It is considered that the main potential for conflict that could arise is between potash/polyhalite resources and gas.  Active extraction of both minerals takes place in the Plan area and there are current proposals for further development of both resources within the Joint Plan area. The purpose of a buffer zone would be to

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	The closure of Kellingley Colliery deep mine was announced in 2014, with closure expected at the end of 2015.  A revised planning application for the development of a new potash mine in the NYMNP area was submitted in September 2014.  This evidence is accurate as of January 2015. 
	The closure of Kellingley Colliery deep mine was announced in 2014, with closure expected at the end of 2015.  A revised planning application for the development of a new potash mine in the NYMNP area was submitted in September 2014.  This evidence is accurate as of January 2015. 


	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No 
	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No 

	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 

	The purpose of this option is to provide an approach which will address potential conflicts in the extraction of different deep mineral resources. The majority of respondents preferred Option 1 including industry. One industry comment stated that different resources may lie in different rock beds and the onus should be on the developer to demonstrate this and show there is no conflict. Another industry comment suggests that where one type of operation affects another there may be opportunities to phase extr
	The purpose of this option is to provide an approach which will address potential conflicts in the extraction of different deep mineral resources. The majority of respondents preferred Option 1 including industry. One industry comment stated that different resources may lie in different rock beds and the onus should be on the developer to demonstrate this and show there is no conflict. Another industry comment suggests that where one type of operation affects another there may be opportunities to phase extr

	Boulby Mine. In relation to resources associated with the York Potash project, the planning application submitted in 2014 identifies areas of indicated and inferred resources where the quantity and quality of resource is proven with a good degree of certainty.  These lie within a much wider overall area of interest where quality and quantity are less well understood.  The extent of the indicated and inferred resources themselves amount to several hundred million tonnes.  It is therefore considered that safe
	Boulby Mine. In relation to resources associated with the York Potash project, the planning application submitted in 2014 identifies areas of indicated and inferred resources where the quantity and quality of resource is proven with a good degree of certainty.  These lie within a much wider overall area of interest where quality and quantity are less well understood.  The extent of the indicated and inferred resources themselves amount to several hundred million tonnes.  It is therefore considered that safe

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to S01: Safeguarding of mineral resources 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to S01: Safeguarding of mineral resources 

	Reserves and resources of potash and polyhalite identified on the Policies Map, including a 2km buffer zone, will be protected from sterilisation by other forms of underground minerals extraction and the underground storage of gas or carbon.  Where the underground working of other minerals is proposed in the protected area, proposals will need to demonstrate that the development will not adversely affect the potential future extraction of the protected mineral. COMBINED MINERALS SAFEGUARDING POLICY from PRE
	Reserves and resources of potash and polyhalite identified on the Policies Map, including a 2km buffer zone, will be protected from sterilisation by other forms of underground minerals extraction and the underground storage of gas or carbon.  Where the underground working of other minerals is proposed in the protected area, proposals will need to demonstrate that the development will not adversely affect the potential future extraction of the protected mineral. COMBINED MINERALS SAFEGUARDING POLICY from PRE

	700m buffer; ii)  Underground potash and polyhalite resources within the Boulby Mine licensed area and Doves Nest Farm indicated and inferred resource area; iii) Underground gypsum deposits within the former Sherburn in Elmet Mine planning permission area; iv) Vein mineral reserves within extant planning permissions with an additional 250m buffer Part three – protecting deep mineral resources from other underground minerals development: Reserves and resources of potash and polyhalite identified on the Polic
	700m buffer; ii)  Underground potash and polyhalite resources within the Boulby Mine licensed area and Doves Nest Farm indicated and inferred resource area; iii) Underground gypsum deposits within the former Sherburn in Elmet Mine planning permission area; iv) Vein mineral reserves within extant planning permissions with an additional 250m buffer Part three – protecting deep mineral resources from other underground minerals development: Reserves and resources of potash and polyhalite identified on the Polic

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 3 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan. Id23: Overall spatial options for oil and gas Id24: Co-ordination of gas extraction and processing Id25: Gas developments (exploration and appraisal) Id26: Gas developments (production and processing) 
	Link to Objectives: Objective 3 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan. Id23: Overall spatial options for oil and gas Id24: Co-ordination of gas extraction and processing Id25: Gas developments (exploration and appraisal) Id26: Gas developments (production and processing) 

	Id27: Coal mine methane Id28: Coal bed methane, underground coal gasification, shale gas and carbon and gas storage Id29: Continuity of supply of deep coal Id32: Safeguarding of deep coal Id34: Potash supply Id35: Safeguarding potash Id36: Supply of gypsum Id37: Safeguarding of gypsum Id58: Presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste development Id70: Developments proposed within Mineral Safeguarding Areas Id71: Consideration of applications in Mineral Consultation Areas Id72: Coal mining legacy
	Id27: Coal mine methane Id28: Coal bed methane, underground coal gasification, shale gas and carbon and gas storage Id29: Continuity of supply of deep coal Id32: Safeguarding of deep coal Id34: Potash supply Id35: Safeguarding potash Id36: Supply of gypsum Id37: Safeguarding of gypsum Id58: Presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste development Id70: Developments proposed within Mineral Safeguarding Areas Id71: Consideration of applications in Mineral Consultation Areas Id72: Coal mining legacy

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment As safeguarding does not infer that minerals extraction will take place there are generally no predicted direct effects. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan.  This policy is likely to result in minor to major positive impacts in relation to encouraging the safeguarding of resources, economic growth and meeting the needs of a changing population as future mineral resource sterilisation is avoided, thus conserving resources for future ec
	Summary of assessment As safeguarding does not infer that minerals extraction will take place there are generally no predicted direct effects. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan.  This policy is likely to result in minor to major positive impacts in relation to encouraging the safeguarding of resources, economic growth and meeting the needs of a changing population as future mineral resource sterilisation is avoided, thus conserving resources for future ec


	Policy id39: Supply of vein minerals 
	Policy id39: Supply of vein minerals 
	Policy id39: Supply of vein minerals 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would support the principle of the further development of resources of vein minerals in suitable locations and would identify criteria to be applied to the consideration of such applications, including the need to protect important habitats and wildlife, landscapes, heritage and tourism assets. 

	Option 2: This option would not indicate support in principle for the development of vein minerals but would identify criteria to be applied to the consideration of such applications. Criteria could include the need to protect important nature conservation, landscape and tourism assets. 
	Option 2: This option would not indicate support in principle for the development of vein minerals but would identify criteria to be applied to the consideration of such applications. Criteria could include the need to protect important nature conservation, landscape and tourism assets. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	The assessment shows that there are numerous negative effects associated with both options, with Option 1 displaying the possibility of major negative effects for biodiversity / geodiversity, climate change, resource use, waste generation and landscape. This is largely because vein minerals occur close to sensitive receptors (such as wildlife sites and designated landscapes) and extraction techniques can utilise a significant area of land, and extraction is essentially non-renewable and energy intensive. Th
	The assessment shows that there are numerous negative effects associated with both options, with Option 1 displaying the possibility of major negative effects for biodiversity / geodiversity, climate change, resource use, waste generation and landscape. This is largely because vein minerals occur close to sensitive receptors (such as wildlife sites and designated landscapes) and extraction techniques can utilise a significant area of land, and extraction is essentially non-renewable and energy intensive. Th

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	8 

	Question 97: Do you have an initial 
	Question 97: Do you have an initial 
	Option 1: 2 


	preference for either of the options presented above? 
	preference for either of the options presented above? 
	preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Option 2: 4 

	Did Not Specify: 1 
	Did Not Specify: 1 

	Question 98: Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to the supply of vein minerals? 
	Question 98: Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to the supply of vein minerals? 
	Number of respondents: 1 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q97: The Plan should not support the extraction of vein minerals due to the overlap with such minerals and sensitive locations.  Key Messages Q98: One suggestion was put forward which stated that any proposal for extraction of vein minerals should be subject to a satisfactory outcome of an Appropriate Assessment under the Habitats Regulations. This has not been taken forward as an alternative as it can be applied to either Option and is not itself a different approach. 
	Key Messages Q97: The Plan should not support the extraction of vein minerals due to the overlap with such minerals and sensitive locations.  Key Messages Q98: One suggestion was put forward which stated that any proposal for extraction of vein minerals should be subject to a satisfactory outcome of an Appropriate Assessment under the Habitats Regulations. This has not been taken forward as an alternative as it can be applied to either Option and is not itself a different approach. 

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	N/A 
	N/A 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	It is acknowledged that development of vein mineral resources could impact on important assets and designations and could, potentially require Appropriate Assessment under the Habitats Regulations. It is considered that these matters could be addressed through appropriate caveats/criteria in any preferred policy approach. 
	It is acknowledged that development of vein mineral resources could impact on important assets and designations and could, potentially require Appropriate Assessment under the Habitats Regulations. It is considered that these matters could be addressed through appropriate caveats/criteria in any preferred policy approach. 

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	No new evidence as of January 2015. 
	No new evidence as of January 2015. 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No 
	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No 

	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 

	The majority of respondents supported Option 2.  This approach is that the Plan should not support the extraction of vein minerals, in principle, due to the overlap these minerals have with sensitive areas. Two respondents supported Option 1, but did not provide any comments. Four respondents supported option 2 including an AONB body and a Statutory Consultee. One comment was put forward against Option 2 which was that due to lack of commercial interest and the environmentally sensitive location of vein min
	The majority of respondents supported Option 2.  This approach is that the Plan should not support the extraction of vein minerals, in principle, due to the overlap these minerals have with sensitive areas. Two respondents supported Option 1, but did not provide any comments. Four respondents supported option 2 including an AONB body and a Statutory Consultee. One comment was put forward against Option 2 which was that due to lack of commercial interest and the environmentally sensitive location of vein min

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M25: Supply of vein minerals 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M25: Supply of vein minerals 

	Proposals for the extraction of vein minerals, including proposals for the reactivation of dormant permissions, will be determined in accordance with the development management 
	Proposals for the extraction of vein minerals, including proposals for the reactivation of dormant permissions, will be determined in accordance with the development management 


	policies in the Plan, having particular regard where relevant to any impacts on: i) important habitats and species ii) protected landscapes iii) heritage assets iv) tourism assets Supporting text National policy requires that mineral plans include policies for the extraction of mineral resources of local and national importance although, with the exception of fluorspar, vein minerals are not mentioned specifically. A small amount of flourspar, barytes and lead mineralisation occurs in association with other
	policies in the Plan, having particular regard where relevant to any impacts on: i) important habitats and species ii) protected landscapes iii) heritage assets iv) tourism assets Supporting text National policy requires that mineral plans include policies for the extraction of mineral resources of local and national importance although, with the exception of fluorspar, vein minerals are not mentioned specifically. A small amount of flourspar, barytes and lead mineralisation occurs in association with other
	policies in the Plan, having particular regard where relevant to any impacts on: i) important habitats and species ii) protected landscapes iii) heritage assets iv) tourism assets Supporting text National policy requires that mineral plans include policies for the extraction of mineral resources of local and national importance although, with the exception of fluorspar, vein minerals are not mentioned specifically. A small amount of flourspar, barytes and lead mineralisation occurs in association with other

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 5 Objective 9 Links to other relevant policies in the plan Id40: Safeguarding vein minerals Id58: Presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste development Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id62: Minerals and waste development in the Green Belt Id63: Landscape Id64: Biodiversity and geodiversity Id65: Historic environment Id66: Water environment Id68: Sustainable design, construction and operation of development Id72: Coal mining legacy  
	Link to Objectives: Objective 5 Objective 9 Links to other relevant policies in the plan Id40: Safeguarding vein minerals Id58: Presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste development Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id62: Minerals and waste development in the Green Belt Id63: Landscape Id64: Biodiversity and geodiversity Id65: Historic environment Id66: Water environment Id68: Sustainable design, construction and operation of development Id72: Coal mining legacy  

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment This policy does not provide support for the extraction of vein minerals in the plan area however should development come forward and gain consent, a number of negative impacts could result particularly in 
	Summary of assessment This policy does not provide support for the extraction of vein minerals in the plan area however should development come forward and gain consent, a number of negative impacts could result particularly in 


	relation to the environmental SA objectives. This is largely because vein minerals occur close to sensitive receptors (such as wildlife sites and designated landscapes) and extraction techniques can utilise a significant area of land and can be energy intensive. There may be positive economic benefits associated with this policy should new vein minerals development come forward and gain consent. An element of uncertainty is noted throughout the assessment as any proposal would be considered in line with the
	Recommendations 
	No further mitigation proposed. 
	Policy id40: Safeguarding vein minerals 
	Policy id40: Safeguarding vein minerals 
	Policy id40: Safeguarding vein minerals 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would safeguard the area of extant dormant permissions for vein minerals extraction. 

	Option 2: This option would not seek to safeguard vein minerals in the absence of sufficient information on the distribution of such resources, or commercial interest in their exploitation. 
	Option 2: This option would not seek to safeguard vein minerals in the absence of sufficient information on the distribution of such resources, or commercial interest in their exploitation. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	As safeguarding does not infer minerals extraction will take place there is generally no predicted direct effect. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan. In most cases effects of both options are neutral. However, Option 1 shows positive effects associated with soil / land, resource use and sustainable economic growth. This is because minerals will not be sterilised under this option. The inverse is true for Option 2, with negative effects reported for the sam
	As safeguarding does not infer minerals extraction will take place there is generally no predicted direct effect. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan. In most cases effects of both options are neutral. However, Option 1 shows positive effects associated with soil / land, resource use and sustainable economic growth. This is because minerals will not be sterilised under this option. The inverse is true for Option 2, with negative effects reported for the sam

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	4 

	Question 99: Do you have an initial preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Question 99: Do you have an initial preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 3 

	Option 2: 1 
	Option 2: 1 

	Question 100: Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to the safeguarding of vein minerals? 
	Question 100: Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to the safeguarding of vein minerals? 
	Number of respondents: 0 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q99: Durham CC intend to safeguard all known fluorspar vein minerals and undertake further work on vein minerals to prepare a DM Policy on vein minerals. Key Messages Q100: no alternative options were put forward. 
	Key Messages Q99: Durham CC intend to safeguard all known fluorspar vein minerals and undertake further work on vein minerals to prepare a DM Policy on vein minerals. Key Messages Q100: no alternative options were put forward. 

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	N/A 
	N/A 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The support of the majority of consultees to a policy approach which does safeguard vein minerals is noted. 
	The support of the majority of consultees to a policy approach which does safeguard vein minerals is noted. 

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	No new evidence as of January 2015. 
	No new evidence as of January 2015. 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No 
	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No 


	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 

	The majority of respondents supported Option 1 which was to safeguard the area of extant dormant permissions for vein minerals extraction. BGS have not identified any specific resource areas for vein minerals in safeguarding evidence work for the Joint Plan area. The SA states that Option 1 shows positive effects associated with soil/land, resource use and sustainable economic growth. Option 2 has negative effects for the same objectives. Under the recommendations the SA indicates that Option 1 is the most 
	The majority of respondents supported Option 1 which was to safeguard the area of extant dormant permissions for vein minerals extraction. BGS have not identified any specific resource areas for vein minerals in safeguarding evidence work for the Joint Plan area. The SA states that Option 1 shows positive effects associated with soil/land, resource use and sustainable economic growth. Option 2 has negative effects for the same objectives. Under the recommendations the SA indicates that Option 1 is the most 

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to S01: Safeguarding mineral resources 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to S01: Safeguarding mineral resources 

	Reserves of vein minerals identified on the policies map will be safeguarded for the future.  An additional 250m buffer zone around each area will also be safeguarded to protect the reserve from encroaching development. COMBINED MINERALS SAFEGUARDING POLICY from PREFERRED OPTIONS DOCUMENT Part one- Surface mineral resources: The following surface minerals resources and associated buffer zones identified on the policies map will be safeguarded from other forms of surface development to protect the resource f
	Reserves of vein minerals identified on the policies map will be safeguarded for the future.  An additional 250m buffer zone around each area will also be safeguarded to protect the reserve from encroaching development. COMBINED MINERALS SAFEGUARDING POLICY from PREFERRED OPTIONS DOCUMENT Part one- Surface mineral resources: The following surface minerals resources and associated buffer zones identified on the policies map will be safeguarded from other forms of surface development to protect the resource f

	extraction and the underground storage of gas or carbon in order to protect the resource for the future. Supporting text There are isolated resources of vein minerals present in the Joint Plan area. In the absence of more specific evidence it is only practicable to identify those areas of reserves covered by existing dormant planning permissions.  Inclusion of a buffer zone around these permissions would help ensure that the potential impacts of other forms of development proposed in proximity to the resour
	extraction and the underground storage of gas or carbon in order to protect the resource for the future. Supporting text There are isolated resources of vein minerals present in the Joint Plan area. In the absence of more specific evidence it is only practicable to identify those areas of reserves covered by existing dormant planning permissions.  Inclusion of a buffer zone around these permissions would help ensure that the potential impacts of other forms of development proposed in proximity to the resour

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 3 Links to other relevant policies in the plan Id39: Supply of vein minerals Id70: Developments proposed within Mineral Safeguarding Areas Id71: Consideration of applications in Mineral Consultation Areas Id72: Coal mining legacy 
	Link to Objectives: Objective 3 Links to other relevant policies in the plan Id39: Supply of vein minerals Id70: Developments proposed within Mineral Safeguarding Areas Id71: Consideration of applications in Mineral Consultation Areas Id72: Coal mining legacy 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment As safeguarding does not infer that minerals extraction will take place there are generally no predicted direct effects. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan.  This policy is likely to result in minor to major positive impacts in relation to encouraging the safeguarding of resources, economic growth and meeting the needs of a changing population as future mineral resource sterilisation is avoided, thus conserving resources for future ec
	Summary of assessment As safeguarding does not infer that minerals extraction will take place there are generally no predicted direct effects. Were development to take place it would need to accord with other policies in the Plan.  This policy is likely to result in minor to major positive impacts in relation to encouraging the safeguarding of resources, economic growth and meeting the needs of a changing population as future mineral resource sterilisation is avoided, thus conserving resources for future ec


	Policy id41: Borrow Pits 
	Policy id41: Borrow Pits 
	Policy id41: Borrow Pits 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: Support borrow pits where all the following criteria can be met:  the site lies on, or immediately adjoins, the proposed construction scheme so that the mineral can be transported from the borrow pit to the point of use without transport on the public highway system;  the site can be landscaped and appropriately restored to an agreed end-use without the use of imported material other than that generated on the adjoining construction scheme;  the proposal meets all the criteria set out in other 

	Option 2: Only support borrow pits where the mineral cannot reasonably be supplied by existing quarries or alternative secondary or recycled sources within the area; or, the supply from such existing sources would be seriously detrimental to the amenities of the area due to the scale, location or timing of the development requiring the mineral and subject to criteria including:  the site being on, or immediately adjoining, the proposed construction scheme so that the mineral can be conveyed from the borrow
	Option 2: Only support borrow pits where the mineral cannot reasonably be supplied by existing quarries or alternative secondary or recycled sources within the area; or, the supply from such existing sources would be seriously detrimental to the amenities of the area due to the scale, location or timing of the development requiring the mineral and subject to criteria including:  the site being on, or immediately adjoining, the proposed construction scheme so that the mineral can be conveyed from the borrow


	Table
	TR
	 satisfactory landscaping and reclamation to an agreed end-use without the use of imported material other than that generated on the adjoining construction scheme;  the proposal meeting all the criteria set out in other relevant development policies. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	The assessment has shown that Option 1 would have positive effects in terms of reducing minerals transport miles and also in terms of ensuring that the most appropriate mineral can be sourced for the development. However, it would not help to reduce the overall use of minerals or to use more secondary and recycled minerals. Option 2 would have some, but fewer, benefits in terms of reducing minerals transport miles but would support the aim of reducing the use of primary minerals in favour of alternatives. R
	The assessment has shown that Option 1 would have positive effects in terms of reducing minerals transport miles and also in terms of ensuring that the most appropriate mineral can be sourced for the development. However, it would not help to reduce the overall use of minerals or to use more secondary and recycled minerals. Option 2 would have some, but fewer, benefits in terms of reducing minerals transport miles but would support the aim of reducing the use of primary minerals in favour of alternatives. R

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	11 

	Question 101: Do you have an initial preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Question 101: Do you have an initial preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 8 

	Option 2: 2 
	Option 2: 2 

	Question 102: Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation borrow pits? 
	Question 102: Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation borrow pits? 
	Number of respondents: 1 (SC/ 1 MWI/ Local Authorities) 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q101: Option 1 is preferred as it helps reduce transport distances. There is some concern that using existing quarries to supply additional material would distort local markets and lead to conflicts with local communities regarding traffic routing. Limited support for option 2 was received. One respondent highlighted the potential biodiversity benefits of borrow pits, especially as a result of restoration to ponds. Key Messages Q102: One alternative option was suggested which was to discourage 
	Key Messages Q101: Option 1 is preferred as it helps reduce transport distances. There is some concern that using existing quarries to supply additional material would distort local markets and lead to conflicts with local communities regarding traffic routing. Limited support for option 2 was received. One respondent highlighted the potential biodiversity benefits of borrow pits, especially as a result of restoration to ponds. Key Messages Q102: One alternative option was suggested which was to discourage 

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	N/A 
	N/A 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The support of the majority of respondents for Option 1 is noted and it is agreed that reliance on existing quarries could in some circumstances have impacts on local markets and impacts from traffic movements. Any tendency for borrow pits to become established as longer term quarries could be addressed by inclusion of suitable criteria in policy and through the development management process.  Restoration and afteruse policy is addressed elsewhere in the Plan, including provision of support for biodiversit
	The support of the majority of respondents for Option 1 is noted and it is agreed that reliance on existing quarries could in some circumstances have impacts on local markets and impacts from traffic movements. Any tendency for borrow pits to become established as longer term quarries could be addressed by inclusion of suitable criteria in policy and through the development management process.  Restoration and afteruse policy is addressed elsewhere in the Plan, including provision of support for biodiversit

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	Evidence updates as at January 2015 The NPPG has been published since the consultation took place but there is no reference to borrow pits in the Guidance. An application for a borrow pit at Leeming Bar near Bedale, to support the construction of the Bedale, Aiskew and Leeming Bar bypass was granted in August 2014. A clay borrow pit to help build flood storage reservoirs at Eller Beck and Waller Hill Beck, which span the North Yorkshire and Yorkshire Dales National Park border, was granted in September 2014
	Evidence updates as at January 2015 The NPPG has been published since the consultation took place but there is no reference to borrow pits in the Guidance. An application for a borrow pit at Leeming Bar near Bedale, to support the construction of the Bedale, Aiskew and Leeming Bar bypass was granted in August 2014. A clay borrow pit to help build flood storage reservoirs at Eller Beck and Waller Hill Beck, which span the North Yorkshire and Yorkshire Dales National Park border, was granted in September 2014


	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No 
	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No 

	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 

	Responses to the Issues and Options consultation suggested that Option 1 should be pursued as it is the most sustainable and would help reduce mineral transport miles.  Borrow pits can help conserve high quality mineral resources for the most appropriate end uses whilst reliving pressure on landbanks. There is some concern from industry that using existing quarries to supply additional material for large construction projects would distort local markets and lead to conflicts with local communities regarding
	Responses to the Issues and Options consultation suggested that Option 1 should be pursued as it is the most sustainable and would help reduce mineral transport miles.  Borrow pits can help conserve high quality mineral resources for the most appropriate end uses whilst reliving pressure on landbanks. There is some concern from industry that using existing quarries to supply additional material for large construction projects would distort local markets and lead to conflicts with local communities regarding

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M26: Borrow pits 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M26: Borrow pits 

	Proposals for borrow pits will be supported where the required mineral cannot practicably be supplied by secondary or recycled material of appropriate specification and from a source in close proximity to the construction project, and; where all the following criteria can be met: i. The site lies on, or immediately adjoins, the proposed construction scheme so that mineral can be transported from the borrow pit to the point of use without transport on the public highway system; ii. The site can be landscaped
	Proposals for borrow pits will be supported where the required mineral cannot practicably be supplied by secondary or recycled material of appropriate specification and from a source in close proximity to the construction project, and; where all the following criteria can be met: i. The site lies on, or immediately adjoins, the proposed construction scheme so that mineral can be transported from the borrow pit to the point of use without transport on the public highway system; ii. The site can be landscaped

	secondary or recycled material should therefore be considered before proposals are brought forward for a borrow pit.  Use of such materials (provided they can meet the necessary specification for the works) would only be likely to present a significant overall benefit compared with supply from a borrow pit if the secondary or recycled sources are located in relatively close proximity to the project, in order to avoid the need for road haulage over long distances. Where borrow pits are proposed information s
	secondary or recycled material should therefore be considered before proposals are brought forward for a borrow pit.  Use of such materials (provided they can meet the necessary specification for the works) would only be likely to present a significant overall benefit compared with supply from a borrow pit if the secondary or recycled sources are located in relatively close proximity to the project, in order to avoid the need for road haulage over long distances. Where borrow pits are proposed information s

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives Objective 5 Objective 7 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan Id01: Broad geographical approach to supply of aggregates Id04: Overall distribution of sand and gravel provision Id05: Landbanks for sand and gravel Id06: Safeguarding of sand and gravel Id07: Provision of crushed rock Id08: Maintenance of landbanks for crushed rock Id09: Safeguarding crushed rock Id11: Building sand delivery Id12: Magnesian limestone delivery Id13: Unallocated extension to existing aggregate quarries I
	Link to Objectives Objective 5 Objective 7 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan Id01: Broad geographical approach to supply of aggregates Id04: Overall distribution of sand and gravel provision Id05: Landbanks for sand and gravel Id06: Safeguarding of sand and gravel Id07: Provision of crushed rock Id08: Maintenance of landbanks for crushed rock Id09: Safeguarding crushed rock Id11: Building sand delivery Id12: Magnesian limestone delivery Id13: Unallocated extension to existing aggregate quarries I

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment This policy would have some positive impacts in terms of reducing transport miles, reducing climate change impacts and shortening supply chains resulting in positive economic effects and a positive contribution towards meeting the needs of a changing population.  However, borrow pits would also have some negative effects, such as possible local effects on water quality, temporary generation of dust, loss of primary resources, and impacts on the historic environment, landscape or recrea
	Summary of assessment This policy would have some positive impacts in terms of reducing transport miles, reducing climate change impacts and shortening supply chains resulting in positive economic effects and a positive contribution towards meeting the needs of a changing population.  However, borrow pits would also have some negative effects, such as possible local effects on water quality, temporary generation of dust, loss of primary resources, and impacts on the historic environment, landscape or recrea


	id42 - Overall approach to the waste hierarchy 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would help move waste up the waste hierarchy by:   Supporting in principle proposals which enable the re-use, recycling and composting of waste and supporting the principle of recovery of waste where it can be demonstrated that it is not practicable to manage the waste further up the hierarchy.   Supporting provision of new capacity for the landfill of biodegradeable waste only where it can be demonstrated that it is not practicable to manage the waste further up the hierarchy and th

	Option 2: This option would be similar to Option 1 but would give stronger encouragement to dealing with waste further up the hierarchy by:  Supporting in principle proposals which can demonstrate that the waste to be managed at the facility would be managed at the highest practicable level of the hierarchy appropriate to the type/s of waste to be dealt with.   Supporting provision of new capacity for the landfill of biodegradeable waste only in exceptional circumstances where it can be demonstrated that 
	Option 2: This option would be similar to Option 1 but would give stronger encouragement to dealing with waste further up the hierarchy by:  Supporting in principle proposals which can demonstrate that the waste to be managed at the facility would be managed at the highest practicable level of the hierarchy appropriate to the type/s of waste to be dealt with.   Supporting provision of new capacity for the landfill of biodegradeable waste only in exceptional circumstances where it can be demonstrated that 

	Option 3: This option would provide support in principle for proposals for a range of waste management methods where it can be demonstrated that the facility would help reduce reliance on landfill as a means of waste management. Support in principle would also be provided for new landfill of waste where it can be demonstrated that the proposal would meet a need for additional landfill capacity not identified at the time of preparation of the Plan, or it would facilitate a high standard of quarry reclamation
	Option 3: This option would provide support in principle for proposals for a range of waste management methods where it can be demonstrated that the facility would help reduce reliance on landfill as a means of waste management. Support in principle would also be provided for new landfill of waste where it can be demonstrated that the proposal would meet a need for additional landfill capacity not identified at the time of preparation of the Plan, or it would facilitate a high standard of quarry reclamation

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	Options 1 and 2 would encourage sustainable waste management by managing waste further up the waste hierarchy. Both options are likely to have positive effects in relation to resource consumption, waste management and the economy. Option 2 is likely to deliver this higher up the waste hierarchy but would have to be balanced against the practicability of doing so. Option 3 is identified to also have some positive environmental effects as well as positive effects for the economy in being more 
	Options 1 and 2 would encourage sustainable waste management by managing waste further up the waste hierarchy. Both options are likely to have positive effects in relation to resource consumption, waste management and the economy. Option 2 is likely to deliver this higher up the waste hierarchy but would have to be balanced against the practicability of doing so. Option 3 is identified to also have some positive environmental effects as well as positive effects for the economy in being more 


	flexible over choice of waste management method used. However, it is considered that this approach would not effectively manage waste to deliver the maximum environmental benefits in comparison to Options 1 and 2. All 3 options are identified to have uncertain effects on the remaining environmental and social objectives given that the scales of the impacts would be determined in relation to the proximity and type of waste management facility. 
	flexible over choice of waste management method used. However, it is considered that this approach would not effectively manage waste to deliver the maximum environmental benefits in comparison to Options 1 and 2. All 3 options are identified to have uncertain effects on the remaining environmental and social objectives given that the scales of the impacts would be determined in relation to the proximity and type of waste management facility. 
	flexible over choice of waste management method used. However, it is considered that this approach would not effectively manage waste to deliver the maximum environmental benefits in comparison to Options 1 and 2. All 3 options are identified to have uncertain effects on the remaining environmental and social objectives given that the scales of the impacts would be determined in relation to the proximity and type of waste management facility. 

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	42 

	Question 103) Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 103) Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Number of respondents: 25 

	Option 1: 1 MWI: 1 
	Option 1: 1 MWI: 1 
	Combination: 1 Opt. 1+2 MWI: 1 

	Option 2: 16 SC: 2 Local Authorities: 2 
	Option 2: 16 SC: 2 Local Authorities: 2 
	Did Not Specify: 2 MWI: 1 

	Option 3: 5 
	Option 3: 5 
	None: 0 

	Question 104) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to the overall delivery of waste hierarchy objectives? 
	Question 104) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to the overall delivery of waste hierarchy objectives? 
	Number of respondents: 17 SC: 0 MWI: 0 Local Authorities: 0 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q103: Option 2  Support maximum recycling, recovery and treatment and RDF  Emphasis upon multiple sites to reduce transport  Resource conservation should be favoured over energy recovery  Locate facilities near major waste producing areas  Option 2 is strongly recommended with the inclusion of additional wording (comment 1285) Option 3  Provides greater flexibility  Eliminates incineration Option 1 and 2  These options recognise that inert waste can be used for quarry restoration and la
	Key Messages Q103: Option 2  Support maximum recycling, recovery and treatment and RDF  Emphasis upon multiple sites to reduce transport  Resource conservation should be favoured over energy recovery  Locate facilities near major waste producing areas  Option 2 is strongly recommended with the inclusion of additional wording (comment 1285) Option 3  Provides greater flexibility  Eliminates incineration Option 1 and 2  These options recognise that inert waste can be used for quarry restoration and la


	Proposed Options 4 and 5 
	 EfW/incineration should only be supported if there are plans to use the heat generated. This is dealt with by amending Options 1 and 2 to reflect this approach. 
	Suggested approach Proposed Option 4 This option would help move waste up the waste hierarchy by: 
	 
	 
	 
	Supporting in principle proposals which enable the re-use, recycling and composting of waste and supporting the principle of recovery of waste where it can be demonstrated that it is not practicable to manage the waste further up the hierarchy. 

	 
	 
	Supporting provision of new capacity for the landfill of biodegradeable waste only where it can be demonstrated that it is not practicable to manage the waste further up the hierarchy and there is insufficient landfill capacity in the area to meet identified needs.  Incineration of waste would only be supported if there were plans to use the heat generated. 

	 
	 
	In relation to inert waste, landfill would only be supported where it would facilitate a high standard of quarry reclamation in accordance with agreed reclamation objectives, or the substantial improvement of derelict or degraded land to a condition where it can be returned to agricultural productivity or other beneficial use 


	Proposed Option 5 This option would be similar to Option 1 but would give stronger encouragement to dealing with waste further up the hierarchy by: 
	 
	 
	 
	Supporting in principle proposals which can demonstrate that the waste to be managed at the facility would be managed at the highest practicable level of the hierarchy appropriate to the type/s of waste to be dealt with. 

	 
	 
	Supporting provision of new capacity for the landfill of biodegradable waste only in exceptional circumstances where it can be demonstrated that it is the only practicable management option for the waste to be managed and there is insufficient capacity available within or outside the Plan area which could reasonably meet the need.   Incineration of waste would only be supported if there were plans to use the heat generated 

	 
	 
	In relation to inert waste, landfill would only be supported where it would facilitate a high standard of quarry reclamation in accordance with agreed reclamation objectives, or the substantial improvement of derelict or degraded land to a condition where it can be returned to agricultural productivity or other beneficial use. 


	Proposed Option 6 
	 Incineration, energy recovery and disposal should be discouraged and not be supported. 
	Suggested approach This option would provide support in principle for facilities which enable re-use, recycling and composting of waste, however facilities for incineration, energy recovery and disposal would not be supported. 
	Proposed Options 7, 8 and 9 
	 Incineration should be seen as the last resort. This is dealt with by amending Options 1, 2 and 3 to reflect this approach 
	Suggested approach Proposed Option 7 This option would help move waste up the waste hierarchy by: 
	 
	 
	 
	Supporting in principle proposals which enable the re-use, recycling and composting of waste and supporting the principle of recovery of waste where it can be demonstrated that it is not practicable to manage the waste further up the hierarchy. 

	 
	 
	Supporting provision of new capacity for the landfill of biodegradable waste only where it can be demonstrated that it is not practicable to manage the waste further up the hierarchy and there is insufficient landfill capacity in the area to meet identified needs.  Incineration of waste would only be supported where no other methods are possible. 

	 
	 
	In relation to inert waste, landfill would only be supported where it would facilitate a high standard of quarry reclamation in accordance with agreed reclamation objectives, or the substantial improvement of derelict or degraded land to a condition where it can be returned to agricultural productivity or other beneficial use. 


	Proposed Option 8 This option would be similar to Option 4 but would give stronger encouragement to dealing with waste further up the hierarchy by: 
	 
	 
	 
	Supporting in principle proposals which can demonstrate that the waste to be managed at the facility would be managed at the highest practicable level of the hierarchy appropriate to the type/s of waste to be dealt with. 

	 
	 
	Supporting provision of new capacity for the landfill of biodegradable waste only in exceptional circumstances where it can be demonstrated that it is the only practicable management option for the waste to be managed and there is insufficient capacity available within or outside the Plan area which could reasonably meet the need.  Incineration of waste would only be supported where no other methods are possible. 

	 
	 
	In relation to inert waste, landfill would only be supported where it would facilitate a high standard of quarry reclamation in accordance with agreed reclamation objectives, or the substantial improvement of derelict or degraded land to a condition where it can be returned to agricultural productivity or other beneficial use. 


	Proposed Option 9 This option would provide support in principle for proposals for a range of waste management methods where it can be demonstrated that the facility would help reduce reliance on landfill as a means of waste management. Incineration of waste would only be supported where no other methods are possible. Support in principle would also be provided for new landfill of waste where it can be demonstrated that the proposal would meet a need for additional landfill capacity not identified at the ti
	Proposed Option 10, 11 and 12 
	 Biodegradable waste should not be landfilled. This is dealt with by amending Options 1, 2 and 3 to reflect this approach. 
	Suggested approach Proposed Option 10 This option would help move waste up the waste hierarchy by: 
	 
	 
	 
	Supporting in principle proposals which enable the re-use, recycling and composting of waste and supporting the principle of recovery of waste where it can be demonstrated that it is not practicable to manage the waste further up the hierarchy. 

	 
	 
	Landfill of biodegradable waste would not be supported. Incineration of waste without energy recovery would only be supported for the small scale incineration of specialised wastes arising in the area and where the scale of the development would mean that energy recovery is not viable. 

	 
	 
	In relation to inert waste, landfill would only be supported where it would facilitate a high standard of quarry reclamation in accordance with agreed reclamation objectives, or the substantial improvement of derelict or degraded land to a condition where it can be returned to agricultural productivity or other beneficial use. 


	Proposed Option 11 This option would be similar to Option 4 but would give stronger encouragement to dealing with waste further up the hierarchy by: 
	 Supporting in principle proposals which can demonstrate that the waste to be managed at the facility would be managed at the highest practicable level of the hierarchy appropriate to the type/s of waste to be dealt with. 
	 Landfill of biodegradable waste would not be supported. Incineration of waste without energy recovery would only be supported for the small scale incineration of specialised wastes arising in the area and where the planning authority can be satisfied that the scale of the development would mean that energy recovery is not viable.  In relation to inert waste, landfill would only be supported where it would facilitate a high standard of quarry reclamation in accordance with agreed reclamation objectives, o
	 Landfill of biodegradable waste would not be supported. Incineration of waste without energy recovery would only be supported for the small scale incineration of specialised wastes arising in the area and where the planning authority can be satisfied that the scale of the development would mean that energy recovery is not viable.  In relation to inert waste, landfill would only be supported where it would facilitate a high standard of quarry reclamation in accordance with agreed reclamation objectives, o
	 Landfill of biodegradable waste would not be supported. Incineration of waste without energy recovery would only be supported for the small scale incineration of specialised wastes arising in the area and where the planning authority can be satisfied that the scale of the development would mean that energy recovery is not viable.  In relation to inert waste, landfill would only be supported where it would facilitate a high standard of quarry reclamation in accordance with agreed reclamation objectives, o

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of assessment Most of the options put forward would encourage more sustainable waste management, to varying degrees, by managing waste higher up the waste hierarchy. This tends to result in a range of positive effects on the climate change, material resources and waste hierarchy objectives. There are also potential economic benefits, particularly where waste is managed higher up the waste hierarchy as this promotes a more ‘circular economy’ where waste is used as an economic resource. Other objectiv
	Summary of assessment Most of the options put forward would encourage more sustainable waste management, to varying degrees, by managing waste higher up the waste hierarchy. This tends to result in a range of positive effects on the climate change, material resources and waste hierarchy objectives. There are also potential economic benefits, particularly where waste is managed higher up the waste hierarchy as this promotes a more ‘circular economy’ where waste is used as an economic resource. Other objectiv

	more uncertain, and the capacity for amenity impacts becomes greater.  Revised Recommendations The SA considers that the most sustainable approach would be to pursue Option 5. Option 13 could also be combined with option 5 or other options to maximise sustainability. 
	more uncertain, and the capacity for amenity impacts becomes greater.  Revised Recommendations The SA considers that the most sustainable approach would be to pursue Option 5. Option 13 could also be combined with option 5 or other options to maximise sustainability. 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The high level of support amongst some stakeholders for Option 2 is noted, as is the support from some stakeholders for the greater flexibility offered by Option 3.  It is agreed that any approach should seek to move the area closer to a zero waste economy, in accordance with the vision and objectives for the Plan, but a degree of flexibility will need to be retained in order to ensure than an appropriate mix of facilities can be provided.  It is also recognised that implementation of the waste hierarchy is
	The high level of support amongst some stakeholders for Option 2 is noted, as is the support from some stakeholders for the greater flexibility offered by Option 3.  It is agreed that any approach should seek to move the area closer to a zero waste economy, in accordance with the vision and objectives for the Plan, but a degree of flexibility will need to be retained in order to ensure than an appropriate mix of facilities can be provided.  It is also recognised that implementation of the waste hierarchy is

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	New national waste policy published October 2014 replaced PPS10.  Development of Allerton Waste Recovery Park facility commenced late 2014. Planning permission for a large EfW facility (Southmoor Energy Recovery Centre) at Kellingley Colliery was granted in principle in early 2015. 
	New national waste policy published October 2014 replaced PPS10.  Development of Allerton Waste Recovery Park facility commenced late 2014. Planning permission for a large EfW facility (Southmoor Energy Recovery Centre) at Kellingley Colliery was granted in principle in early 2015. 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No 
	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No 

	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 

	A wide range of potential options were considered during development of this policy, although all options were broadly seeking to move waste management up the hierarchy, in line with national policy, with matters of detail differing between the various options.  It is considered that any policy will need to be sufficiently flexible to enable a range of waste management methods to be supported, provided that they are consistent with the national policy objective of moving waste up the hierarchy. This will he
	A wide range of potential options were considered during development of this policy, although all options were broadly seeking to move waste management up the hierarchy, in line with national policy, with matters of detail differing between the various options.  It is considered that any policy will need to be sufficiently flexible to enable a range of waste management methods to be supported, provided that they are consistent with the national policy objective of moving waste up the hierarchy. This will he

	associated with a proposed technology could be beneficial in helping to demonstrate the overall benefits of moving waste up the hierarchy, it is considered that such an approach could also be difficult to assess and potentially unduly onerous and should not be a specific policy requirement, although in some cases developers may need to address this issue through the undertaking of an Environmental Assessment for some types or scales of waste development.  It is therefore considered that the preferred approa
	associated with a proposed technology could be beneficial in helping to demonstrate the overall benefits of moving waste up the hierarchy, it is considered that such an approach could also be difficult to assess and potentially unduly onerous and should not be a specific policy requirement, although in some cases developers may need to address this issue through the undertaking of an Environmental Assessment for some types or scales of waste development.  It is therefore considered that the preferred approa

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to W01: Moving waste up the waste hierarchy 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to W01: Moving waste up the waste hierarchy 

	Proposals which help move management of waste up the waste hierarchy will be supported, with priority given to the delivery of development which would contribute to the minimisation of waste, the increased re-use and/or recycling of waste and to the delivery of waste treatment capacity which would contribute to the diversion of waste from landfill. Further capacity for the large scale recovery of energy from waste will only be supported in line with Policy W04 and where any heat generated can be utilised as
	Proposals which help move management of waste up the waste hierarchy will be supported, with priority given to the delivery of development which would contribute to the minimisation of waste, the increased re-use and/or recycling of waste and to the delivery of waste treatment capacity which would contribute to the diversion of waste from landfill. Further capacity for the large scale recovery of energy from waste will only be supported in line with Policy W04 and where any heat generated can be utilised as

	within 15km of large users of heat are more likely to have potential for heat utilisation.   Landfill represents the bottom of the hierarchy, although is likely to still be required for waste which cannot be dealt with by other means, and may be able to play an important role in the reclamation of mineral workings in the Plan area.  Evidence suggests that, subject where necessary to the extension of time for completion of landfilling at existing biodegradeable landfill sites in the area subject of time limi
	within 15km of large users of heat are more likely to have potential for heat utilisation.   Landfill represents the bottom of the hierarchy, although is likely to still be required for waste which cannot be dealt with by other means, and may be able to play an important role in the reclamation of mineral workings in the Plan area.  Evidence suggests that, subject where necessary to the extension of time for completion of landfilling at existing biodegradeable landfill sites in the area subject of time limi

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 1 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id43: Strategic role of the Plan area in the management of waste Id44: Meeting waste management capacity requirements - Local Authority Collected Waste Id45: Meeting waste management capacity requirements -  Commercial and industrial waste (including hazardous C&I waste) Id46: Meeting waste management capacity requirements – construction, demolition and excavation waste (including CD&E waste) Id47: Managing agricultural waste Id48
	Link to Objectives: Objective 1 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id43: Strategic role of the Plan area in the management of waste Id44: Meeting waste management capacity requirements - Local Authority Collected Waste Id45: Meeting waste management capacity requirements -  Commercial and industrial waste (including hazardous C&I waste) Id46: Meeting waste management capacity requirements – construction, demolition and excavation waste (including CD&E waste) Id47: Managing agricultural waste Id48

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment This policy would encourage sustainable resource management by prioritising the management of waste as high up the waste hierarchy as possible. This results in particularly positive effects in relation to resource consumption, soils, climate change, minimising waste generation and managing waste as high up the waste hierarchy as practicable, the economy and meeting the needs of a changing population. Uncertain effects or effects which have both positive and negative aspects have been r
	Summary of assessment This policy would encourage sustainable resource management by prioritising the management of waste as high up the waste hierarchy as possible. This results in particularly positive effects in relation to resource consumption, soils, climate change, minimising waste generation and managing waste as high up the waste hierarchy as practicable, the economy and meeting the needs of a changing population. Uncertain effects or effects which have both positive and negative aspects have been r


	id43 - Strategic role of the Plan area in the management of waste Options Option 1: 
	presented at Issues and options stage 
	presented at Issues and options stage 
	presented at Issues and options stage 
	This option would seek to ensure that capacity is provided across the Plan area at a level sufficient to meet identified needs for waste arising in the area (i.e. a level that would allow net self-sufficiency to be achieved where practicable) whilst allowing for current known levels of imports to continue. This would exclude more specialised management needs including capacity for landfilling and/or treatment of hazardous waste and low level non-nuclear radioactive waste and other specialised provision whic

	Option 2: This option would acknowledge that significant export movements of waste already take place across the Plan area boundary and, for those waste streams or facility types for which a potential capacity gap has been identified, would assume that existing cross-border export movements would continue to operate in conjunction with existing and planned capacity in the area. Where necessary, this approach could also seek opportunities to use existing or planned capacity elsewhere in order to meet any add
	Option 2: This option would acknowledge that significant export movements of waste already take place across the Plan area boundary and, for those waste streams or facility types for which a potential capacity gap has been identified, would assume that existing cross-border export movements would continue to operate in conjunction with existing and planned capacity in the area. Where necessary, this approach could also seek opportunities to use existing or planned capacity elsewhere in order to meet any add

	Option 3: This option would follow the same approach as for Option 1 or 2 but would in addition make an express commitment that the Plan would make provision for the management of waste arising within that part of the Yorkshire Dales National Park falling within NYCC (other than for local scale re-use and recycling facilities which it may be practicable to provide in the National Park area). 
	Option 3: This option would follow the same approach as for Option 1 or 2 but would in addition make an express commitment that the Plan would make provision for the management of waste arising within that part of the Yorkshire Dales National Park falling within NYCC (other than for local scale re-use and recycling facilities which it may be practicable to provide in the National Park area). 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	Whilst Option 1 would have positive effects in terms of reducing transport and associated emissions and in supporting the economy and jobs, it is likely to have negative effects on the environment and communities in the Plan area. Option 2 however would have positive effects on the environment (though would increase the potential for impacts from longer distance journeys) and communities but may restrict opportunities for managing waste further up the hierarchy.  Option 3 would have positive effects on the 
	Whilst Option 1 would have positive effects in terms of reducing transport and associated emissions and in supporting the economy and jobs, it is likely to have negative effects on the environment and communities in the Plan area. Option 2 however would have positive effects on the environment (though would increase the potential for impacts from longer distance journeys) and communities but may restrict opportunities for managing waste further up the hierarchy.  Option 3 would have positive effects on the 

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	29 

	Question 105) Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 105) Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Number of respondents: 20 

	Option 1: 3 SC: 1 Local Authorities: 2 
	Option 1: 3 SC: 1 Local Authorities: 2 
	Combination: 3 Opt 1+3: 2 MWI: 1  Opt 2+3: 1 Local Authorities: 1 

	Option 2: 8 MWI: 1 
	Option 2: 8 MWI: 1 
	Did Not Specify: 1 Local Authorities: 1 

	Option 3: 3 
	Option 3: 3 
	None: 2 

	Question 106) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to the strategic role of the Plan area in the management of waste? 
	Question 106) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to the strategic role of the Plan area in the management of waste? 
	Number of respondents: 9 SC: 0 MWI: 1 Local Authorities: 0 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q105: Option 1:  Greatest possible advantage in terms of reducing transport of waste  Accepts that specialist waste, and other streams, may be met outside Plan area 
	Key Messages Q105: Option 1:  Greatest possible advantage in terms of reducing transport of waste  Accepts that specialist waste, and other streams, may be met outside Plan area 


	Option 2:  Minimise imports of waste  Export waste to neighbouring areas, develop an option that provides for this  Provide recycling and recovery facilities throughout the Plan area  Self-sufficiency may not always result in the most sustainable waste management Option 3:  Co-ordinate waste management with neighbouring authorities to minimise cost  Need should be proved when approving a waste facility Option 1+3:  Supports proximity principle and net self-sufficiency  Greater consideration of C&I w
	Option 2:  Minimise imports of waste  Export waste to neighbouring areas, develop an option that provides for this  Provide recycling and recovery facilities throughout the Plan area  Self-sufficiency may not always result in the most sustainable waste management Option 3:  Co-ordinate waste management with neighbouring authorities to minimise cost  Need should be proved when approving a waste facility Option 1+3:  Supports proximity principle and net self-sufficiency  Greater consideration of C&I w
	Option 2:  Minimise imports of waste  Export waste to neighbouring areas, develop an option that provides for this  Provide recycling and recovery facilities throughout the Plan area  Self-sufficiency may not always result in the most sustainable waste management Option 3:  Co-ordinate waste management with neighbouring authorities to minimise cost  Need should be proved when approving a waste facility Option 1+3:  Supports proximity principle and net self-sufficiency  Greater consideration of C&I w

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of assessment Whilst Option 1 would have positive effects in the Plan Area in terms of reducing transport miles and associated emissions (particularly in comparison to Option 2)  and in supporting the economy and jobs, it is likely to have negative effects on most of the environment and community SA objectives. This is 
	Summary of assessment Whilst Option 1 would have positive effects in the Plan Area in terms of reducing transport miles and associated emissions (particularly in comparison to Option 2)  and in supporting the economy and jobs, it is likely to have negative effects on most of the environment and community SA objectives. This is 

	because it may require additional facilities with additional impacts. Option 2 essentially would maintain the status quo in terms of how waste is dealt with in the Plan Area as it would assume that exports and imports would continue in line with current levels. This would largely result in neutral effects on the Plan area and would derive a greater benefit from achieving economies of scale in waste management than would be achieved under option 1. Option 3 would largely maintain the status quo in terms of h
	because it may require additional facilities with additional impacts. Option 2 essentially would maintain the status quo in terms of how waste is dealt with in the Plan Area as it would assume that exports and imports would continue in line with current levels. This would largely result in neutral effects on the Plan area and would derive a greater benefit from achieving economies of scale in waste management than would be achieved under option 1. Option 3 would largely maintain the status quo in terms of h

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The support of the majority of consultees to Option 2 is noted. It is considered that any policy approach should be consistent with the national policy objective of dealing with waste near to where it arises and therefore should reflect a net self-sufficiency approach as far as practicable.  However, it is acknowledged that commercial considerations will continue to play a significant role in determining where waste is actually managed and that cross boundary movements (both imports and exports) will contin
	The support of the majority of consultees to Option 2 is noted. It is considered that any policy approach should be consistent with the national policy objective of dealing with waste near to where it arises and therefore should reflect a net self-sufficiency approach as far as practicable.  However, it is acknowledged that commercial considerations will continue to play a significant role in determining where waste is actually managed and that cross boundary movements (both imports and exports) will contin

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	New national waste policy published October 2014 replaced PPS10.  Development of Allerton Waste Recovery Park facility commenced late 2014. 
	New national waste policy published October 2014 replaced PPS10.  Development of Allerton Waste Recovery Park facility commenced late 2014. 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? Yes At a general level addressing the implications of significant cross boundary movements of waste requires cooperation with other relevant WPAs. 
	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? Yes At a general level addressing the implications of significant cross boundary movements of waste requires cooperation with other relevant WPAs. 

	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 

	Evidence suggests that there is potential to increase the extent to which the area is self-sufficient in its ability to manage waste arising within it and such an approach would be likely to assist delivery of the proximity principle and community responsibility in the management of waste.  It is acknowledged however that cross boundary movements of waste will continue to occur in response to operation of the market and in order to meet specialised requirements.  Flexibility for this needs to be acknowledge
	Evidence suggests that there is potential to increase the extent to which the area is self-sufficient in its ability to manage waste arising within it and such an approach would be likely to assist delivery of the proximity principle and community responsibility in the management of waste.  It is acknowledged however that cross boundary movements of waste will continue to occur in response to operation of the market and in order to meet specialised requirements.  Flexibility for this needs to be acknowledge

	through Option 1 and be less consistent with national policy. It is considered that it would be appropriate to include provision for management of waste arising in the Yorkshire Dales National Park, essentially in line with current arrangements, into any policy as this is likely to represent the most practicable and sustainable approach to meeting the needs of this area and is supported through the SA. The preferred approach is therefore a combination of Options 1 and 3.  
	through Option 1 and be less consistent with national policy. It is considered that it would be appropriate to include provision for management of waste arising in the Yorkshire Dales National Park, essentially in line with current arrangements, into any policy as this is likely to represent the most practicable and sustainable approach to meeting the needs of this area and is supported through the SA. The preferred approach is therefore a combination of Options 1 and 3.  

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to W02: Strategic role of the Plan area in the management of waste 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to W02: Strategic role of the Plan area in the management of waste 

	Support will be given to proposals for additional waste management capacity needed to achieve an increase in net self-sufficiency in the management of waste to a level equivalent to expected arisings in the Plan area by the end of the plan period. Where it is not practicable to provide specific capacity in the Plan area, including capacity for the landfilling of hazardous waste and the management of low level (non-nuclear) radioactive waste, as well as for other specialist provision which can only be met on
	Support will be given to proposals for additional waste management capacity needed to achieve an increase in net self-sufficiency in the management of waste to a level equivalent to expected arisings in the Plan area by the end of the plan period. Where it is not practicable to provide specific capacity in the Plan area, including capacity for the landfilling of hazardous waste and the management of low level (non-nuclear) radioactive waste, as well as for other specialist provision which can only be met on

	suggesting that an approach of net self-sufficiency for the Plan area is likely to be adequate and appropriate in meeting future waste management needs. A specific consideration for the Joint Plan authorities is the relationship between the Plan area and the adjacent Yorkshire Dales National Park. Local Authority Collected Waste arising in the YDNP (with the exception of the that part of the Park falling within Cumbria) is collected by North Yorkshire Waste Collection Authorities and managed by NYCC as the 
	suggesting that an approach of net self-sufficiency for the Plan area is likely to be adequate and appropriate in meeting future waste management needs. A specific consideration for the Joint Plan authorities is the relationship between the Plan area and the adjacent Yorkshire Dales National Park. Local Authority Collected Waste arising in the YDNP (with the exception of the that part of the Park falling within Cumbria) is collected by North Yorkshire Waste Collection Authorities and managed by NYCC as the 

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 2 Objective 4 Objective 6 Objective 7 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id42: Overall approach to the waste hierarchy Id44: Meeting waste management capacity requirements - Local Authority Collected Waste Id45: Meeting waste management capacity requirements -  Commercial and industrial waste (including hazardous C&I waste) Id46: Meeting waste management capacity requirements – construction, demolition and excavation waste (including CD&E waste) Id47: Managing agricu
	Link to Objectives: Objective 2 Objective 4 Objective 6 Objective 7 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id42: Overall approach to the waste hierarchy Id44: Meeting waste management capacity requirements - Local Authority Collected Waste Id45: Meeting waste management capacity requirements -  Commercial and industrial waste (including hazardous C&I waste) Id46: Meeting waste management capacity requirements – construction, demolition and excavation waste (including CD&E waste) Id47: Managing agricu

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment This policy would have positive effects in the Plan Area in terms of reducing transport miles and associated emissions and in supporting the economy and jobs, however it is likely to have negative effects on most of the environment and community SA objectives. This is because it may require additional facilities to ensure that waste capacity is equivalent to total arisings with the additional impacts that these would bring. In terms of providing capacity within the plan area to deal wi
	Summary of assessment This policy would have positive effects in the Plan Area in terms of reducing transport miles and associated emissions and in supporting the economy and jobs, however it is likely to have negative effects on most of the environment and community SA objectives. This is because it may require additional facilities to ensure that waste capacity is equivalent to total arisings with the additional impacts that these would bring. In terms of providing capacity within the plan area to deal wi


	Id44 - Meeting waste management capacity requirements -local authority collected waste 
	Id44 - Meeting waste management capacity requirements -local authority collected waste 
	Id44 - Meeting waste management capacity requirements -local authority collected waste 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would support provision of adequate capacity for, and promote community responsibility in, management of LACW through:  Identifying the Allerton Park and Harewood Whin sites as strategic locations over the plan period for the management of LACW, including supporting the principle of an extension of time for disposal of waste via landfill in order to ensure utilisation of remaining capacity. In the case of the Harewood Whin site any proposals for new capacity involving built developmen

	Option 2: This option would represent a less targeted approach and would seek to provide more flexibility for the delivery of any new capacity required for managing LACW. This would be achieved by providing support in principle for the development of new capacity identified as necessary by the relevant Waste Management Authorities. It would need to be demonstrated that any such capacity is consistent with relevant national policy as well as any relevant policies in the Plan relating to moving waste up the h
	Option 2: This option would represent a less targeted approach and would seek to provide more flexibility for the delivery of any new capacity required for managing LACW. This would be achieved by providing support in principle for the development of new capacity identified as necessary by the relevant Waste Management Authorities. It would need to be demonstrated that any such capacity is consistent with relevant national policy as well as any relevant policies in the Plan relating to moving waste up the h

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	There is some uncertainty as to the sustainability effects of both options. This is largely because it is not known where all local authority collected waste management facilities would be located under the options. Although uncertain, there is potential for minor negative effects in relation to biodiversity, water, soils, air, the historic environment, landscape and community vitality under both options. In some cases, however, Option 2 may slightly lessen negative effects as it will potentially result in 
	There is some uncertainty as to the sustainability effects of both options. This is largely because it is not known where all local authority collected waste management facilities would be located under the options. Although uncertain, there is potential for minor negative effects in relation to biodiversity, water, soils, air, the historic environment, landscape and community vitality under both options. In some cases, however, Option 2 may slightly lessen negative effects as it will potentially result in 

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	29 

	Question 108) Do you have a preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Question 108) Do you have a preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Number of respondents: 19 

	Option 1: 4 Local Authorities: 3 
	Option 1: 4 Local Authorities: 3 
	Combination: 2 Local Authorities: 1 

	Option 2: 9 MWI: 1 
	Option 2: 9 MWI: 1 
	Did Not Specify: 1 

	TR
	None: 3 


	Question 109) Taking into account that planning 
	Question 109) Taking into account that planning 
	Question 109) Taking into account that planning 
	Number of respondents: 10 

	permission has already been granted for the 
	permission has already been granted for the 
	SC: 0 

	Allerton Waste Recovery Park facility, which would 
	Allerton Waste Recovery Park facility, which would 
	MWI: 0 

	provide for the management of residual LACW, are 
	provide for the management of residual LACW, are 
	Local Authorities: 0 

	there any alternative options relating to meeting 
	there any alternative options relating to meeting 

	capacity requirements for LACW the Authorities 
	capacity requirements for LACW the Authorities 

	should consider? 
	should consider? 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q108: Option 1:  The targeted approach provides greater certainty  Development at Harewood Whin should take account of green belt policies and commitments made by the LPA to cease operations and reinstate the site by 2017  Clarify which bodies will contribute towards costs of implementing strategic waste facilities Option 2:  HBC only supports Option 2 if AWRP is developed  Flexibility in delivering infrastructure  Option 2 is too vague and needs to be extended, based upon a modular local
	Key Messages Q108: Option 1:  The targeted approach provides greater certainty  Development at Harewood Whin should take account of green belt policies and commitments made by the LPA to cease operations and reinstate the site by 2017  Clarify which bodies will contribute towards costs of implementing strategic waste facilities Option 2:  HBC only supports Option 2 if AWRP is developed  Flexibility in delivering infrastructure  Option 2 is too vague and needs to be extended, based upon a modular local


	 Supporting the delivery of additional transfer station capacity for LACW to serve the needs of the City of York, Selby and Ryedale districts and, in addition, for Harrogate Borough if the Allerton Waste Recovery Park permission is not implemented.  Providing support in principle for proposals which would deliver increased capacity for the recycling, reprocessing and composting of LACW where this would reduce reliance on export of waste from the Plan area for recycling or reprocessing and subject to compl
	 Supporting the delivery of additional transfer station capacity for LACW to serve the needs of the City of York, Selby and Ryedale districts and, in addition, for Harrogate Borough if the Allerton Waste Recovery Park permission is not implemented.  Providing support in principle for proposals which would deliver increased capacity for the recycling, reprocessing and composting of LACW where this would reduce reliance on export of waste from the Plan area for recycling or reprocessing and subject to compl
	 Supporting the delivery of additional transfer station capacity for LACW to serve the needs of the City of York, Selby and Ryedale districts and, in addition, for Harrogate Borough if the Allerton Waste Recovery Park permission is not implemented.  Providing support in principle for proposals which would deliver increased capacity for the recycling, reprocessing and composting of LACW where this would reduce reliance on export of waste from the Plan area for recycling or reprocessing and subject to compl

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of assessment There is some uncertainty as to the sustainability effects of all 3 options. This is largely because it is not known where all local authority collected waste management facilities will be located under the options. Although uncertain, there is potential for minor negative effects in relation to biodiversity, water, soils, air, the historic environment, landscape and community vitality under all options. In some cases, however, Options 2 and 3 may slightly lessen negative effects as th
	Summary of assessment There is some uncertainty as to the sustainability effects of all 3 options. This is largely because it is not known where all local authority collected waste management facilities will be located under the options. Although uncertain, there is potential for minor negative effects in relation to biodiversity, water, soils, air, the historic environment, landscape and community vitality under all options. In some cases, however, Options 2 and 3 may slightly lessen negative effects as th

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The preference of the majority of respondents for the flexibility provided in Option 2 is noted.  However, it is also acknowledged that the more specific guidance provided through option 1 may also be beneficial.  The support of some respondents for a combination of the two options is also noted. It is agreed that any further development at the Harewood Whin site would need to take account of Green Belt designation.  Clarification of which bodies will contribute to the costs of implementing strategic waste 
	The preference of the majority of respondents for the flexibility provided in Option 2 is noted.  However, it is also acknowledged that the more specific guidance provided through option 1 may also be beneficial.  The support of some respondents for a combination of the two options is also noted. It is agreed that any further development at the Harewood Whin site would need to take account of Green Belt designation.  Clarification of which bodies will contribute to the costs of implementing strategic waste 

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	New national waste policy published October 2014 replaced PPS10.  Development of Allerton Waste Recovery Park facility commenced late 2014.  Permission for a new transfer station for LACW in the Ryedale area was granted in late 2014 and is expected to be operational by 2017.  Planning permission for additional transfer capacity for York (at the Harewood Whin site) was granted in 2015. 
	New national waste policy published October 2014 replaced PPS10.  Development of Allerton Waste Recovery Park facility commenced late 2014.  Permission for a new transfer station for LACW in the Ryedale area was granted in late 2014 and is expected to be operational by 2017.  Planning permission for additional transfer capacity for York (at the Harewood Whin site) was granted in 2015. 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? Yes. 
	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? Yes. 

	At a general level management of LACW may involve export of some waste to other WPA areas. 
	At a general level management of LACW may involve export of some waste to other WPA areas. 

	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 

	Since Issues and Options consultation the award of a new contract for the management of residual municipal waste arising in the Plan area, and the commencement of construction of a major new waste recovery park (AWRP facility), has provided much greater certainty about the expected arrangements for future management of LACW.  Planning permission has also been granted for new transfer station capacity for the Ryedale area and for York, meaning that a significant gap in the transfer network for LACW only exis
	Since Issues and Options consultation the award of a new contract for the management of residual municipal waste arising in the Plan area, and the commencement of construction of a major new waste recovery park (AWRP facility), has provided much greater certainty about the expected arrangements for future management of LACW.  Planning permission has also been granted for new transfer station capacity for the Ryedale area and for York, meaning that a significant gap in the transfer network for LACW only exis

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to W03: Meeting waste management capacity – requirements- Local Authority Collected Waste 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to W03: Meeting waste management capacity – requirements- Local Authority Collected Waste 

	Net self-sufficiency in capacity for management of Local Authority Collected Waste will be maximised through: 1) Identification of the Allerton Park (WJP08) and Harewood Whin (WJP11) sites as strategic allocations over the plan period for the management of LACW.  Where necessary, proposals to extend the time period for continued waste management operations at these sites over the plan period and the development of other appropriate waste management infrastructure will be supported in principle subject, in t
	Net self-sufficiency in capacity for management of Local Authority Collected Waste will be maximised through: 1) Identification of the Allerton Park (WJP08) and Harewood Whin (WJP11) sites as strategic allocations over the plan period for the management of LACW.  Where necessary, proposals to extend the time period for continued waste management operations at these sites over the plan period and the development of other appropriate waste management infrastructure will be supported in principle subject, in t

	Local Authority Collected Waste is dealt with at a range of existing facilities in the Plan area and substantial capacity for its management is already in place.  From 2018 capacity will be sufficient for management of residual LACW in order to secure diversion from landfill of over 95% for this waste stream, and a recycling rate for household waste of over 50%. This would enable national and local targets for recycling and landfill diversion to be met.  As well as providing a strategically important locati
	Local Authority Collected Waste is dealt with at a range of existing facilities in the Plan area and substantial capacity for its management is already in place.  From 2018 capacity will be sufficient for management of residual LACW in order to secure diversion from landfill of over 95% for this waste stream, and a recycling rate for household waste of over 50%. This would enable national and local targets for recycling and landfill diversion to be met.  As well as providing a strategically important locati

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 1 Objective 2 Objective 6 Objective 7 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id42: Overall approach to waste hierarchy Id43: Strategic role of the Plan area in the management of waste Id51: Overall locational principles for provision of new waste capacity Id53: Waste management facility safeguarding 
	Link to Objectives: Objective 1 Objective 2 Objective 6 Objective 7 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id42: Overall approach to waste hierarchy Id43: Strategic role of the Plan area in the management of waste Id51: Overall locational principles for provision of new waste capacity Id53: Waste management facility safeguarding 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment For this policy Allerton Park (WJP08), Harewood Whin (WJP11) and Common Lane Burn (WJP16) have been assessed separately as part of the site assessment process as they each have quite different sustainability impacts.  Supporting additional proposals for recycling, reprocessing and composting may also generate new facilities with potential environmental and community effects (though these effects will be reduced by policies W10 and W11 as well as the development management policies). Si
	Summary of assessment For this policy Allerton Park (WJP08), Harewood Whin (WJP11) and Common Lane Burn (WJP16) have been assessed separately as part of the site assessment process as they each have quite different sustainability impacts.  Supporting additional proposals for recycling, reprocessing and composting may also generate new facilities with potential environmental and community effects (though these effects will be reduced by policies W10 and W11 as well as the development management policies). Si


	improvements to the Household Waste Recycling network may result in new development.  Again, the effects of this development are considered to potentially involve minor effects on the environment and community objectives that will be reduced by development management policies. The effects on the environmental and community objectives are considered to range from insignificant to minor negative. 
	This policy is likely to have strong benefits on the economy SA objective. It will generate jobs and promote low carbon resources from what previously would have been considered waste. It will also reduce the costs associated with alternative disposal in landfill. There are also strong benefits for the minimising resources and waste hierarchy SA objectives as this development is essential for reducing waste. 
	Recommendations  
	Mitigation has been proposed in relation to Allerton Park (WJP08), Harewood Whin (WJP11) and Common Lane Burn (WJP16) in the Site Assessment Report. 
	Id45 - Meeting waste management capacity requirements - Commercial and Industrial waste (including hazardous C&I waste) 
	Id45 - Meeting waste management capacity requirements - Commercial and Industrial waste (including hazardous C&I waste) 
	Id45 - Meeting waste management capacity requirements - Commercial and Industrial waste (including hazardous C&I waste) 

	Options 
	Options 
	Option 1: 

	presented at 
	presented at 
	This option would support provision of adequate capacity for, and promote 

	Issues and 
	Issues and 
	community responsibility in, management of C&I waste through:  

	options stage 
	options stage 
	 Providing support in principle for proposals which would deliver increased capacity for the recycling and/or reprocessing and the treatment of C&I waste where this would reduce reliance on export of waste from the Plan area for recycling or reprocessing and subject to compliance with locational and other relevant policies to be identified in the Plan.  Supporting the delivery of additional transfer station capacity for C&I waste where it can be demonstrated that additional provision would contribute to t


	Table
	TR
	Option 2: This option would be the same as Option 1 but would, additionally, provide support in principle for proposals for the management of C&I waste arising outside the area where it can be demonstrated that the development would be consistent with the locational and other relevant policies in the Plan and additionally, for proposals for the recovery of waste, it can be demonstrated that the facility in the location proposed would represent the nearest appropriate installation for the waste to be dealt w

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	Options 1 and 2 would both provide significant benefits for the effective and sustainable management of Commercial and Industrial waste in line with the waste hierarchy and minimising waste to landfill. Both would also be positive for minimising the use of resources and creating positive effects for the economy in line with reducing costs associated with landfill, provision of energy from waste and the production of recycled materials. Option 2, is likely to have more positive implications in relation to tr
	Options 1 and 2 would both provide significant benefits for the effective and sustainable management of Commercial and Industrial waste in line with the waste hierarchy and minimising waste to landfill. Both would also be positive for minimising the use of resources and creating positive effects for the economy in line with reducing costs associated with landfill, provision of energy from waste and the production of recycled materials. Option 2, is likely to have more positive implications in relation to tr

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	17 

	Question 110) Do you have a preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Question 110) Do you have a preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Number of respondents: 14 

	Option 1: 4 MWI: 1 Local Authorities: 1 
	Option 1: 4 MWI: 1 Local Authorities: 1 
	Combination: 3 MWI: 1  Local Authorities: 2 

	Option 2: 3 SC: 2 
	Option 2: 3 SC: 2 
	Did Not Specify: 0 

	TR
	None: 4 

	Question 111) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to meeting capacity requirements for C&I waste? 
	Question 111) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to meeting capacity requirements for C&I waste? 
	Number of respondents: 3 SC: 0 MWI: 0 Local Authorities: 0 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q110) Option 1:  Option 1 adheres to proximity principle and prevents the importation of waste Option 2:  Option 2 provides the most flexible approach  Option 2 would reduce overall waste transportation miles as authority boundaries would not override managing waste at the nearest appropriate installation 
	Key Messages Q110) Option 1:  Option 1 adheres to proximity principle and prevents the importation of waste Option 2:  Option 2 provides the most flexible approach  Option 2 would reduce overall waste transportation miles as authority boundaries would not override managing waste at the nearest appropriate installation 


	 Importation of waste allows management through the most sustainable approach Options 1+2:  Provides the most flexible approach General Comments on the Options:  Too great a reliance upon the delivery of AWRP  Evidence of C&I capacity requirements and scenarios are unduly complex  Future capacity requirements of C&I should plan for as much recycling and recovery as possible  Should not place requirement on developers to demonstrate waste cannot be dealt with further up the waste hierarchy  Neither op
	 Importation of waste allows management through the most sustainable approach Options 1+2:  Provides the most flexible approach General Comments on the Options:  Too great a reliance upon the delivery of AWRP  Evidence of C&I capacity requirements and scenarios are unduly complex  Future capacity requirements of C&I should plan for as much recycling and recovery as possible  Should not place requirement on developers to demonstrate waste cannot be dealt with further up the waste hierarchy  Neither op
	 Importation of waste allows management through the most sustainable approach Options 1+2:  Provides the most flexible approach General Comments on the Options:  Too great a reliance upon the delivery of AWRP  Evidence of C&I capacity requirements and scenarios are unduly complex  Future capacity requirements of C&I should plan for as much recycling and recovery as possible  Should not place requirement on developers to demonstrate waste cannot be dealt with further up the waste hierarchy  Neither op

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of assessment Options 1 and 2 would both provide significant benefits for the effective and sustainable management of Commercial and Industrial waste in line with the waste hierarchy and minimising waste to landfill. Both would also be positive for minimising the use of resources and creating positive effects for the economy in line with reducing costs associated with landfill, provision of energy from waste and the production of recycled materials. Option 2 is likely to have more positive implicati
	Summary of assessment Options 1 and 2 would both provide significant benefits for the effective and sustainable management of Commercial and Industrial waste in line with the waste hierarchy and minimising waste to landfill. Both would also be positive for minimising the use of resources and creating positive effects for the economy in line with reducing costs associated with landfill, provision of energy from waste and the production of recycled materials. Option 2 is likely to have more positive implicati


	largely negative effects (with a few exceptions, such as the mixed positive and negative effects associated with the economy and community vitality SA objectives) caused mainly because self-sufficiency in managing hazardous waste would bring impacts that were previously exported back into the Plan Area, albeit at a relatively low level. Revised Recommendations On balance, and assuming that it can be effectively demonstrated to be consistent with other proposals within the plan, it is considered that Option 
	largely negative effects (with a few exceptions, such as the mixed positive and negative effects associated with the economy and community vitality SA objectives) caused mainly because self-sufficiency in managing hazardous waste would bring impacts that were previously exported back into the Plan Area, albeit at a relatively low level. Revised Recommendations On balance, and assuming that it can be effectively demonstrated to be consistent with other proposals within the plan, it is considered that Option 
	largely negative effects (with a few exceptions, such as the mixed positive and negative effects associated with the economy and community vitality SA objectives) caused mainly because self-sufficiency in managing hazardous waste would bring impacts that were previously exported back into the Plan Area, albeit at a relatively low level. Revised Recommendations On balance, and assuming that it can be effectively demonstrated to be consistent with other proposals within the plan, it is considered that Option 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The lack of a clear preference from respondents is noted.  Since completion of Issues and Options consultation a decision to proceed with the AWRP development has been taken and the Plan cannot influence this matter.  It is agreed that planned capacity for C&I waste should take into account expected future increases in recycling and recovery rates. It is agreed that there should not be a specific requirement placed on developers to demonstrate that waste cannot be dealt with further up the hierarchy.  It wi
	The lack of a clear preference from respondents is noted.  Since completion of Issues and Options consultation a decision to proceed with the AWRP development has been taken and the Plan cannot influence this matter.  It is agreed that planned capacity for C&I waste should take into account expected future increases in recycling and recovery rates. It is agreed that there should not be a specific requirement placed on developers to demonstrate that waste cannot be dealt with further up the hierarchy.  It wi

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	New national waste policy published October 2014 replaced PPS10.  Development of Allerton Waste Recovery Park facility commenced late 2014. Planning permission for a major merchant energy recovery facility (Southmoor Energy Recovery Centre) was granted in early 2015.  Permission has also been granted for an AD facility in York.   
	New national waste policy published October 2014 replaced PPS10.  Development of Allerton Waste Recovery Park facility commenced late 2014. Planning permission for a major merchant energy recovery facility (Southmoor Energy Recovery Centre) was granted in early 2015.  Permission has also been granted for an AD facility in York.   

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? Yes. At a general level management of C&I waste may involve movements of waste across the plan area boundary. 
	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? Yes. At a general level management of C&I waste may involve movements of waste across the plan area boundary. 

	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 

	No clear preference emerged from the consultation process or the SA of options, although the latter gave some support for allowing flexibility by planning for some importation of waste.  In this respect it is noted that permission has been granted recently for substantial new merchant energy recovery capacity in the area which could lead to increased levels of importation of waste, including C&I waste, in future although the precise role that such facilities could play in future, if built, is not yet known.
	No clear preference emerged from the consultation process or the SA of options, although the latter gave some support for allowing flexibility by planning for some importation of waste.  In this respect it is noted that permission has been granted recently for substantial new merchant energy recovery capacity in the area which could lead to increased levels of importation of waste, including C&I waste, in future although the precise role that such facilities could play in future, if built, is not yet known.

	TR
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to W04: Meeting waste 

	management capacity requirements Commercial and Industrial 
	management capacity requirements Commercial and Industrial 

	waste (including hazardous C&I waste) 
	waste (including hazardous C&I waste) 

	1) Capacity requirements for management of C&I waste will be provided through: 
	1) Capacity requirements for management of C&I waste will be provided through: 


	i) Supporting proposals which would deliver increased capacity for the recycling and/or reprocessing and the treatment of C&I waste, particularly where this would reduce reliance on export of waste from the Plan area; 
	ii) Supporting the delivery of additional transfer station capacity for C&I waste where it can be demonstrated that additional provision would contribute to the objective of dealing with waste in proximity to where it arises;  
	iii) Providing strategic scale capacity for recovery of energy from C&I waste through a combination of spare capacity within the Allerton Waste Recovery Park facility and, if developed, the Southmoor Energy Centre and former Arbre Power Station site and supporting in principle the delivery of additional energy recovery capacity for suitable C&I waste, where the planning authority can be satisfied that the facility would be appropriately scaled to meet unmet needs for management of residual C&I waste arising
	2)Additional provision to help increase self-sufficiency in capacity for management of C&I waste is made through site allocations for: 
	Allocations for recycling, transfer and treatment of C&I waste: 
	Land at Hillcrest, Harmby (WJP01) Land at Halton East, near Skipton (WJP13) Land at Skibeden, near Skipton (WJP17) Land at Allerton Park, near Knaresborough (WJP08) Land at Seamer Carr, near Scarborough (WJP15) Land at Common Lane, Burn (WJP16) Land at Pollington (WJP22) Land at Fairfield Road, Whitby (WJP19) Land at Harewood Whin, Rufforth (WJP11) 
	Proposals for development of these sites will be supported subject to compliance with the development management policies in the Plan. 
	3)No site specific provision for additional landfill capacity for non-hazardous C&I waste is identified although provision of additional capacity for landfill of non-hazardous non-inert C&I waste, as well as for an extension of the time period for the utilisation of remaining void space at existing landfill sites subject of time limited permissions, will be supported in principle where it can be demonstrated that the waste to be landfilled cannot practicably be dealt with further up the waste hierarchy and 
	Capacity for hazardous C&I waste requiring landfill will be met through provision outside the Plan area. 
	Supporting text 
	Substantial capacity for management of C&I waste arising in the area already exists and significant further capacity has the benefit of planning permission but has not yet been implemented. Nevertheless, evidence produced during preparation of the Plan suggests that the area is reliant on 
	Substantial capacity for management of C&I waste arising in the area already exists and significant further capacity has the benefit of planning permission but has not yet been implemented. Nevertheless, evidence produced during preparation of the Plan suggests that the area is reliant on 
	export of waste for final recycling and reprocessing capacity and for the treatment of hazardous waste in particular.  Provision of support for additional capacity (as identified in Table 4) could help reduce reliance on exports and help contribute to the area being net self-sufficient in capacity for this waste stream, although it is likely that the specialised nature of some C&I waste will mean that continued reliance on exports for some waste will be required. Discussions with waste planning authorities 

	A number of proposed allocations for management of C&I waste have been put forward for consideration during preparation of the Plan.  In some cases these are considered suitable for allocation and are identified and supported in the Policy.   Applications for development of these sites for the proposed use will need to be considered against other relevant policies, including the development management policies in Chapter 9.   Due to the similarity between some elements of the LACW and C&I waste streams, som
	New anaerobic digestion capacity has recently been permitted at the North Selby Mine site. If developed, this facility would provide adequate capacity to meet expected requirements for relevant C&I wastes. 
	Subject to implementation of the additional energy recovery capacity in the Southmoor Energy Centre and/or former Arbre Power Station sites, it is not expected that there will be any shortfall in energy recovery capacity to meet any likely future needs over the plan period.  These sites and the site at North Selby Mine are identified in the Plan as committed sitesand are proposed to be safeguarded under Policy S03.  In these circumstances it is not considered appropriate to support the principle of further 
	1 
	2

	It is unlikely that there will be a requirement for significant new capacity for landfill of C&I waste over the plan period, taking into account current capacity and expected increases in diversion from landfill over the plan period.  However, this assumption is partly dependent on extensions of time being granted for continued landfilling at existing sites with time limited permissions, where necessary.  It is appropriate to support this in principle in the Plan to meet the needs for disposal of waste whic
	number of existing sites in the area, with planning permission for biodegradeable landfill, have not received environmental permits from the Environment Agency as a result of pollution control concerns, particularly where landfill would take place within existing or former quarries where there is a risk that important groundwater resources could be affected.  There is potential for such constraints to affect a substantial number of quarry voids in the Plan area, thus significantly limiting the scope for new
	number of existing sites in the area, with planning permission for biodegradeable landfill, have not received environmental permits from the Environment Agency as a result of pollution control concerns, particularly where landfill would take place within existing or former quarries where there is a risk that important groundwater resources could be affected.  There is potential for such constraints to affect a substantial number of quarry voids in the Plan area, thus significantly limiting the scope for new
	number of existing sites in the area, with planning permission for biodegradeable landfill, have not received environmental permits from the Environment Agency as a result of pollution control concerns, particularly where landfill would take place within existing or former quarries where there is a risk that important groundwater resources could be affected.  There is potential for such constraints to affect a substantial number of quarry voids in the Plan area, thus significantly limiting the scope for new

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 1 Objective 2 Objective 6 Objective 7 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id42: Overall approach to waste hierarchy Id43: Strategic role of the Plan area in the management of waste Id51: Overall locational principles for provision of new waste capacity Id53: Waste management facility safeguarding 
	Link to Objectives: Objective 1 Objective 2 Objective 6 Objective 7 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id42: Overall approach to waste hierarchy Id43: Strategic role of the Plan area in the management of waste Id51: Overall locational principles for provision of new waste capacity Id53: Waste management facility safeguarding 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment This policy has both positive and negative effects in relation to many of the objectives. This is because it supports the management of waste higher up the waste hierarchy and away from landfill, which has benefits in terms of reducing the land take and amenity impacts of simply landfilling waste, though the facilities for waste management higher up the waste hierarchy will themselves have a land footprint or amenity impacts. Some effects are outright positive, for instance strong posi
	Summary of assessment This policy has both positive and negative effects in relation to many of the objectives. This is because it supports the management of waste higher up the waste hierarchy and away from landfill, which has benefits in terms of reducing the land take and amenity impacts of simply landfilling waste, though the facilities for waste management higher up the waste hierarchy will themselves have a land footprint or amenity impacts. Some effects are outright positive, for instance strong posi


	A potential effect was noted in relation to community vitality and health and wellbeing. This is because hazardous waste will be managed outside of the Plan area, which will in effect mean that some small scale noise and traffic effects may be exported and also negative perceptions of any properties close to hazardous waste sites may endure. However, such disposal sites are often remote from community receptors so the effect is considered insignificant.  
	Recommendations 
	Most negative effects are moderated by the development management policies. No further mitigation is proposed. 
	Id46 -Meeting waste management capacity requirements - Construction, demolition and excavation waste (including hazardous CD&E waste)  
	Id46 -Meeting waste management capacity requirements - Construction, demolition and excavation waste (including hazardous CD&E waste)  
	Id46 -Meeting waste management capacity requirements - Construction, demolition and excavation waste (including hazardous CD&E waste)  

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would support provision of adequate capacity for, and promote community responsibility in, management of CD&E waste through:  Providing support in principle for proposals which would deliver increased capacity for the recycling of CD&E waste, with priority being given to facilities which would manage the construction and demolition element of CD&E waste. An indicative additional target capacity of up to 300,000tpa could be delivered. Provision of new capacity for recycling of CD&E was

	Option 2: This option would be the same as Option 1 but would, additionally, provide support in principle for proposals for the import for landfill of inert CD&E waste arising outside the area where it can be demonstrated that the importation and deposit of the waste is needed to achieve mineral site reclamation in accordance with agreed objectives.  
	Option 2: This option would be the same as Option 1 but would, additionally, provide support in principle for proposals for the import for landfill of inert CD&E waste arising outside the area where it can be demonstrated that the importation and deposit of the waste is needed to achieve mineral site reclamation in accordance with agreed objectives.  

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	Under both options it is possible, although uncertain, that there could be negative effects on the environment and communities through provision of new facilities, whilst positive effects would be realised in relation to managing waste further up the waste hierarchy and using resources efficiently. Option 2 would potentially increase negative effects relating to transport through importing wastes from elsewhere but in turn this may result in greater positives through facilitating high quality reclamation of
	Under both options it is possible, although uncertain, that there could be negative effects on the environment and communities through provision of new facilities, whilst positive effects would be realised in relation to managing waste further up the waste hierarchy and using resources efficiently. Option 2 would potentially increase negative effects relating to transport through importing wastes from elsewhere but in turn this may result in greater positives through facilitating high quality reclamation of

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	12 

	Question 112) Do you have a preference for 
	Question 112) Do you have a preference for 
	Number of respondents: 12 


	either of the options presented above? 
	either of the options presented above? 
	either of the options presented above? 
	Option 1: 4 SC: 1 Local Authorities: 1 
	Combination: 4 MWI: 1  Local Authorities: 2 

	Option 2: 1 
	Option 2: 1 
	Did Not Specify: 3 SC: 1 MWI: 2 

	TR
	None: 0 

	Question 113) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to meeting capacity requirements for CD&E waste? 
	Question 113) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to meeting capacity requirements for CD&E waste? 
	Number of respondents: 0 SC: 0 MWI: 0 Local Authorities: 0 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q112) Option 1:  This Option is more positive in terms of waste transportation miles Option 2:  Has the potential to increase the negative effects of transporting waste through imports Options 1+2:  Supports managing this waste stream further up the waste hierarchy General comments on the Options:  Support solutions which maximise CD&E waste minimisation and recovery  Greater encouragement of CD&E waste recovery schemes in quarries would result in improved restoration and help meet the Pla
	Key Messages Q112) Option 1:  This Option is more positive in terms of waste transportation miles Option 2:  Has the potential to increase the negative effects of transporting waste through imports Options 1+2:  Supports managing this waste stream further up the waste hierarchy General comments on the Options:  Support solutions which maximise CD&E waste minimisation and recovery  Greater encouragement of CD&E waste recovery schemes in quarries would result in improved restoration and help meet the Pla

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of assessment Under both options 1 and 2 it is possible, although uncertain, that there could be negative effects on the environment and communities through provision of new facilities, whilst positive effects would be realised in relation to managing waste further up the waste hierarchy and using resources efficiently. Option 2 would potentially increase negative effects relating to transport through importing wastes from elsewhere but in turn this may result in greater positives through facilitati
	Summary of assessment Under both options 1 and 2 it is possible, although uncertain, that there could be negative effects on the environment and communities through provision of new facilities, whilst positive effects would be realised in relation to managing waste further up the waste hierarchy and using resources efficiently. Option 2 would potentially increase negative effects relating to transport through importing wastes from elsewhere but in turn this may result in greater positives through facilitati


	needed to be built, which through its use of land and its potential to generate negative public perceptions, would have a range of environmental, social and economic effects depending on location. Revised Recommendations It is recommended that on balance Option 2 would be more sustainable as it would provide greater opportunity for securing enhancements to former quarries. There is considerable uncertainty over the effects of climate change on option 3, which if pursued should be considered 
	needed to be built, which through its use of land and its potential to generate negative public perceptions, would have a range of environmental, social and economic effects depending on location. Revised Recommendations It is recommended that on balance Option 2 would be more sustainable as it would provide greater opportunity for securing enhancements to former quarries. There is considerable uncertainty over the effects of climate change on option 3, which if pursued should be considered 
	needed to be built, which through its use of land and its potential to generate negative public perceptions, would have a range of environmental, social and economic effects depending on location. Revised Recommendations It is recommended that on balance Option 2 would be more sustainable as it would provide greater opportunity for securing enhancements to former quarries. There is considerable uncertainty over the effects of climate change on option 3, which if pursued should be considered 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The support of respondents for Option 1 or a combination of Options 1 and 2 is noted.  It is agreed that policies in the Plan should provide support for moving waste further up the hierarchy.  This is also addressed in specific policy dealing with this topic.  Whilst it is noted that some respondents were concerned about the transport implications of supporting the principle of importation of inert CD&E waste, it is considered that the potential benefits of helping to secure the effective reclamation of min
	The support of respondents for Option 1 or a combination of Options 1 and 2 is noted.  It is agreed that policies in the Plan should provide support for moving waste further up the hierarchy.  This is also addressed in specific policy dealing with this topic.  Whilst it is noted that some respondents were concerned about the transport implications of supporting the principle of importation of inert CD&E waste, it is considered that the potential benefits of helping to secure the effective reclamation of min

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	New national waste policy published October 2014 replaced PPS10. 
	New national waste policy published October 2014 replaced PPS10. 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? Yes At a general level management of C&D waste arising in the Plan area may involve cross boundary movements of waste. 
	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? Yes At a general level management of C&D waste arising in the Plan area may involve cross boundary movements of waste. 

	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 

	There is significant potential to move management of CD&E waste up the waste hierarchy, including encouraging the use of elements of this waste streams as an alternative to primary aggregate minerals, as encouraged by proposed minerals supply policies in the Plan.   The provision of support in the Plan for delivery of new infrastructure to help meet identified needs and to help ensure provision of a comprehensive network of facilities is considered desirable. It is also considered that there is no clear bas
	There is significant potential to move management of CD&E waste up the waste hierarchy, including encouraging the use of elements of this waste streams as an alternative to primary aggregate minerals, as encouraged by proposed minerals supply policies in the Plan.   The provision of support in the Plan for delivery of new infrastructure to help meet identified needs and to help ensure provision of a comprehensive network of facilities is considered desirable. It is also considered that there is no clear bas
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	Preferred policy approach – title changed to W05: Meeting waste management capacity 

	requirements Construction, Demolition and Excavation waste (including hazardous CD&E 
	requirements Construction, Demolition and Excavation waste (including hazardous CD&E 

	waste) 
	waste) 

	1) Capacity requirements for management of CD&E waste will be provided through: i. Supporting proposals which would deliver increased capacity for the recycling of CD&E waste; ii. Supporting the delivery of additional transfer station capacity for CD&E waste where it can be demonstrated that additional provision would contribute to the objective of dealing with waste in proximity to where it arises; iii. Supporting provision of additional landfill capacity for non-hazardous non-inert CD&E waste where it can
	1) Capacity requirements for management of CD&E waste will be provided through: i. Supporting proposals which would deliver increased capacity for the recycling of CD&E waste; ii. Supporting the delivery of additional transfer station capacity for CD&E waste where it can be demonstrated that additional provision would contribute to the objective of dealing with waste in proximity to where it arises; iii. Supporting provision of additional landfill capacity for non-hazardous non-inert CD&E waste where it can


	or the substantial improvement of derelict or degraded land to a condition where it can be returned to a beneficial use; 
	iv. 
	iv. 
	iv. 
	Supporting the principle of an extension of the time period for the utilisation of remaining void space at existing CD&E landfill sites subject of time limited permissions; 

	v. 
	v. 
	Capacity for hazardous CD&E waste requiring landfill will be met through provision outside the Plan area. 


	2)Additional provision to help meet requirements and increase self-sufficiency in capacity for management of CD&E waste is made through site allocations for: 
	Allocations for recycling of CD&E waste: 
	Land at Potgate Quarry, North Stainley (WJP23) 
	Land at Allerton Park, near Knaresborough (WJP08) 
	Land at Darrington Quarry, Darrington  (MJP27) 
	Land at Barnsdale Bar, Kirk Smeaton (MJP26) 
	Land at Went Edge Quarry, Kirk Smeaton (WJP10) 
	Land at Whitewall Quarry, Norton (MJP13) 
	Land at Duttons Farm, Upper Poppleton (WJP05) 
	Proposals for development of these sites will be supported subject to compliance with the development management policies in the Plan. 
	Allocations for landfill of inert CD&E waste: 
	Land at Brotherton Quarry, Burton Salmon (WJP21) 
	Land at Tancred Quarry, Scorton (WJP18) 
	Proposals for development of these sites will be supported subject to compliance with the development management policies in the Plan. 
	Allocations for landfill of inert CD&E waste: 
	Land at Duttons Farm, Upper Poppleton (WJP05 
	Land adjacent to former Escrick brickworks, Escrick (WJP06) 
	Proposals for landfill at these sites will only be supported as a means of enabling reclamation of any mineral workings developed in connection with allocations MJP52 and MJP55 and subject to compliance with development management policies in the Plan. 
	Supporting text 
	CD&E waste arises in significant quantities in the Plan area and future growth and development activity, particularly within the more urbanised parts, is likely to lead to substantial quantities continuing to arise over the plan period.  There is high potential for some elements of this waste stream to be reused or recycled, sometimes at the point of arising, for example in association with demolition and re-development activity.  Evidence suggests that reuse or recycling of suitable CD&E waste already take
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	 for additional capacity for management of CD&E waste has been identified in evidence work for the Plan.  This includes a requirement for both additional recycling capacity and a small amount of additional landfill capacity (see Table 4).  Sustainability principles suggest that such waste should only be landfilled where it is not practicable to manage it further up the waste hierarchy.  Where landfill is required, there are a number of existing sites in the Plan area with permission for this activity. Consu
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	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	TR
	Link to Objectives: Objective 1 Objective 2 Objective 4 Objective 6 Objective 7 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id42: Overall approach to waste hierarchy Id43: Strategic role of the Plan area in the management of waste Id51: Overall locational principles for provision of new waste capacity Id53: Waste management facility safeguarding 

	TR
	SA/SEA 

	TR
	Summary of Assessment This policy has a range of mixed effects. Many SA objectives report both minor positive and negative effects because while new facilities may be built to support the policy (impacting on biodiversity and generating dust, noise, local traffic and carbon), utilising CD&E waste to regenerate land or for quarry restoration will often restore degraded land, which, depending on the restoration proposed, could bring a range of sustainability benefits. The ‘restoration’ aspect of this policy i


	restoration would still occur. This occurs with the historic environment and landscape objectives. 
	Other strong positives are noted for the minimising resources and minimising waste SA objectives, which identified that more recycling of CD&E waste would reduce demand for new materials to be extracted and also reduce demand for disposal of materials. This can add value to what was once a waste, bringing economic benefits. 
	A potential effect was noted in relation to community vitality and health and wellbeing. This is because hazardous CD&E waste will be managed outside of the Plan Area, which will in effect mean that some small scale noise and traffic effects may be exported and also negative perceptions of any properties close to hazardous waste sites may endure. However, such disposal sites are often remote from community receptors so the effect is considered insignificant.       
	Recommendations 
	No further mitigation is proposed. 
	Id47 - Managing agricultural waste 
	Id47 - Managing agricultural waste 
	Id47 - Managing agricultural waste 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would support self-sufficiency in capacity for management of waste, as well as the principle of managing waste near to where it arises, by supporting where practicable the on-farm management of agricultural waste at the point of arising. Where waste can only be managed through more specialised facilities or facilities which can only realistically be provided at a larger scale, then support would be provided in principle for the development of new infrastructure which would enable appro

	Option 2: This option would operate in combination with Option 1 and would also give specific support in principle for the development of Anaerobic Digestion facilities for the management of agricultural waste, in line with national waste strategy. 
	Option 2: This option would operate in combination with Option 1 and would also give specific support in principle for the development of Anaerobic Digestion facilities for the management of agricultural waste, in line with national waste strategy. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	Both options exhibit a range of sustainability effects although these are in the main neutral to positive. Option 1 might result in minor negative effects relating to biodiversity water, air, and health and wellbeing. However, most other effects are broadly positive as more on site management would reduce transport and associated effects, and would support existing practises of managing farm wastes in positive ways. Option 2 has similar negative effects, as well as possible negative effects on farm landscap
	Both options exhibit a range of sustainability effects although these are in the main neutral to positive. Option 1 might result in minor negative effects relating to biodiversity water, air, and health and wellbeing. However, most other effects are broadly positive as more on site management would reduce transport and associated effects, and would support existing practises of managing farm wastes in positive ways. Option 2 has similar negative effects, as well as possible negative effects on farm landscap

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	15 

	Question 114) Do you have a preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Question 114) Do you have a preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Number of respondents: 13 

	Option 1: 3 SC: 1 
	Option 1: 3 SC: 1 
	Combination: 4 Local Authorities: 1 


	Table
	TR
	Option 2: 5 Local Authorities: 1 
	Did Not Specify: 1 SC: 1 

	TR
	None: 

	Question 115) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to meeting capacity requirements for Agricultural waste? 
	Question 115) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to meeting capacity requirements for Agricultural waste? 
	Number of respondents: 2 SC: 0 MWI: 0 Local Authorities: 0 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q114) Option 1:  Supports managing waste close to where it arises reducing waste transport miles  AD facilities should be excluded from using food crops as this may lead to reduced food production capacity Option 2: no specific comments were received Option 1+2:  AD facilities can accept local food waste and residual waste can be applied to farmland  Supports the development of AD facilities General comments on the Options:  Key concern, ensuring no detrimental impact upon amenity and no p
	Key Messages Q114) Option 1:  Supports managing waste close to where it arises reducing waste transport miles  AD facilities should be excluded from using food crops as this may lead to reduced food production capacity Option 2: no specific comments were received Option 1+2:  AD facilities can accept local food waste and residual waste can be applied to farmland  Supports the development of AD facilities General comments on the Options:  Key concern, ensuring no detrimental impact upon amenity and no p

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	N/A 
	N/A 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	It is agreed that it would be necessary to ensure that amenity and ground and surface water is adequately protected from impacts from development.  This is addressed in other policy areas in the Plan.  The preference for excluding food crops from AD is noted but is outside the direct control of the Plan, which is concerned with management of waste. 
	It is agreed that it would be necessary to ensure that amenity and ground and surface water is adequately protected from impacts from development.  This is addressed in other policy areas in the Plan.  The preference for excluding food crops from AD is noted but is outside the direct control of the Plan, which is concerned with management of waste. 

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	New national waste policy published October 2014 replaced PPS10. 
	New national waste policy published October 2014 replaced PPS10. 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No 
	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? No 

	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 

	The national policy principles of moving waste up the hierarchy and managing waste near to where it arises apply to agricultural waste in the same way as to other waste streams.  The Government has produced a national strategy for Anaerobic Digestion to help encourage its use as a method in management of suitable wastes, which could include waste arising from the agricultural sector.  The SA noted strong positive impacts associated with Option 2, which is intended to operate in conjunction with Option 1, an
	The national policy principles of moving waste up the hierarchy and managing waste near to where it arises apply to agricultural waste in the same way as to other waste streams.  The Government has produced a national strategy for Anaerobic Digestion to help encourage its use as a method in management of suitable wastes, which could include waste arising from the agricultural sector.  The SA noted strong positive impacts associated with Option 2, which is intended to operate in conjunction with Option 1, an

	Preferred policy approach – changed title to W06: Managing agricultural waste 
	Preferred policy approach – changed title to W06: Managing agricultural waste 


	Proposals for the on-farm management of agricultural waste at the point of arising, including proposals for individual farm-scale anaerobic digestion, will be supported where the proposed development would help move waste up the waste hierarchy, is appropriately scaled in relation to the arisings requiring management and compliance with relevant development management policies in the Plan can be demonstrated. Proposals scaled to provide capacity for the management of agricultural waste from more than one ag
	Proposals for the on-farm management of agricultural waste at the point of arising, including proposals for individual farm-scale anaerobic digestion, will be supported where the proposed development would help move waste up the waste hierarchy, is appropriately scaled in relation to the arisings requiring management and compliance with relevant development management policies in the Plan can be demonstrated. Proposals scaled to provide capacity for the management of agricultural waste from more than one ag
	Proposals for the on-farm management of agricultural waste at the point of arising, including proposals for individual farm-scale anaerobic digestion, will be supported where the proposed development would help move waste up the waste hierarchy, is appropriately scaled in relation to the arisings requiring management and compliance with relevant development management policies in the Plan can be demonstrated. Proposals scaled to provide capacity for the management of agricultural waste from more than one ag

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 1 Objective 2 Objective 7 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id42: Overall approach to waste hierarchy Id43: Strategic role of the Plan area in the management of waste Id51: Overall locational principles for provision of new waste capacity Id53: Waste management facility safeguarding 
	Link to Objectives: Objective 1 Objective 2 Objective 7 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id42: Overall approach to waste hierarchy Id43: Strategic role of the Plan area in the management of waste Id51: Overall locational principles for provision of new waste capacity Id53: Waste management facility safeguarding 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment For most objectives this option displays either positive effects or neutral effects. In particular the preferred policy performs very positively against the resource use and waste minimisation objectives, in part because it encourages lower resource use and moves waste up the waste hierarchy. It also performs well for the soils and land objective because of the benefits of utilising organic farm wastes in composts or as biodigestate for improving the productivity of land. However, this
	Summary of assessment For most objectives this option displays either positive effects or neutral effects. In particular the preferred policy performs very positively against the resource use and waste minimisation objectives, in part because it encourages lower resource use and moves waste up the waste hierarchy. It also performs well for the soils and land objective because of the benefits of utilising organic farm wastes in composts or as biodigestate for improving the productivity of land. However, this


	to biodiversity due to the possible combined effect of land take and leachate from off and on farm facilities as well as localised nutrient loading of soils from on farm facilities still being significant even after other policies mitigating policies are applied. 
	Recommendations 
	It may be advantageous to slightly alter the policy to add wording akin to ‘additional organic waste streams may be acceptable at agricultural anaerobic digestion facilities provided that they serve a local need and comply with the overall policy’. This would further enhance benefits, particularly to the land / soils objective.  
	Clear links in the supporting text to policy D11 on sustainable design would further lessen effects on biodiversity. 
	Id48 - Managing low level (non-nuclear) radioactive waste 
	Id48 - Managing low level (non-nuclear) radioactive waste 
	Id48 - Managing low level (non-nuclear) radioactive waste 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would assume that needs for capacity for management of LLRW would be met outside the Plan area.  OR 

	Option 2: This option would assume that capacity needs for management of LLRW are likely to be met outside the Plan area but would provide support in principle for development of specialist facilities in the Plan area where it can be demonstrated that the facility would enable LLRW arising in the area to be managed further up the hierarchy. The locational principles for such development would need to be in accordance with the site locational principles for waste development to be contained in the Plan. 
	Option 2: This option would assume that capacity needs for management of LLRW are likely to be met outside the Plan area but would provide support in principle for development of specialist facilities in the Plan area where it can be demonstrated that the facility would enable LLRW arising in the area to be managed further up the hierarchy. The locational principles for such development would need to be in accordance with the site locational principles for waste development to be contained in the Plan. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	The effects of Option 1 would largely be neutral or beneficial within the Plan area given that the waste would be managed elsewhere. The main negative effects under Option 1 would be in relation to transportation of LLRW and associated emissions. In comparison, under Option 2 effects are largely uncertain as proposals would need to be considered against other policies within the Plan. This option has potential negative effects in relation to the local environment and communities. Given that low levels of LL
	The effects of Option 1 would largely be neutral or beneficial within the Plan area given that the waste would be managed elsewhere. The main negative effects under Option 1 would be in relation to transportation of LLRW and associated emissions. In comparison, under Option 2 effects are largely uncertain as proposals would need to be considered against other policies within the Plan. This option has potential negative effects in relation to the local environment and communities. Given that low levels of LL

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	7 

	Question 116) Do you have a preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Question 116) Do you have a preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Number of respondents: 6 

	Option 1: 6 Local Authorities: 1 
	Option 1: 6 Local Authorities: 1 
	Combination: 0 

	Option 2: 0 
	Option 2: 0 
	Did Not Specify: 0 

	TR
	None: 0 

	Question 117) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to meeting capacity requirements for LLRW? 
	Question 117) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to meeting capacity requirements for LLRW? 
	Number of respondents: 1 SC: 0 MWI: 0 Local Authorities: 0 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q116) Option 1: 
	Key Messages Q116) Option 1: 


	 Manage waste outside the Plan area Option 2:  No specific comments about option 2 were raised. Key Messages Q117) Only one alternative was put forward which was to not allow fracking as it might produce LLR waste. This was not considered a reasonable alternative and so was discounted and not taken forward. 
	 Manage waste outside the Plan area Option 2:  No specific comments about option 2 were raised. Key Messages Q117) Only one alternative was put forward which was to not allow fracking as it might produce LLR waste. This was not considered a reasonable alternative and so was discounted and not taken forward. 
	 Manage waste outside the Plan area Option 2:  No specific comments about option 2 were raised. Key Messages Q117) Only one alternative was put forward which was to not allow fracking as it might produce LLR waste. This was not considered a reasonable alternative and so was discounted and not taken forward. 

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	N/A 
	N/A 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The preference of respondents for Option 1 is noted. 
	The preference of respondents for Option 1 is noted. 

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	New national waste policy published October 2014 replaced PPS10.  Proposals for testing for shale gas in the Vale of Pickering were announced in late 2014.  If pursued, this could potentially lead to some increase in generation of LLR waste in the Plan area, through the need for management of Naturally Occurring Radioactive Materials arising in flowback waters generated during any development. In July 2014 the Government published a Strategy for the Management of Naturally Occurring Radioactive Materials (N
	New national waste policy published October 2014 replaced PPS10.  Proposals for testing for shale gas in the Vale of Pickering were announced in late 2014.  If pursued, this could potentially lead to some increase in generation of LLR waste in the Plan area, through the need for management of Naturally Occurring Radioactive Materials arising in flowback waters generated during any development. In July 2014 the Government published a Strategy for the Management of Naturally Occurring Radioactive Materials (N

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? Yes At a general level management of LLR arising in the Plan area is likely to involve cross boundary movements of waste. 
	Is this a Duty to Cooperate matter? Yes At a general level management of LLR arising in the Plan area is likely to involve cross boundary movements of waste. 

	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred options approach 

	Since undertaking consultation at Issues and Options stage there has been growing interest in the potential for exploitation of shale gas in the Joint Plan area, with proposals for appraisal of potential reserves in the Vale of Pickering expected during 2015.  This has the potential to lead to an increase in arising of LLRW in the form of Naturally Occurring Radioactive Materials (NORM) within flowback waters generating by hydraulic fracturing.  There is little specific evidence at this stage on the potenti
	Since undertaking consultation at Issues and Options stage there has been growing interest in the potential for exploitation of shale gas in the Joint Plan area, with proposals for appraisal of potential reserves in the Vale of Pickering expected during 2015.  This has the potential to lead to an increase in arising of LLRW in the form of Naturally Occurring Radioactive Materials (NORM) within flowback waters generating by hydraulic fracturing.  There is little specific evidence at this stage on the potenti

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to W07: Managing low level (non-nuclear) radioactive waste 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to W07: Managing low level (non-nuclear) radioactive waste 

	Capacity requirements for management of Low Level Radioactive Waste arising in the Plan area 
	Capacity requirements for management of Low Level Radioactive Waste arising in the Plan area 

	will be met through a combination of export to facilities outside the area and, where practicable, the provision of capacity within the Plan area to meet needs for LLRW arising within it.  Particular support will be given to proposals which would assist in moving management of LLRW up the waste hierarchy, with preference being given to the onsite management of waste at the point of arising where practicable. Supporting text There is relatively limited evidence on arisings of LLRW in the Plan area and the me
	will be met through a combination of export to facilities outside the area and, where practicable, the provision of capacity within the Plan area to meet needs for LLRW arising within it.  Particular support will be given to proposals which would assist in moving management of LLRW up the waste hierarchy, with preference being given to the onsite management of waste at the point of arising where practicable. Supporting text There is relatively limited evidence on arisings of LLRW in the Plan area and the me

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Links to Objectives Objective 2 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id42: Overall approach to waste hierarchy Id43: Strategic role of the Plan area in the management of waste Id51: Overall locational principles for provision of new waste capacity Id53: Waste management facility safeguarding 
	Links to Objectives Objective 2 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id42: Overall approach to waste hierarchy Id43: Strategic role of the Plan area in the management of waste Id51: Overall locational principles for provision of new waste capacity Id53: Waste management facility safeguarding 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment Mostly the effects of this preferred policy are small scale as the volume of LLRW is expected to be low and most significant impacts would be regulated through the environmental permitting regime. There could however be small impacts associated with land take, the possibility of accidental spills, changes to character resulting from small built structures or low level changes in traffic levels as a result of this preferred policy. This leads to low level negative effects (with consider
	Summary of assessment Mostly the effects of this preferred policy are small scale as the volume of LLRW is expected to be low and most significant impacts would be regulated through the environmental permitting regime. There could however be small impacts associated with land take, the possibility of accidental spills, changes to character resulting from small built structures or low level changes in traffic levels as a result of this preferred policy. This leads to low level negative effects (with consider


	No further mitigation is proposed. 
	Id49 - Managing waste water (sewage sludge) 
	Id49 - Managing waste water (sewage sludge) 
	Id49 - Managing waste water (sewage sludge) 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would support the development of new infrastructure for the management of waste water, where such provision would be in line with requirements identified in asset management plans produced by waste water infrastructure providers active in the Plan area. Preference would be given to the expansion of existing infrastructure in appropriate locations rather than the development of new facilities. AND 

	Option 2: The approach under this option would be the same as for Option 1 but support would also be provided in principle for the development of new sites in appropriate locations for management of waste water as well as for the expansion of existing facilities. 
	Option 2: The approach under this option would be the same as for Option 1 but support would also be provided in principle for the development of new sites in appropriate locations for management of waste water as well as for the expansion of existing facilities. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	Both options would result in positive effects in relation to provision of infrastructure necessary to support communities and both have minor positive effects in relation to employment. Under both options there is also the potential for localised negative effects on the environment although these could be more significant under Option 2 through the likelihood of a greater number of new (rather than extended) facilities. 
	Both options would result in positive effects in relation to provision of infrastructure necessary to support communities and both have minor positive effects in relation to employment. Under both options there is also the potential for localised negative effects on the environment although these could be more significant under Option 2 through the likelihood of a greater number of new (rather than extended) facilities. 

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	9 

	Question 118) Do you have a preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Question 118) Do you have a preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Number of respondents: 7 

	Option 1: 2 
	Option 1: 2 
	Combination: 2 Local Authorities: 1 

	Option 2: 3 Local Authorities: 1 
	Option 2: 3 Local Authorities: 1 
	Did Not Specify: 0 

	TR
	None: 0 

	Question 119) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to managing waste water (sewage sludge)? 
	Question 119) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to managing waste water (sewage sludge)? 
	Number of respondents: 2 SC: 0 MWI: 0 Local Authorities: 0 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q118) Option 2:  Additional capacity of WWTW likely to be sought from expansion of existing sites  Flexibility in the policy is required for new sites if needed, including innovative forms of treatment Option 1+2:  New development will lead to higher levels of sewage sludge  New sites in appropriate locations are acceptable in principle Key Messages Q119) Two alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 6 – Waste table’ along 
	Key Messages Q118) Option 2:  Additional capacity of WWTW likely to be sought from expansion of existing sites  Flexibility in the policy is required for new sites if needed, including innovative forms of treatment Option 1+2:  New development will lead to higher levels of sewage sludge  New sites in appropriate locations are acceptable in principle Key Messages Q119) Two alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 6 – Waste table’ along 


	forward. Neither was able to be taken forward as an alternative option although some points were raised which should be taken into consideration when progressing to the Preferred options stage. The policy should consider promoting the siting of anaerobic digestion facilities on waste water treatment works, and, sewage sludge and waste water should be viewed as a valuable resource. 
	forward. Neither was able to be taken forward as an alternative option although some points were raised which should be taken into consideration when progressing to the Preferred options stage. The policy should consider promoting the siting of anaerobic digestion facilities on waste water treatment works, and, sewage sludge and waste water should be viewed as a valuable resource. 
	forward. Neither was able to be taken forward as an alternative option although some points were raised which should be taken into consideration when progressing to the Preferred options stage. The policy should consider promoting the siting of anaerobic digestion facilities on waste water treatment works, and, sewage sludge and waste water should be viewed as a valuable resource. 

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	N/A 
	N/A 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	It is agreed that it is likely to be appropriate to incorporate some flexibility in policy to allow the development of capacity at new sites where necessary.  It is also agreed that the potential for siting of AD facilities at Waste Water Treatment Works is a matter which could be considered under this policy to help move waste further up the hierarchy. 
	It is agreed that it is likely to be appropriate to incorporate some flexibility in policy to allow the development of capacity at new sites where necessary.  It is also agreed that the potential for siting of AD facilities at Waste Water Treatment Works is a matter which could be considered under this policy to help move waste further up the hierarchy. 

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	New national waste policy published October 2014 replaced PPS10. 
	New national waste policy published October 2014 replaced PPS10. 

	Duty to Cooperate  
	Duty to Cooperate  

	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? No 
	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? No 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	Whilst evidence suggests that requirements for increased capacity for management of waste water and sewage sludge are most likely to be met through expansion of capacity at existing treatment sites, it is acknowledged that it would be beneficial for policy to provide support for new sites in appropriate locations, in order to provide more flexibility to respond to increased demand for capacity, particularly taking into account potential for housing growth in the area over the plan period.  Whilst the initia
	Whilst evidence suggests that requirements for increased capacity for management of waste water and sewage sludge are most likely to be met through expansion of capacity at existing treatment sites, it is acknowledged that it would be beneficial for policy to provide support for new sites in appropriate locations, in order to provide more flexibility to respond to increased demand for capacity, particularly taking into account potential for housing growth in the area over the plan period.  Whilst the initia

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to W08: Managing waste water (sewage sludge) 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to W08: Managing waste water (sewage sludge) 

	Proposals for the development of new infrastructure and increased capacity for the management of waste water and sewage sludge will be supported in line with requirements identified in asset management plans produced by waste water infrastructure providers active in the Plan area. Preference will be given to the expansion of existing infrastructure in appropriate locations rather than the development of new facilities.  Where it is not practicable to provide required additional capacity at existing sites, s
	Proposals for the development of new infrastructure and increased capacity for the management of waste water and sewage sludge will be supported in line with requirements identified in asset management plans produced by waste water infrastructure providers active in the Plan area. Preference will be given to the expansion of existing infrastructure in appropriate locations rather than the development of new facilities.  Where it is not practicable to provide required additional capacity at existing sites, s

	based around expansion of the existing facility network, there may be a need for development of new sites. Provision for some flexibility in the Plan for this is appropriate in order to ensure that adequate opportunities for development of capacity are available.   Some of the output from waste water treatment activity may be capable of being subject to further treatment through anaerobic digestion processes and this could help move this waste further up the hierarchy through reducing landfilling and recove
	based around expansion of the existing facility network, there may be a need for development of new sites. Provision for some flexibility in the Plan for this is appropriate in order to ensure that adequate opportunities for development of capacity are available.   Some of the output from waste water treatment activity may be capable of being subject to further treatment through anaerobic digestion processes and this could help move this waste further up the hierarchy through reducing landfilling and recove

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 1 Objective 2 Objective 6 Objective 7 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id42: Overall approach to waste hierarchy Id43: Strategic role of the Plan area in the management of waste Id51: Overall locational principles for provision of new waste capacity Id53: Waste management facility safeguarding 
	Link to Objectives: Objective 1 Objective 2 Objective 6 Objective 7 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id42: Overall approach to waste hierarchy Id43: Strategic role of the Plan area in the management of waste Id51: Overall locational principles for provision of new waste capacity Id53: Waste management facility safeguarding 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment Mostly the sustainability effects of this preferred option are small scale and minor and may be positive or negative. For instance, minor negative effects are associated with the objectives for biodiversity, air, adaptation to climate change, historic environment, landscape and flooding in part because the facilities supported by the policy have a physical land take, would be likely to be located close to water and through traffic, construction activities and bio-aerosols, would impact
	Summary of assessment Mostly the sustainability effects of this preferred option are small scale and minor and may be positive or negative. For instance, minor negative effects are associated with the objectives for biodiversity, air, adaptation to climate change, historic environment, landscape and flooding in part because the facilities supported by the policy have a physical land take, would be likely to be located close to water and through traffic, construction activities and bio-aerosols, would impact


	Id50 - Managing power station ash 
	Options 
	Options 
	Options 
	Option 1: 

	presented at 
	presented at 
	In line with policy options relating to the supply of secondary aggregate, this option 

	Issues and 
	Issues and 
	would support the use of ash as an alternative to primary aggregate but, for ash 

	options stage 
	options stage 
	which cannot be used in this way, would support its continued disposal in accordance with existing arrangements at the Gale Common, Barlow and Brotherton Ings ash disposal sites, which would be identified in the Plan as strategic sites to meet the disposal needs of power generation.  

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	There are some minor negative effects on biodiversity, water, local air quality and the historic environment, as well as less certain minor negative effects on landscape, community vitality (for which there are also some positive effects associated with employment) and health and wellbeing associated with this option, arising out of localised problems such as dust generation, possible runoff / leachate and traffic. These may however be offset to a degree by positive environmental and social effects, particu
	There are some minor negative effects on biodiversity, water, local air quality and the historic environment, as well as less certain minor negative effects on landscape, community vitality (for which there are also some positive effects associated with employment) and health and wellbeing associated with this option, arising out of localised problems such as dust generation, possible runoff / leachate and traffic. These may however be offset to a degree by positive environmental and social effects, particu

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	11 

	Question 120) Do you agree with the option presented above? 
	Question 120) Do you agree with the option presented above? 
	Number of respondents: 9 

	Option 1: 7 MWI: 2 Local Authorities: 1 
	Option 1: 7 MWI: 2 Local Authorities: 1 
	Did Not Specify: 0 

	TR
	None: 2 

	Question 121) Are there any alternative 
	Question 121) Are there any alternative 
	Number of respondents: 1 

	options the Authorities should consider in 
	options the Authorities should consider in 
	SC: 0 

	relation to managing power station ash? 
	relation to managing power station ash? 
	MWI: 0 Local Authorities: 0 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q120)  Oppose increased management of power station ash, as a by-product of incineration  Support increased availability of material for secondary aggregates  Support continued use of existing power station ash disposal sites (Gale Common, Barlow and Brotherton Ings)  Producers of power station ash should maximise treatment and use as secondary aggregate or mineral site restoration material Key Messages Q121) Any alternative options which were suggested in the responses are detailed in the 
	Key Messages Q120)  Oppose increased management of power station ash, as a by-product of incineration  Support increased availability of material for secondary aggregates  Support continued use of existing power station ash disposal sites (Gale Common, Barlow and Brotherton Ings)  Producers of power station ash should maximise treatment and use as secondary aggregate or mineral site restoration material Key Messages Q121) Any alternative options which were suggested in the responses are detailed in the 


	General  Submission of a comparative study of alternative sites should be required for proposals to dispose colliery spoil 
	General  Submission of a comparative study of alternative sites should be required for proposals to dispose colliery spoil 
	General  Submission of a comparative study of alternative sites should be required for proposals to dispose colliery spoil 

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of assessment There are some minor negative effects of option 1 on biodiversity, water, local air quality and the historic environment, as well as less certain minor negative effects on landscape, community vitality (for which there are also some positive effects associated with employment) and health and wellbeing associated with this option, arising out of localised problems such as dust generation, possible runoff / leachate and traffic. These may however be offset to a degree by positive environ
	Summary of assessment There are some minor negative effects of option 1 on biodiversity, water, local air quality and the historic environment, as well as less certain minor negative effects on landscape, community vitality (for which there are also some positive effects associated with employment) and health and wellbeing associated with this option, arising out of localised problems such as dust generation, possible runoff / leachate and traffic. These may however be offset to a degree by positive environ

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The general support for the option presented is noted.  Other policy in the plan addresses the issue of encouraging utilisation of power station ash as secondary aggregate.  The co-disposal of ash with inert waste in landfill is not supported as it may act as a disincentive to the re-use of the material. 
	The general support for the option presented is noted.  Other policy in the plan addresses the issue of encouraging utilisation of power station ash as secondary aggregate.  The co-disposal of ash with inert waste in landfill is not supported as it may act as a disincentive to the re-use of the material. 

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	New national waste policy published October 2014 replaced PPS10. 
	New national waste policy published October 2014 replaced PPS10. 

	Duty to Cooperate  
	Duty to Cooperate  

	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? No 
	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? No 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	In accordance with the findings of the initial SA and the views of most respondents, it is considered appropriate to carry forward Option 1, which is also generally in line with national policy. 
	In accordance with the findings of the initial SA and the views of most respondents, it is considered appropriate to carry forward Option 1, which is also generally in line with national policy. 

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to W09: Managing power station ash 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to W09: Managing power station ash 

	Support will be given to proposals to increase the utilisation of power station ash as secondary aggregate or for other beneficial use, in line with the preferred policy M11 for the Supply of Alternatives to Land Won Primary Aggregate.   Where ash cannot be utilised for beneficial purposes, support will be given for the continued disposal of power station ash at the existing Gale Common, Barlow and Brotherton Ings ash disposal sites, which are identified and safeguarded in the Plan as strategic sites for th
	Support will be given to proposals to increase the utilisation of power station ash as secondary aggregate or for other beneficial use, in line with the preferred policy M11 for the Supply of Alternatives to Land Won Primary Aggregate.   Where ash cannot be utilised for beneficial purposes, support will be given for the continued disposal of power station ash at the existing Gale Common, Barlow and Brotherton Ings ash disposal sites, which are identified and safeguarded in the Plan as strategic sites for th

	Ash is produced in large quantities as a result of power generation activity in Selby District and forms a major and distinctive element of overall arisings of waste in the Plan area.  The requirements of the waste hierarchy and the need to encourage the sustainable supply of minerals indicate that it is preferable for this waste to be put to beneficial use where possible. An element of the power station ash waste stream is already put to beneficial use as secondary aggregate and policy support for increase
	Ash is produced in large quantities as a result of power generation activity in Selby District and forms a major and distinctive element of overall arisings of waste in the Plan area.  The requirements of the waste hierarchy and the need to encourage the sustainable supply of minerals indicate that it is preferable for this waste to be put to beneficial use where possible. An element of the power station ash waste stream is already put to beneficial use as secondary aggregate and policy support for increase

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives Objective 1 Objective 2 Objective 4 Objective 6 Objective 7 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id14: Supply of alternatives to land won primary aggregates Id42: Overall approach to waste hierarchy Id43: Strategic role of the Plan area in the management of waste Id51: Overall locational principles for provision of new waste capacity Id53: Waste management facility safeguarding 
	Link to Objectives Objective 1 Objective 2 Objective 4 Objective 6 Objective 7 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id14: Supply of alternatives to land won primary aggregates Id42: Overall approach to waste hierarchy Id43: Strategic role of the Plan area in the management of waste Id51: Overall locational principles for provision of new waste capacity Id53: Waste management facility safeguarding 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment There are some minor negative effects on biodiversity, water, local air quality and the historic environment, as well as less certain minor negative effects on landscape, community vitality (for which there are also some positive effects associated with employment) and health and wellbeing associated with this option, arising out of localised problems such as dust generation, possible runoff / leachate and traffic. These may however be offset to a degree by positive environmental and s
	Summary of assessment There are some minor negative effects on biodiversity, water, local air quality and the historic environment, as well as less certain minor negative effects on landscape, community vitality (for which there are also some positive effects associated with employment) and health and wellbeing associated with this option, arising out of localised problems such as dust generation, possible runoff / leachate and traffic. These may however be offset to a degree by positive environmental and s


	Id51 -Overall locational principles for provision of new waste capacity 
	Id51 -Overall locational principles for provision of new waste capacity 
	Id51 -Overall locational principles for provision of new waste capacity 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would seek to ensure that sufficient waste management capacity is provided through a combination of:   Making best use of the existing facility network, for example by supporting provision 

	TR
	of increased capacity at existing waste management facilities unless there would be unacceptable environmental or local amenity impacts.  Supporting the provision of capacity at new sites (i.e. sites not currently in use for waste management purposes) where the facility would contribute to meeting needs identified in the Plan and the site meets any more detailed waste site identification criteria contained in the Plan (see subsequent options).  OR 

	Option 2: This option would seek to ensure that sufficient waste management capacity is provided through a combination of:   Making best use of the existing facility network, for example by supporting provision of increased capacity at existing waste management facilities unless there would be unacceptable environmental or local amenity impacts.  Supporting the provision of capacity at new sites where the facility would contribute to meeting needs identified in the Plan; the site is compatible with other 
	Option 2: This option would seek to ensure that sufficient waste management capacity is provided through a combination of:   Making best use of the existing facility network, for example by supporting provision of increased capacity at existing waste management facilities unless there would be unacceptable environmental or local amenity impacts.  Supporting the provision of capacity at new sites where the facility would contribute to meeting needs identified in the Plan; the site is compatible with other 

	Option 3: This option would seek to ensure that sufficient waste management capacity is provided through a combination of:   Making best use of the existing facility network, for example by supporting provision of increased capacity at existing waste management facilities unless there would be unacceptable environmental or local amenity impacts.  Supporting the provision of capacity at new sites where the facility would contribute to meeting needs identified in the Plan; the site is compatible with other 
	Option 3: This option would seek to ensure that sufficient waste management capacity is provided through a combination of:   Making best use of the existing facility network, for example by supporting provision of increased capacity at existing waste management facilities unless there would be unacceptable environmental or local amenity impacts.  Supporting the provision of capacity at new sites where the facility would contribute to meeting needs identified in the Plan; the site is compatible with other 

	Option 4: This option would operate alongside one of options 1 to 3 above and would limit provision of new waste management capacity to those parts of the Plan area outside the North York Moors National Park and AONBs unless the facility to be provided is designed and scaled specifically for meeting waste management needs arising in the designated area and can be provided without causing harm to the designated area.  
	Option 4: This option would operate alongside one of options 1 to 3 above and would limit provision of new waste management capacity to those parts of the Plan area outside the North York Moors National Park and AONBs unless the facility to be provided is designed and scaled specifically for meeting waste management needs arising in the designated area and can be provided without causing harm to the designated area.  

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	While all options display a significant amount of diversity, there are a number of positive effects for the first three options. These are chiefly associated with the minimisation of the land and associated infrastructure footprint through maximising use of existing sites and the reduction of transport, which is significantly better for Options 2 and 3 than Option 1. As all three options support the principle of sufficient waste management infrastructure they make a significant contribution to managing wast
	While all options display a significant amount of diversity, there are a number of positive effects for the first three options. These are chiefly associated with the minimisation of the land and associated infrastructure footprint through maximising use of existing sites and the reduction of transport, which is significantly better for Options 2 and 3 than Option 1. As all three options support the principle of sufficient waste management infrastructure they make a significant contribution to managing wast


	development to other parts of the Plan area. Uncertainty is noted with several objectives as the extent of impacts is often dependent on the other detailed waste site identification criteria contained in the Plan, which is uncertain until options for this have been decided upon. 
	development to other parts of the Plan area. Uncertainty is noted with several objectives as the extent of impacts is often dependent on the other detailed waste site identification criteria contained in the Plan, which is uncertain until options for this have been decided upon. 
	development to other parts of the Plan area. Uncertainty is noted with several objectives as the extent of impacts is often dependent on the other detailed waste site identification criteria contained in the Plan, which is uncertain until options for this have been decided upon. 

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	38 

	Question 122) Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 122) Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Number of respondents: 24 

	Option 1: 0 
	Option 1: 0 
	Combination: 9 

	TR
	Opt. 2+3: 2 

	TR
	SC: 1 

	TR
	Opt. 3+4: 3 

	TR
	Local Authorities: 1 

	TR
	Opt. 2+4: 2 

	TR
	Local Authorities: 1 

	TR
	Opt. 1+3: 1 

	TR
	Opt. 1+2 (part) 

	TR
	MWI: 1  

	TR
	Opt. 1+4: 1 

	TR
	MWI: 1  

	Option 2: 1 
	Option 2: 1 
	Did Not Specify: 5 SC: 1 

	Option 3: 6 MWI: 1 
	Option 3: 6 MWI: 1 
	None: 1 

	Option 4: 2 SC: 1 
	Option 4: 2 SC: 1 

	Question 123) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to the overall locational principles for new waste management capacity? 
	Question 123) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to the overall locational principles for new waste management capacity? 
	Number of respondents: 7 SC: 1 MWI: 0 Local Authorities: 1 

	Question 124) Do you have any views on 
	Question 124) Do you have any views on 
	Number of respondents: 7 

	whether a distinction could be drawn 
	whether a distinction could be drawn 
	SC: 0 

	between strategic scale facilities and other 
	between strategic scale facilities and other 
	MWI: 1 

	facilities, and if so how (see Option 2)? 
	facilities, and if so how (see Option 2)? 
	Local Authorities: 0 

	Question 125) If we were to follow the approach set out in Option 3, do you have any views on the distance used for the identification of sites (currently suggested as 5km)? 
	Question 125) If we were to follow the approach set out in Option 3, do you have any views on the distance used for the identification of sites (currently suggested as 5km)? 
	Number of respondents: 6 SC: 0 MWI: 1 Local Authorities: 1 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q122) Option 2:  Supports the proximity principle Option 3:  Supports the approach of a number of smaller scale facilities close to areas of waste production which have the greatest chance of sustainability Option 4:  Welcomes option 4 as this directs waste developments away from protected landscapes  Options 2+3:  Supports the proximity principle. Provide smaller sites near points of waste production 
	Key Messages Q122) Option 2:  Supports the proximity principle Option 3:  Supports the approach of a number of smaller scale facilities close to areas of waste production which have the greatest chance of sustainability Option 4:  Welcomes option 4 as this directs waste developments away from protected landscapes  Options 2+3:  Supports the proximity principle. Provide smaller sites near points of waste production 


	Options 3+4: 
	 
	 
	 
	The combination presents the optimum environmental solution to locating new sites as close as practical to source of arising and the strategic highway network 

	 
	 
	Landfill should not be undertaken on sites which are valuable for biodiversity (such as quarries) 

	 
	 
	Supports the proximity principle 

	 
	 
	Would also support a general presumption against such development in national parks and AONBs 


	Options 2+4: 
	 
	 
	 
	Minimisation of transport impacts is important for strategic scale facilities 

	 
	 
	Suitably sized facilities should not be ruled out in protected landscapes 


	Options 1+4: 
	 
	 
	 
	Supports a flexible approach 

	 
	 
	Supports the recognition that an element of waste can be managed outside the Plan area Option 1 in combination with option 2 (part) 

	 
	 
	Support is given to the recognition that strategic sites can come forward during the life of the Plan (opt1) and it is agreed these should be located were transport impacts can be minimised (opt2(part)) 


	General comments on the options: 
	 i.e. they already have planning permission for the development for which they have been put forward.  Yorkshire and Humber Waste Planning Authorities July 2014. 
	1
	2

	 Waste Arisings and Capacity requirements Addendum Report (Urban Vision and 4Resources 2015) 
	3

	 
	 
	 
	All the options presented are limited and too similar and should provide a greater level of flexibility 

	 
	 
	AWRP is a mistake and should be excluded 


	Key Messages Q123) 
	Key Messages Q123) 
	A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 6 – Waste table’ along with justification as to why they have or have not been taken forward. Any realistic alternatives are summarised and worked up below: 
	Proposed Option 5 
	 Combine Option 1 with 3 bullet point of Option 2 which refers to strategic facilities being located where transport impacts can be minimised. 
	rd

	Suggested approach This option would combine Option 1 with the 3bullet point of Option 2 Wording This option would seek to ensure that sufficient waste management capacity is provided through a combination of: 
	rd 

	 
	 
	 
	Making best use of the existing facility network, for example by supporting provision of increased capacity at existing waste management facilities unless there would be unacceptable environmental or local amenity impacts. 

	 
	 
	Supporting the provision of capacity at new sites (i.e. sites not currently in use for waste management purposes) where the facility would contribute to meeting needs identified in the Plan and the site meets any more detailed waste site identification criteria contained in the Plan (see subsequent options). 


	For facilities expected to play a wider strategic role (i.e. serving catchments covering a substantial part of the Plan area) these should be located where overall transportation impacts would be minimised taking into account the market area expected to be served by the facility. 
	Proposed Option 6 
	 An option which provides more flexibility than existing options 1, 2 and 3 with the main focus being on environmental protection. 
	Suggested approach This option would seek to ensure that sufficient waste management capacity is provided through 
	directing facilities to locations where impacts on the environment can be minimised, as determined by consideration against Development Management policies. Proposed Option 7  Expansion of existing sites should be preferable to the development of new sites. Suggested approach This option would work alongside either of options 1, 2 or 3 and would require proposals for new facilities to demonstrate that it is not possible or feasible to provide for additional capacity at existing sites. Key Messages Q124)  
	directing facilities to locations where impacts on the environment can be minimised, as determined by consideration against Development Management policies. Proposed Option 7  Expansion of existing sites should be preferable to the development of new sites. Suggested approach This option would work alongside either of options 1, 2 or 3 and would require proposals for new facilities to demonstrate that it is not possible or feasible to provide for additional capacity at existing sites. Key Messages Q124)  
	directing facilities to locations where impacts on the environment can be minimised, as determined by consideration against Development Management policies. Proposed Option 7  Expansion of existing sites should be preferable to the development of new sites. Suggested approach This option would work alongside either of options 1, 2 or 3 and would require proposals for new facilities to demonstrate that it is not possible or feasible to provide for additional capacity at existing sites. Key Messages Q124)  

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of assessment Options 1, 2, 3, and 5 have a number of similarities and are likely to result in a number of positive effects associated with the minimisation of the land and associated infrastructure footprint through maximising use of existing sites and the reduction of transport miles, which is significantly better for Options 2, 3 and 5 than Option 1. Option 6 has the potential to result in a number of positive effects due to its emphasis on minimising effects on the environment however it is note
	Summary of assessment Options 1, 2, 3, and 5 have a number of similarities and are likely to result in a number of positive effects associated with the minimisation of the land and associated infrastructure footprint through maximising use of existing sites and the reduction of transport miles, which is significantly better for Options 2, 3 and 5 than Option 1. Option 6 has the potential to result in a number of positive effects due to its emphasis on minimising effects on the environment however it is note

	Revised Recommendations Broadly options 2 and 3 and 5 perform best against the SA framework, as Option 2 performs well in terms of supporting a more even spread of economic benefits whilst Options 3 and 5 perform better in terms of effects on communities.  The SA would support any of these options being taken forward. 
	Revised Recommendations Broadly options 2 and 3 and 5 perform best against the SA framework, as Option 2 performs well in terms of supporting a more even spread of economic benefits whilst Options 3 and 5 perform better in terms of effects on communities.  The SA would support any of these options being taken forward. 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The preference of a number of respondents for a combination of options is noted, as well as the significant degree of support for Option 3. It is agreed that any preferred policy should be relatively flexible, including in relation to the distance of sites from the primary road network, and also support delivery of an approach which is consistent with the proximity principle and allow the development of small scale sites in appropriate locations.  Whilst the support of some respondents for an approach which
	The preference of a number of respondents for a combination of options is noted, as well as the significant degree of support for Option 3. It is agreed that any preferred policy should be relatively flexible, including in relation to the distance of sites from the primary road network, and also support delivery of an approach which is consistent with the proximity principle and allow the development of small scale sites in appropriate locations.  Whilst the support of some respondents for an approach which

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	New national waste policy published October 2014 replaced PPS10. 
	New national waste policy published October 2014 replaced PPS10. 

	Duty to Cooperate  
	Duty to Cooperate  

	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? No 
	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? No 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	It is considered that in establishing overall locational principles for new capacity there is a need to ensure a reasonable balance between flexibility and providing a spatial steer to development, whilst remaining generally consistent with national policy.  Of the options presented, it is considered that option 2 provides the best fit with this requirement.  Option 2 was also one of a number of options performing most favourably in the SA of initial options.  It is also considered that option 2 could opera
	It is considered that in establishing overall locational principles for new capacity there is a need to ensure a reasonable balance between flexibility and providing a spatial steer to development, whilst remaining generally consistent with national policy.  Of the options presented, it is considered that option 2 provides the best fit with this requirement.  Option 2 was also one of a number of options performing most favourably in the SA of initial options.  It is also considered that option 2 could opera

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to W10: Overall locational principles for provision of new waste capacity 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to W10: Overall locational principles for provision of new waste capacity 

	The main focus for provision of new waste management capacity required to meet identified needs will be within those parts of the Plan area outside the North York Moors National Park and the Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, unless the facility to be provided is appropriately scaled to meet waste management needs arising in the designated area and can be provided without causing unacceptable harm to the designated area.  Capacity requirements will be met through a combination of: Maximisation of capacity
	The main focus for provision of new waste management capacity required to meet identified needs will be within those parts of the Plan area outside the North York Moors National Park and the Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, unless the facility to be provided is appropriately scaled to meet waste management needs arising in the designated area and can be provided without causing unacceptable harm to the designated area.  Capacity requirements will be met through a combination of: Maximisation of capacity


	Supporting proposals for development of waste management capacity at new sites where the site is compatible with other waste site identification criteria in the Plan (see Policy W11); and the site is located as close as practicable to the source/s of waste to be dealt with. This means: 
	a) 
	a) 
	a) 
	For new smaller scale facilities serving District scale markets for waste, particularly LACW, C&I and CD&E waste, giving priority to locations which are within or near to main settlements in the area (identified on the key diagram) or, for facilities which are intended mainly to serve needs for small scale waste management capacity in more rural parts of the Plan area, including agricultural waste, where they are well located with regard to the geographical area the facility is expected to serve; 

	b) 
	b) 
	For larger scale or specialised facilities expected to play a wider strategic role (i.e. serving multi-district scale catchments), these will be located where overall transportation impacts would be minimised taking into account the market area expected to be served by the facility. 


	Supporting text 
	Arisings of waste in the NYMNP and AONBs are likely to be low and these areas are also subject to constraints on major new development. As a result, it is not considered appropriate for them to host significant additional waste management capacity, although small scale provision may be acceptable to meet local needs, particularly where this would assist in moving waste up the hierarchy. 
	There is already an extensive network of waste management infrastructure in the Plan area, representing a substantial amount of investment by both the private and public sectors. Sustainability principles suggest it will be appropriate to seek to maximise the effectiveness of the existing network in meeting future waste management needs.  This can help secure current benefits to the local economy and the efficient use of existing land and infrastructure.  In some cases existing sites are subject to time lim
	National planning policy encourages management of waste in proximity to where it arises, as well as encouraging communities to take responsibility for the waste arising in their area.  This suggests that, where practicable, new sites for waste management should be well located in relation to sources of arisings to be dealt with.   Although detailed information on the geographical distribution of arisings of waste is not available, it is likely that most LACW, C&I and CD&E waste arises in the more developed 
	Certain facilities can play a wider strategic role in the management of waste, as a result of their large scale or specialised role, or combination of the two factors. This means that they are likely to serve 
	geographically extensive catchments of waste and it is therefore particularly important that such facilities are well located in relation to the overall catchment area to be served, as well as in relation to the transport network that is to be used to transport waste to/from the facility.  In all cases proposals for new capacity will need to demonstrate compliance with other relevant policies in the Plan, including the site identification principles in Policy W11 and the development management policies in C
	geographically extensive catchments of waste and it is therefore particularly important that such facilities are well located in relation to the overall catchment area to be served, as well as in relation to the transport network that is to be used to transport waste to/from the facility.  In all cases proposals for new capacity will need to demonstrate compliance with other relevant policies in the Plan, including the site identification principles in Policy W11 and the development management policies in C
	geographically extensive catchments of waste and it is therefore particularly important that such facilities are well located in relation to the overall catchment area to be served, as well as in relation to the transport network that is to be used to transport waste to/from the facility.  In all cases proposals for new capacity will need to demonstrate compliance with other relevant policies in the Plan, including the site identification principles in Policy W11 and the development management policies in C

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 2 Objective 6 Objective 7 Objective 8 Objective 9 Objective 10 Objective 11 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id42: Overall approach to waste hierarchy Id43: Strategic role of the Plan area in the management of waste Id44: Meeting waste management capacity requirements - Local Authority Collected Waste Id45: Meeting waste management capacity requirements -  Commercial and industrial waste (including hazardous C&I waste) Id46: Meeting waste management capacity requir
	Link to Objectives: Objective 2 Objective 6 Objective 7 Objective 8 Objective 9 Objective 10 Objective 11 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id42: Overall approach to waste hierarchy Id43: Strategic role of the Plan area in the management of waste Id44: Meeting waste management capacity requirements - Local Authority Collected Waste Id45: Meeting waste management capacity requirements -  Commercial and industrial waste (including hazardous C&I waste) Id46: Meeting waste management capacity requir

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment This preferred policy has mostly positive effects when compared to the SA objectives. This is largely because it maximises and builds on the use of facilities that are already there (which is generally a good thing to do in sustainability terms), and also seeks to reduce the transport footprint of new facilities while linking the policy strongly to the waste site identification principals and other policies in the plan. Amongst the most notable sustainability effects were strong positi
	Summary of assessment This preferred policy has mostly positive effects when compared to the SA objectives. This is largely because it maximises and builds on the use of facilities that are already there (which is generally a good thing to do in sustainability terms), and also seeks to reduce the transport footprint of new facilities while linking the policy strongly to the waste site identification principals and other policies in the plan. Amongst the most notable sustainability effects were strong positi


	Id52 - Waste site identification principles 
	Id52 - Waste site identification principles 
	Id52 - Waste site identification principles 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would support provision of waste management capacity at sites which meet the range of criteria identified in national waste policy. OR 

	Option 2: This option would set out more specific local principles for identification of sites based on a preference for:   Siting facilities for the recycling, transfer and recovery of waste on suitable previously developed land, industrial and employment land, or at existing waste management sites, giving preference to sites where it can be demonstrated that co-locational benefits would arise taking into account existing or proposed uses and economic activities nearby. Where the facility is proposed to d
	Option 2: This option would set out more specific local principles for identification of sites based on a preference for:   Siting facilities for the recycling, transfer and recovery of waste on suitable previously developed land, industrial and employment land, or at existing waste management sites, giving preference to sites where it can be demonstrated that co-locational benefits would arise taking into account existing or proposed uses and economic activities nearby. Where the facility is proposed to d

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	The assessment reveals that under Option 1 a number of topics would not be sufficiently covered through reference to national waste policy alone, including biodiversity and geodiversity, agricultural land, climate change, heritage, landscape and recreation. In addition, uncertain effects are recorded over the longer term as the implications of any future changes to national waste policy (beyond the current update being produced) are unknown. Option 2 provides greater positive effects in terms of the prefere
	The assessment reveals that under Option 1 a number of topics would not be sufficiently covered through reference to national waste policy alone, including biodiversity and geodiversity, agricultural land, climate change, heritage, landscape and recreation. In addition, uncertain effects are recorded over the longer term as the implications of any future changes to national waste policy (beyond the current update being produced) are unknown. Option 2 provides greater positive effects in terms of the prefere


	Table
	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	28 

	Question 126) Do you have a preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Question 126) Do you have a preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Number of respondents: 25 

	Option 1: 6 MWI: 1 Local Authorities: 1 
	Option 1: 6 MWI: 1 Local Authorities: 1 
	Combination: 0 

	Option 2: 15 
	Option 2: 15 
	Did Not Specify: 4 

	TR
	SC: 4 

	TR
	MWI: 3 

	TR
	Local Authorities: 1 

	TR
	None: 0 

	Question 127) Are there any alternative 
	Question 127) Are there any alternative 
	Number of respondents: 3 

	options the Authorities should consider in 
	options the Authorities should consider in 
	SC: 0 

	relation to waste site identification principles? 
	relation to waste site identification principles? 
	MWI: 0 Local Authorities: 0 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q126) Option 1:  Option 1 is supported as it provides greater flexibility  Local specific policy needs to evolve with national policy Option 2:  Option 2 is supported for its preference for the restoration of quarries with inert waste prior to ‘land restoration’ schemes  Co-location, end use of energy and re-use of existing facilities are important considerations  This option should consider non road transport and make greater use of rail to transport waste and non-road transport  Support
	Key Messages Q126) Option 1:  Option 1 is supported as it provides greater flexibility  Local specific policy needs to evolve with national policy Option 2:  Option 2 is supported for its preference for the restoration of quarries with inert waste prior to ‘land restoration’ schemes  Co-location, end use of energy and re-use of existing facilities are important considerations  This option should consider non road transport and make greater use of rail to transport waste and non-road transport  Support


	General)  Take full account of proximity principle  Make use of waterborne transport  Carry out site selection in cooperation with adjacent authorities  Major new commercial/domestic developments should include waste management facilities of a proportionate scale  Landfilling is needed to restore sand and gravel sites  Sites should primarily work towards a zero-waste economy  Provide an alternative if AWRP is not delivered  The co-location of EfW facilities alongside sewage treatment works is draft 
	General)  Take full account of proximity principle  Make use of waterborne transport  Carry out site selection in cooperation with adjacent authorities  Major new commercial/domestic developments should include waste management facilities of a proportionate scale  Landfilling is needed to restore sand and gravel sites  Sites should primarily work towards a zero-waste economy  Provide an alternative if AWRP is not delivered  The co-location of EfW facilities alongside sewage treatment works is draft 
	General)  Take full account of proximity principle  Make use of waterborne transport  Carry out site selection in cooperation with adjacent authorities  Major new commercial/domestic developments should include waste management facilities of a proportionate scale  Landfilling is needed to restore sand and gravel sites  Sites should primarily work towards a zero-waste economy  Provide an alternative if AWRP is not delivered  The co-location of EfW facilities alongside sewage treatment works is draft 

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	N/A 
	N/A 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The support of the majority of respondents for Option 2 is noted.  Transport considerations, including support for use of alternative transport modes, is covered in other policies areas in the Plan.  Policy protection for ground and surface water is also addressed within the development management policies in the Plan.  The waste site identification principles need also to be considered alongside the locational principles, which deal with issues relating to proximity and reducing transport distances.  The b
	The support of the majority of respondents for Option 2 is noted.  Transport considerations, including support for use of alternative transport modes, is covered in other policies areas in the Plan.  Policy protection for ground and surface water is also addressed within the development management policies in the Plan.  The waste site identification principles need also to be considered alongside the locational principles, which deal with issues relating to proximity and reducing transport distances.  The b

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	New national waste policy published October 2014 replaced PPS10. 
	New national waste policy published October 2014 replaced PPS10. 

	Duty to Cooperate 
	Duty to Cooperate 

	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? No 
	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? No 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	It is considered that development of a locally specific approach to establishing site identification principles would be appropriate in order to ensure that the Plan provides useful guidance to prospective developers and others.  It is acknowledged that any locally specific approach will need to be generally consistent with national policy principles for the siting of waste management facilities. Whilst a range of matters were raised in consultation on options for this policy, many of these relate to matter
	It is considered that development of a locally specific approach to establishing site identification principles would be appropriate in order to ensure that the Plan provides useful guidance to prospective developers and others.  It is acknowledged that any locally specific approach will need to be generally consistent with national policy principles for the siting of waste management facilities. Whilst a range of matters were raised in consultation on options for this policy, many of these relate to matter


	Preferred Policy Approach – title changed to W11: Waste site identification principles Proposals and site allocations for new waste management capacity should reflect the following principles: 
	1) Siting facilities for the recycling, transfer and recovery of waste (excluding energy recovery) on previously developed land, industrial and employment land, or at existing waste management sites, giving preference to sites where it can be demonstrated that co-locational benefits would arise taking into account existing or proposed uses and economic activities nearby. Where the site or facility is proposed to deal mainly with waste arising in rural areas then use of redundant agricultural buildings or th
	2) Siting facilities involving the recovery of energy from waste on previously developed land, industrial and employment land, or at existing waste management sites, giving preference to sites where it can be demonstrated that co-locational benefits would arise taking into account existing or proposed uses and economic activities nearby, including where the energy produced can be utilised efficiently. For facilities which can produce combined heat and power, this includes giving preference to sites with the
	3) Siting facilities to support the re-use and recycling of CD&E waste at the point of arising (for temporary facilities linked to the life of the associated construction project) and at active mineral workings where the main outputs of the process are to be sold alongside or blended with mineral produced at the site; as well as at the types of sites identified in bullet point 1 above, where these are well related to the sources of arisings and/or markets for the end product;  
	4) Siting facilities to provide additional waste water treatment capacity at existing waste water treatment works sites as a first priority. Where this is not practicable preference will be given to use of previously developed land or industrial and employment land. Where development of new capacity on greenfield land is necessary then preference will be given to sites located on lower quality agricultural land.  
	5) Providing any additional capacity required for landfill of waste through  preferring the infill of quarry voids for mineral site reclamation purposes, giving preference to proposals where a need for infill has been identified as part of an agreed quarry reclamation scheme and where pollution control concerns can be mitigated to an acceptable level.  
	In all cases sites will need to be suitable when considered in relation to physical, environmental, amenity and infrastructure constraints including existing and proposed neighbouring land uses, the capacity of transport infrastructure and any cumulative impact from previous waste disposal facilities, in line with national policy. 
	Supporting text 
	National planning policy identifies a range of types of sites and areas which may be suitable for built waste management facilities. It indicates that consideration should be given to a broad range of locations including industrial sites, looking for opportunities to co-locate waste management facilities together and with complementary activities.  It states that priority should be given to the re-use of previously developed land, sites identified for employment uses and redundant agricultural buildings and
	carbon energy recovery facilities in close proximity to potential heat customers.  It is considered that these principles remain appropriate to guide identification of allocations for the Plan area and to provide an indication to developers and other users of the Plan of the types of sites that are likely to be considered suitable in principle for waste management facilities by the Joint Plan authorities. Evidence supporting preparation of the Plan indicates the existence of a range of sites which are likel
	carbon energy recovery facilities in close proximity to potential heat customers.  It is considered that these principles remain appropriate to guide identification of allocations for the Plan area and to provide an indication to developers and other users of the Plan of the types of sites that are likely to be considered suitable in principle for waste management facilities by the Joint Plan authorities. Evidence supporting preparation of the Plan indicates the existence of a range of sites which are likel
	carbon energy recovery facilities in close proximity to potential heat customers.  It is considered that these principles remain appropriate to guide identification of allocations for the Plan area and to provide an indication to developers and other users of the Plan of the types of sites that are likely to be considered suitable in principle for waste management facilities by the Joint Plan authorities. Evidence supporting preparation of the Plan indicates the existence of a range of sites which are likel

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 2 Objective 6 Objective 7 Objective 8 Objective 9 Objective 10 Objective 11 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id42: Overall approach to waste hierarchy Id43: Strategic role of the Plan area in the management of waste Id44: Meeting waste management capacity requirements - Local Authority Collected Waste Id45: Meeting waste management capacity requirements -  Commercial and industrial waste (including hazardous C&I waste) Id46: Meeting waste management capacity requir
	Link to Objectives: Objective 2 Objective 6 Objective 7 Objective 8 Objective 9 Objective 10 Objective 11 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id42: Overall approach to waste hierarchy Id43: Strategic role of the Plan area in the management of waste Id44: Meeting waste management capacity requirements - Local Authority Collected Waste Id45: Meeting waste management capacity requirements -  Commercial and industrial waste (including hazardous C&I waste) Id46: Meeting waste management capacity requir

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment Effects in relation to this policy are largely positive. The preference for locations close to where heat generated through Combined Heat and Power schemes can be utilised, would support climate change objectives as well as having a positive outcome for local communities and businesses. The principle of 
	Summary of assessment Effects in relation to this policy are largely positive. The preference for locations close to where heat generated through Combined Heat and Power schemes can be utilised, would support climate change objectives as well as having a positive outcome for local communities and businesses. The principle of 


	co-location could also have some positive impacts in terms of the economy, reducing transport miles, soils and land, and minimising resource use. Reference to national waste planning policy in relation to consideration of specific environmental and community issues, may lead to a number of positive impacts in the short to medium term as the NPPF and National Planning Policy for Waste cover issues relating to most of the SA objectives, however uncertain effects are recorded in the longer term as the implicat
	Some minor negative effects are recorded in relation to biodiversity (as habitats on previously developed land may be lost) and landscape (where less valued landscapes may endure negative effects). 
	Recommendations 
	Consideration could be given to supporting the re-use of other buildings (such as industrial buildings) for waste development. 
	Id53 - Waste management facility safeguarding 
	Id53 - Waste management facility safeguarding 
	Id53 - Waste management facility safeguarding 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would identify a limited number of strategically significant sites for specific safeguarding. This could include strategically important sites and facilities for recovery or disposal of residual waste such as the Allerton Park and Harewood Whin sites, as well as any allocations for strategically important facilities (such as those dealing with large volumes of waste or which would meet specialised waste management needs which cannot readily be met elsewhere). Other forms of development

	Option 2: This option would rely on national policy to achieve the safeguarding of waste sites and facilities. 
	Option 2: This option would rely on national policy to achieve the safeguarding of waste sites and facilities. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	It is not possible to identify effects against a number of environmental sustainability objectives without knowing the nature of any proposed development or alternative locations for either this or displaced waste management facilities. Option 1 would provide positive effects against waste management objectives by providing certainty over safeguarding these facilities throughout the Plan period. However Option 2 may perform better against wider economic objectives by providing a greater element of flexibili
	It is not possible to identify effects against a number of environmental sustainability objectives without knowing the nature of any proposed development or alternative locations for either this or displaced waste management facilities. Option 1 would provide positive effects against waste management objectives by providing certainty over safeguarding these facilities throughout the Plan period. However Option 2 may perform better against wider economic objectives by providing a greater element of flexibili

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	18 

	Question 128) Do you have a preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Question 128) Do you have a preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Number of respondents: 11 

	Option 1: 5 SC: 1 MWI: 1 Local Authorities: 1 
	Option 1: 5 SC: 1 MWI: 1 Local Authorities: 1 
	Combination: 0 


	Table
	TR
	Option 2: 4 MWI: 1 Local Authorities: 1 
	Did Not Specify: 1 

	TR
	None: 1 

	Question 129) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to waste management facility safeguarding? 
	Question 129) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to waste management facility safeguarding? 
	Number of respondents: 3 SC: 0 MWI: 1 Local Authorities: 0 

	Question 130) Do you have any views on the types of waste sites which should be considered for specific safeguarding under Option 1 above? 
	Question 130) Do you have any views on the types of waste sites which should be considered for specific safeguarding under Option 1 above? 
	Number of respondents: 4 SC: 0 MWI: 1 Local Authorities: 1 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q128) Option 1:  This policy provides greater certainty  Amend Option 1 to include reference to potential harm to the environment or amenities of the local community from the proposed us of the site  Strategic sites should not be limited to those for the management of LACW  Allerton park quarry should not be identified as strategically important as there are many other such quarries in the NY area.  Only safeguarding a limited number of facilities provides a greater risk than a modular app
	Key Messages Q128) Option 1:  This policy provides greater certainty  Amend Option 1 to include reference to potential harm to the environment or amenities of the local community from the proposed us of the site  Strategic sites should not be limited to those for the management of LACW  Allerton park quarry should not be identified as strategically important as there are many other such quarries in the NY area.  Only safeguarding a limited number of facilities provides a greater risk than a modular app


	 Safeguard all waste management facilities with current planning permission. Suggested approach This option would aim to safeguard all waste management facilities with current planning permission at the time the Joint Plan is adopted. Key Messages Q130)  Support the retention of HWRCs as important sites for the public  Only safeguard existing sites General)  Include a commitment by a certain date to restore the site at the Harewood Whin facility  Suggests a 300m buffer around AWRP 
	 Safeguard all waste management facilities with current planning permission. Suggested approach This option would aim to safeguard all waste management facilities with current planning permission at the time the Joint Plan is adopted. Key Messages Q130)  Support the retention of HWRCs as important sites for the public  Only safeguard existing sites General)  Include a commitment by a certain date to restore the site at the Harewood Whin facility  Suggests a 300m buffer around AWRP 
	 Safeguard all waste management facilities with current planning permission. Suggested approach This option would aim to safeguard all waste management facilities with current planning permission at the time the Joint Plan is adopted. Key Messages Q130)  Support the retention of HWRCs as important sites for the public  Only safeguard existing sites General)  Include a commitment by a certain date to restore the site at the Harewood Whin facility  Suggests a 300m buffer around AWRP 

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of assessment It is not possible to identify effects against a number of environmental sustainability objectives without knowing the nature of any proposed development or alternative locations for either this or displaced waste management facilities. Option 1 would provide positive effects against waste management objectives by providing certainty over safeguarding these facilities throughout the Plan period however Option 2 may perform better against wider economic objectives by providing a greater
	Summary of assessment It is not possible to identify effects against a number of environmental sustainability objectives without knowing the nature of any proposed development or alternative locations for either this or displaced waste management facilities. Option 1 would provide positive effects against waste management objectives by providing certainty over safeguarding these facilities throughout the Plan period however Option 2 may perform better against wider economic objectives by providing a greater

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The lack of a clear preference amongst consultees for either option is noted.  It is agreed that a specific policy would allow provision of greater clarity on the approach to safeguarding than could be provided through reliance on national policy. It is not considered appropriate to make reference to environment or amenity in safeguarding policy as these are dealt with in other policies in the Plan.   It is agreed that strategic sites need not be limited to those receiving LACW.  However, the justification 
	The lack of a clear preference amongst consultees for either option is noted.  It is agreed that a specific policy would allow provision of greater clarity on the approach to safeguarding than could be provided through reliance on national policy. It is not considered appropriate to make reference to environment or amenity in safeguarding policy as these are dealt with in other policies in the Plan.   It is agreed that strategic sites need not be limited to those receiving LACW.  However, the justification 

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	The new National Planning Policy for Waste, published October 2014, replaced PPS10 and sets out the Government’s ambition to work towards a more sustainable and efficient approach to resource use and management. Section 8 of the Policy requires planning authorities, when determining planning applications,  to ‘ensure that the likely impact of proposed, non-waste related development on existing waste management facilities, and on areas allocated for waste management, is acceptable and does 
	The new National Planning Policy for Waste, published October 2014, replaced PPS10 and sets out the Government’s ambition to work towards a more sustainable and efficient approach to resource use and management. Section 8 of the Policy requires planning authorities, when determining planning applications,  to ‘ensure that the likely impact of proposed, non-waste related development on existing waste management facilities, and on areas allocated for waste management, is acceptable and does 

	not prejudice the implementation of the waste hierarchy and/or the efficient operation of such facilities;’ The Yorkshire and Humber Regional Waste Position Paper 2014 -identifies strategically important waste management infrastructure within the plan area (and wider region) with a capacity over 75,000 tonnes per annum. 
	not prejudice the implementation of the waste hierarchy and/or the efficient operation of such facilities;’ The Yorkshire and Humber Regional Waste Position Paper 2014 -identifies strategically important waste management infrastructure within the plan area (and wider region) with a capacity over 75,000 tonnes per annum. 

	Duty to Cooperate  
	Duty to Cooperate  

	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? Yes.  At a general level implementation of safeguarding requires cooperation between the County Council and District/Borough Councils in the two-tier part of the Plan area. 
	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? Yes.  At a general level implementation of safeguarding requires cooperation between the County Council and District/Borough Councils in the two-tier part of the Plan area. 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	Option 1 received marginally more support over Option 2. During the Issues and Options Consultation two possible alternatives where put for consideration. The proposed Option 3 would develop an approach which focuses on ensuring both strategic and non-strategic facilities are safeguarded. A further option, proposed Option 4 suggested safeguard all waste management facilities with current planning permission. So that safeguarding can be effective it is importantl to establish what constitutes a strategically
	Option 1 received marginally more support over Option 2. During the Issues and Options Consultation two possible alternatives where put for consideration. The proposed Option 3 would develop an approach which focuses on ensuring both strategic and non-strategic facilities are safeguarded. A further option, proposed Option 4 suggested safeguard all waste management facilities with current planning permission. So that safeguarding can be effective it is importantl to establish what constitutes a strategically


	Landfill (non-hazardous) (there has been a decline in the number of operational landfill sites for nonhazardous waste in the Plan area in recent years and remaining capacity is concentrated largely in two sites). 
	-

	
	
	
	 Harewood Whin (landfill) 

	
	
	 Allerton Park (landfill) 


	Transfer stations provide a valuable component in the overall waste management infrastructure within the Joint plan area. There are a large number of transfer stations in the Plan area but a small proportion of them have the capability to manage hazardous waste. As a significant amount of hazardous waste arising in the area is treated or disposed of at facilities outside the Plan area, transfer stations for hazardous waste provide an important role in the bulking and transporting such wastes to the appropri
	 
	 
	 
	Todds Waste management, Thirsk 

	 
	 
	Hazel Court HWRC, York 

	 
	 
	Treacle Jug Farm, Knaresborough 

	 
	 
	Unit 8 Marsdon Business Park, Tockwith 

	 
	 
	Genta Environmental, Marsdon Business Park, Tockwith 

	 
	 
	Dean Road Depot, Scarborough 


	Similar to hazardous transfer stations, the network of transfer stations for the reception, bulking and transport of LACW waste is important as they will play a key role in the bulking and transfer of residual waste for management at the Allerton Waste Recovery Park, as well as in the onward transfer of materials for recycling at reprocessing facilities outside the Plan area. Transfer stations (nonhazardous) LACW  
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	Seamer Carr (transfer facility) 

	 
	 
	Tofts road, Kirkby Misperton 

	
	
	 Halton east works 

	
	
	 Whitby recycling facility 

	
	
	 Claro road, Harrogate 

	 
	 
	Hessay Recycling Centre 

	
	
	 Tancred transfer 


	Further transfer station capacity for LACW may be required, for example for the Selby area and this also would be safeguarded in the Plan if a site is identified prior to completion of the Plan.  
	A number of other facilities exist or are permitted within the Plan area and which are important due to their specialised nature or strategic scale or role. 
	Energy recovery 
	 
	 
	 
	Allerton Waste Recovery Park (Incineration  EFW) 

	 
	 
	Dalkia Bio Energy Ltd 

	 
	 
	Southmoor Energy Centre 


	AD Facility (capacity over 24,000 tonnes) 
	
	
	
	 North Selby mine 

	
	
	 Clapham Lodge 

	 
	 
	Allerton Waste Recovery Park 

	 
	 
	Park Barn Farm 


	Composting facilities (capacity over 5,000 tonnes) 
	
	
	
	 Harewood Whin 

	
	
	 The Maltings 

	
	
	 Tancred transfer station 


	 Seamer Carr (transfer facility)  Knapton Quarry  Sandhutton Airfield  The existing Household Waste Recycling Centres (HWRC) provide an important network of facilities for the local receipt and transfer of LACW waste to treatment, disposal or reprocessing facilities, sometimes located outside the Plan area. Although the evidence indicates that there is adequate provision of these facilities, due to the fact that they are often located on industrial sites and business parks alongside a wide range of other
	 Seamer Carr (transfer facility)  Knapton Quarry  Sandhutton Airfield  The existing Household Waste Recycling Centres (HWRC) provide an important network of facilities for the local receipt and transfer of LACW waste to treatment, disposal or reprocessing facilities, sometimes located outside the Plan area. Although the evidence indicates that there is adequate provision of these facilities, due to the fact that they are often located on industrial sites and business parks alongside a wide range of other
	 Seamer Carr (transfer facility)  Knapton Quarry  Sandhutton Airfield  The existing Household Waste Recycling Centres (HWRC) provide an important network of facilities for the local receipt and transfer of LACW waste to treatment, disposal or reprocessing facilities, sometimes located outside the Plan area. Although the evidence indicates that there is adequate provision of these facilities, due to the fact that they are often located on industrial sites and business parks alongside a wide range of other

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to S03: Waste management facility safeguarding 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to S03: Waste management facility safeguarding 

	Waste management facilities shown on the Policies map, including a 250m buffer zone, will be safeguarded from incompatible development. Other forms of non-exempt development which would replace the safeguarded waste use will be permitted where there is overriding justification, or a suitable alternative location can be provided. Where other forms of non-exempt development are proposed in the safeguarded buffer zone, development will only be permitted where adequate mitigation can, if necessary, be provided 
	Waste management facilities shown on the Policies map, including a 250m buffer zone, will be safeguarded from incompatible development. Other forms of non-exempt development which would replace the safeguarded waste use will be permitted where there is overriding justification, or a suitable alternative location can be provided. Where other forms of non-exempt development are proposed in the safeguarded buffer zone, development will only be permitted where adequate mitigation can, if necessary, be provided 

	infrastructure are relatively specialised or of strategic scale and form key parts of the overall facility network.   The purpose of safeguarding certain waste facilities is not to prevent other development from taking place but to ensure that waste infrastructure needs are factored into decision making in other forms of development.  This will be particularly important in the two tier parts of the Plan area, where many development decisions are not taken by the waste planning authority.  In some cases, the
	infrastructure are relatively specialised or of strategic scale and form key parts of the overall facility network.   The purpose of safeguarding certain waste facilities is not to prevent other development from taking place but to ensure that waste infrastructure needs are factored into decision making in other forms of development.  This will be particularly important in the two tier parts of the Plan area, where many development decisions are not taken by the waste planning authority.  In some cases, the

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 2 Objective 6 Objective 7 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id52: Waste site identification principles Id58: Presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste development Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts 
	Link to Objectives: Objective 2 Objective 6 Objective 7 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id52: Waste site identification principles Id58: Presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste development Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment It is not possible to identify effects against a number of environmental sustainability objectives without knowing the nature of any proposed development or alternative locations for either this or displaced waste management facilities. This policy may however provide positive effects in relation to a number of objectives including minimising the use of resources, managing waste as high up the waste hierarchy as practicable and meeting the needs of a changing population. Minor negative
	Summary of assessment It is not possible to identify effects against a number of environmental sustainability objectives without knowing the nature of any proposed development or alternative locations for either this or displaced waste management facilities. This policy may however provide positive effects in relation to a number of objectives including minimising the use of resources, managing waste as high up the waste hierarchy as practicable and meeting the needs of a changing population. Minor negative


	Id54 - Transport infrastructure 
	Id54 - Transport infrastructure 
	Id54 - Transport infrastructure 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would encourage the use of existing rail, water and pipeline transport infrastructure, and also support the development of new rail, water or pipeline facilities in appropriate locations consistent with protection of local communities and the environment, for the transport of minerals and waste produced or arising within the Plan area, as well as for any large scale import or export of minerals or waste to 


	Table
	TR
	or from the area.  AND 

	Option 2: This option would be the same as Option 1 but would require the carbon implications of any proposal to also be considered.  
	Option 2: This option would be the same as Option 1 but would require the carbon implications of any proposal to also be considered.  

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	Option 2 was added following the recommendations arising from the initial Sustainability Appraisal of Option 1, which raised uncertainties over the implications for carbon emissions, as detailed in the Sustainability Appraisal Report. Both options are likely to have positive impacts through the retention of the existing rail, pipeline and water transportation infrastructure and support for the development of new infrastructure. These positive effects are on reducing the need to transport waste and minerals 
	Option 2 was added following the recommendations arising from the initial Sustainability Appraisal of Option 1, which raised uncertainties over the implications for carbon emissions, as detailed in the Sustainability Appraisal Report. Both options are likely to have positive impacts through the retention of the existing rail, pipeline and water transportation infrastructure and support for the development of new infrastructure. These positive effects are on reducing the need to transport waste and minerals 

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	26 

	Question 131) Do you support the options presented above? 
	Question 131) Do you support the options presented above? 
	Number of respondents: 21 

	Option 1: 4 MWI: 3 
	Option 1: 4 MWI: 3 
	Combination: 6 Local Authorities: 1 

	Option 2: 10 Local Authorities: 1 
	Option 2: 10 Local Authorities: 1 
	Did Not Specify: 1 SC: 1 

	TR
	None: 0 

	Question 132) Are there any other options that should be considered in relation to transport infrastructure? 
	Question 132) Are there any other options that should be considered in relation to transport infrastructure? 
	Number of respondents: 5 SC: 0 MWI: 0 Local Authorities: 1 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q131) Option 1:  Supports the encouragement of non-road transport infrastructure, where viable and cost effective Option 2:  Carbon implications of development should be considered and the requirement for a carbon assessment is appropriate  Sites with rail and canal access should be prioritised  Option 2 is considered unworkable,  the requirement for carbon impact reports with every minerals proposal is unreasonable Option 1+2: 
	Key Messages Q131) Option 1:  Supports the encouragement of non-road transport infrastructure, where viable and cost effective Option 2:  Carbon implications of development should be considered and the requirement for a carbon assessment is appropriate  Sites with rail and canal access should be prioritised  Option 2 is considered unworkable,  the requirement for carbon impact reports with every minerals proposal is unreasonable Option 1+2: 


	 Supports the active encouragement of water transport  Safeguard existing railheads and water transport infrastructure General comments on the Options:  Sites should be located near roads which can accommodate large HGVs  Only in cases where it is evident that there is an alternative transport option should additional information be sought Key Messages Q132) A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 7 – Transport table’ along
	 Supports the active encouragement of water transport  Safeguard existing railheads and water transport infrastructure General comments on the Options:  Sites should be located near roads which can accommodate large HGVs  Only in cases where it is evident that there is an alternative transport option should additional information be sought Key Messages Q132) A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 7 – Transport table’ along
	 Supports the active encouragement of water transport  Safeguard existing railheads and water transport infrastructure General comments on the Options:  Sites should be located near roads which can accommodate large HGVs  Only in cases where it is evident that there is an alternative transport option should additional information be sought Key Messages Q132) A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 7 – Transport table’ along

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	N/A 
	N/A 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	Mixed views were received regarding the potential requirement for carbon assessments in support of applications.  It is agreed that it would not be appropriate to require such assessments for all applications.  However, there may be circumstances where it would be reasonable to require such an assessment, particularly where a potential opportunity for use of alternative transport modes exists in relation to a particular proposal yet the proposal seeks to rely solely or primarily on road transport.  It is al
	Mixed views were received regarding the potential requirement for carbon assessments in support of applications.  It is agreed that it would not be appropriate to require such assessments for all applications.  However, there may be circumstances where it would be reasonable to require such an assessment, particularly where a potential opportunity for use of alternative transport modes exists in relation to a particular proposal yet the proposal seeks to rely solely or primarily on road transport.  It is al

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	New evidence as of January 2015. The Selby Local Plan (adopted since undertaking Issues and Options consultation on the Joint Plan) supports the reuse of buildings at the former Gascoigne Wood mine site provided the development utilises the existing rail link there. Gascoigne Wood is well located on the rail network and has sidings which are able to take the longest length of train commodity used on the rail network and they are accessible at both ends.  The Selby Local Plan also supports the expansion of t
	New evidence as of January 2015. The Selby Local Plan (adopted since undertaking Issues and Options consultation on the Joint Plan) supports the reuse of buildings at the former Gascoigne Wood mine site provided the development utilises the existing rail link there. Gascoigne Wood is well located on the rail network and has sidings which are able to take the longest length of train commodity used on the rail network and they are accessible at both ends.  The Selby Local Plan also supports the expansion of t

	Duty to Cooperate  
	Duty to Cooperate  

	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? No 
	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? No 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	National planning policy encourages the use of non-road transport where feasible, so it is important to provide corresponding support in the Plan through an appropriate policy. The majority of respondents supported Option 2 or a combination of Options 1 and 2 where cost effective. Option 2 is reliant on Option 1 being taken forward. Some minerals industry representations considered that a requirement for carbon assessment was unreasonable for every case, and should only be required where it is evident that 
	National planning policy encourages the use of non-road transport where feasible, so it is important to provide corresponding support in the Plan through an appropriate policy. The majority of respondents supported Option 2 or a combination of Options 1 and 2 where cost effective. Option 2 is reliant on Option 1 being taken forward. Some minerals industry representations considered that a requirement for carbon assessment was unreasonable for every case, and should only be required where it is evident that 

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to I01: Minerals and waste transport infrastructure 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to I01: Minerals and waste transport infrastructure 

	The development of rail, water, pipeline or conveyor transport infrastructure or use of existing such infrastructure will be encouraged and supported for the transport of minerals and waste produced or arising in the Plan area, as well as for the reception of any large scale imports of minerals or waste into the area.    Where minerals or waste development involving the movement of an average of more than 250,000tpa of minerals or waste is involved, proposals should demonstrate that consideration has been g
	The development of rail, water, pipeline or conveyor transport infrastructure or use of existing such infrastructure will be encouraged and supported for the transport of minerals and waste produced or arising in the Plan area, as well as for the reception of any large scale imports of minerals or waste into the area.    Where minerals or waste development involving the movement of an average of more than 250,000tpa of minerals or waste is involved, proposals should demonstrate that consideration has been g

	Selby area.  Movement of waste is exclusively by road.  National policy encourages use of non-road transport wherever feasible and use of suitable alternatives to road can have benefits in terms of reducing overall environmental and amenity impacts. As development of new non-road transport infrastructure is likely to require very substantial investment, relative to the likely volumes of material requiring movement at any particular locations in the Plan area, it is expected that in most cases additional rai
	Selby area.  Movement of waste is exclusively by road.  National policy encourages use of non-road transport wherever feasible and use of suitable alternatives to road can have benefits in terms of reducing overall environmental and amenity impacts. As development of new non-road transport infrastructure is likely to require very substantial investment, relative to the likely volumes of material requiring movement at any particular locations in the Plan area, it is expected that in most cases additional rai

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives Objective 6 Objective 7 Objective 8 Objective 10 Objective 11 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan Id02: Locational approach to new sources of supply of aggregate Id51: Overall locational principles for provision of new waste capacity Id55: Transport infrastructure safeguarding Id56: Locations for ancillary minerals infrastructure safeguarding Id58: Presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste development Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id60: Transport of min
	Link to Objectives Objective 6 Objective 7 Objective 8 Objective 10 Objective 11 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan Id02: Locational approach to new sources of supply of aggregate Id51: Overall locational principles for provision of new waste capacity Id55: Transport infrastructure safeguarding Id56: Locations for ancillary minerals infrastructure safeguarding Id58: Presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste development Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id60: Transport of min

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment This policy is likely to have some positive impacts through the retention of the existing rail, pipeline and water transportation infrastructure and support for the development of new infrastructure. These positive effects relate to reducing the need to transport minerals and waste by road with knock on 
	Summary of assessment This policy is likely to have some positive impacts through the retention of the existing rail, pipeline and water transportation infrastructure and support for the development of new infrastructure. These positive effects relate to reducing the need to transport minerals and waste by road with knock on 


	benefits in relation to air quality, climate change, amenity and the economy. Impacts are uncertain in relation to a number of the environmental objectives such as biodiversity, water quality, landscape and cultural heritage as impacts will be dependent upon the location, type and scale of additional infrastructure as well as the frequency of its use. Negative impacts may occur as a result of construction on new transport links such as loss of habitats, impacts upon the setting of historic assets or loss of
	Recommendations 
	It is considered that positive effects could be further enhanced by adding a requirement for the consideration of non-road forms of transport wherever possible (rather than just for larger scale sites) and requiring a justification for not utilising them. 
	(Note - This recommendation has not been taken forward in the policy or text as the policy already encourages and supports use of alternative transport modes for all relevant development in the area.  It is further considered that use of a threshold to determine whether there is a specific requirement for consideration of alternative transport modes is appropriate in order to give adequate clarity to applicants). 
	Id55 - Transport infrastructure safeguarding 
	Id55 - Transport infrastructure safeguarding 
	Id55 - Transport infrastructure safeguarding 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would safeguard all known railheads, rail links and wharfs which have the potential for minerals transport against encroaching or replacement development which would prevent the use of land for mineral transport purposes, unless the need for the alternative development would outweigh the benefits of retaining the facility or a suitable alternative for the displaced use can be found. OR 

	Option 2: This option would only safeguard railheads, rail links to quarries and wharfs which are in active use for minerals transport against encroaching or replacement development which would prevent the use of the land for mineral transport purposes, unless the need for the alternative development would outweigh the benefits of retaining the facility or a suitable alternative for the displaced use can be found.  OR 
	Option 2: This option would only safeguard railheads, rail links to quarries and wharfs which are in active use for minerals transport against encroaching or replacement development which would prevent the use of the land for mineral transport purposes, unless the need for the alternative development would outweigh the benefits of retaining the facility or a suitable alternative for the displaced use can be found.  OR 

	Option 3: This option would consider each railhead, quarry rail-link and wharfage to assess its potential for minerals transport now and in the future, and only those where a high degree of confidence in the potential for such use can be demonstrated would be safeguarded. 
	Option 3: This option would consider each railhead, quarry rail-link and wharfage to assess its potential for minerals transport now and in the future, and only those where a high degree of confidence in the potential for such use can be demonstrated would be safeguarded. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	Option 1 is likely to provide the most flexibility compared to both Options 2 and 3 in terms of the future movement of minerals to the market. This would have a positive effect in ensuring that all possibilities for transporting minerals using these methods are safeguarded. However, this option may result in greater potential for vacant sites. Option 3 would only safeguard where there is identified potential now and in the future, which would link the location of minerals movement with assessment of actual 
	Option 1 is likely to provide the most flexibility compared to both Options 2 and 3 in terms of the future movement of minerals to the market. This would have a positive effect in ensuring that all possibilities for transporting minerals using these methods are safeguarded. However, this option may result in greater potential for vacant sites. Option 3 would only safeguard where there is identified potential now and in the future, which would link the location of minerals movement with assessment of actual 
	-



	Any policy would need to address potential for vacant sites and length of time / issues related to this would need to be considered when considering alternative developments.  
	Any policy would need to address potential for vacant sites and length of time / issues related to this would need to be considered when considering alternative developments.  
	Any policy would need to address potential for vacant sites and length of time / issues related to this would need to be considered when considering alternative developments.  

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	19 

	Question 133) Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 133) Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Number of respondents: 18 

	Option 1: 13 SC: 1 MWI: 3 
	Option 1: 13 SC: 1 MWI: 3 
	Combination: 0 

	Option 2: 1 
	Option 2: 1 
	Did Not Specify: 0 

	Option 3: 4 Local Authorities: 2 
	Option 3: 4 Local Authorities: 2 
	None: 0 

	Question 134) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to transport infrastructure safeguarding? 
	Question 134) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to transport infrastructure safeguarding? 
	Number of respondents: 1 SC: 0 MWI: 0 Local Authorities: 0 

	Question 135) Are there any particular facilities which you think should be safeguarded if Option 3 were to be followed? (Please refer to the document: Minerals and Waste Local Plan Evidence Base: safeguarding of minerals Infrastructure’, via the link www.northyorks.gov.uk/mwevidence). 
	Question 135) Are there any particular facilities which you think should be safeguarded if Option 3 were to be followed? (Please refer to the document: Minerals and Waste Local Plan Evidence Base: safeguarding of minerals Infrastructure’, via the link www.northyorks.gov.uk/mwevidence). 
	Number of respondents: 0 SC: 0 MWI: 0 Local Authorities: 0 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q133: Option 1:  Provides flexibility for movement of minerals by waterways and by existing wharfs  Positive effect on safeguarding sustainable transport modes  Supports movement of waterborne freight along inland waterways  Closest to national policy as it safeguards potential and existing sites  Other options would lead to a reduction in the number of wharves over time  Provides strongest protection for existing and future rail and wharf infrastructure Option 3:  Realistic and does not
	Key Messages Q133: Option 1:  Provides flexibility for movement of minerals by waterways and by existing wharfs  Positive effect on safeguarding sustainable transport modes  Supports movement of waterborne freight along inland waterways  Closest to national policy as it safeguards potential and existing sites  Other options would lead to a reduction in the number of wharves over time  Provides strongest protection for existing and future rail and wharf infrastructure Option 3:  Realistic and does not

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	N/A 
	N/A 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The preference of the majority of respondents for Option 1 is noted.  It is agreed that this would provide the maximum amount of protection for minerals and waste transport infrastructure.  However, it is also considered necessary to ensure that any approach is balanced and that safeguarding of existing 
	The preference of the majority of respondents for Option 1 is noted.  It is agreed that this would provide the maximum amount of protection for minerals and waste transport infrastructure.  However, it is also considered necessary to ensure that any approach is balanced and that safeguarding of existing 


	infrastructure can be justified in any particular case.  
	infrastructure can be justified in any particular case.  
	infrastructure can be justified in any particular case.  

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	New evidence as of January 2015. The NPPG published in March 2014 provided guidance on minerals infrastructure and transport safeguarding. Planning authorities should safeguard existing, planned and potential storage, handling and transport sites to:  Ensure that sites for these purposes are available should they be needed,  Prevent sensitive or inappropriate development that would conflict with the use of sites identified for these purposes. In areas where there are County and District authorities, respo
	New evidence as of January 2015. The NPPG published in March 2014 provided guidance on minerals infrastructure and transport safeguarding. Planning authorities should safeguard existing, planned and potential storage, handling and transport sites to:  Ensure that sites for these purposes are available should they be needed,  Prevent sensitive or inappropriate development that would conflict with the use of sites identified for these purposes. In areas where there are County and District authorities, respo

	Duty to Cooperate  
	Duty to Cooperate  

	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? Yes Safeguarding of minerals and waste transport infrastructure will require cooperation between the County Council and District/Borough Councils in the two tier part of the Joint Plan area. 
	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? Yes Safeguarding of minerals and waste transport infrastructure will require cooperation between the County Council and District/Borough Councils in the two tier part of the Joint Plan area. 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	The majority of respondents, including industry, supported Option 1 which would safeguard all known railheads, rail links and wharfs unless the need for alternative development would outweigh the benefits of retaining the facility. The SA states that there was no strong preference for any of the Options under most of the objectives, but Option 1 provides the greatest flexibility and Option 3, which represents a more targeted approach to safeguarding, the most positive benefits overall.  Option 1 is also mos
	The majority of respondents, including industry, supported Option 1 which would safeguard all known railheads, rail links and wharfs unless the need for alternative development would outweigh the benefits of retaining the facility. The SA states that there was no strong preference for any of the Options under most of the objectives, but Option 1 provides the greatest flexibility and Option 3, which represents a more targeted approach to safeguarding, the most positive benefits overall.  Option 1 is also mos

	secondary and recycled aggregate.  This is addressed further in draft policy relating to supply of alternatives to land won primary aggregate. 
	secondary and recycled aggregate.  This is addressed further in draft policy relating to supply of alternatives to land won primary aggregate. 

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to S04: Transport infrastructure safeguarding 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to S04: Transport infrastructure safeguarding 

	Railheads, rail links and wharves identified on the Policies map will be safeguarded against replacement development which would prevent the use of the land for minerals or waste transport purposes, unless; i) The need for the alternative development outweighs the benefits of retaining the facility; or ii) A suitable alternative location can be provided for the displaced use; or iii) The facility is not in use and there is no reasonable prospect of it being used for minerals or waste transport in the forese
	Railheads, rail links and wharves identified on the Policies map will be safeguarded against replacement development which would prevent the use of the land for minerals or waste transport purposes, unless; i) The need for the alternative development outweighs the benefits of retaining the facility; or ii) A suitable alternative location can be provided for the displaced use; or iii) The facility is not in use and there is no reasonable prospect of it being used for minerals or waste transport in the forese

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives Objective 3 Objective 7 Objective 8 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan 
	Link to Objectives Objective 3 Objective 7 Objective 8 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan 

	Id54: Transport infrastructure Id55: Locations for ancillary infrastructure safeguarding Id56: Minerals ancillary infrastructure safeguarding Id58: Presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste development Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id60: Transport of minerals and waste and associated impacts Id70: Developments proposed within Mineral Safeguarding Areas Id71: Consideration of applications in Mineral Consultation Areas 
	Id54: Transport infrastructure Id55: Locations for ancillary infrastructure safeguarding Id56: Minerals ancillary infrastructure safeguarding Id58: Presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste development Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id60: Transport of minerals and waste and associated impacts Id70: Developments proposed within Mineral Safeguarding Areas Id71: Consideration of applications in Mineral Consultation Areas 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment This policy would ensure that wharves and railheads/rail links are safeguarded for the transportation of minerals and waste but retains an element of flexibility to ensure that unused sites with little potential for future use or sites that would have greater benefit being used for an alternative purpose are not safeguarded. Positive impacts have been identified in relation to encouraging the use of more sustainable modes of transport, air quality, land use, climate change, resource us
	Summary of assessment This policy would ensure that wharves and railheads/rail links are safeguarded for the transportation of minerals and waste but retains an element of flexibility to ensure that unused sites with little potential for future use or sites that would have greater benefit being used for an alternative purpose are not safeguarded. Positive impacts have been identified in relation to encouraging the use of more sustainable modes of transport, air quality, land use, climate change, resource us


	Id56 - Locations for ancillary minerals infrastructure 
	Id56 - Locations for ancillary minerals infrastructure 
	Id56 - Locations for ancillary minerals infrastructure 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would support locating ancillary minerals infrastructure on active mineral extraction sites (including sites for the production of secondary aggregate) provided the following criteria are met:  The ancillary minerals infrastructure produces a ‘value added’ product based mainly on the mineral extracted at the site  The process or development does not create significant additional adverse impact on local communities, businesses or the environment  The process or development does not s

	Option 2: This option would be the same as Option 1 except that support would only be provided where the ‘host’ site would be located outside the North York Moors National Park and AONBs. Ancillary infrastructure related to extraction sites in National Parks or AONBs would need to be located outside of these areas.  AND/OR 
	Option 2: This option would be the same as Option 1 except that support would only be provided where the ‘host’ site would be located outside the North York Moors National Park and AONBs. Ancillary infrastructure related to extraction sites in National Parks or AONBs would need to be located outside of these areas.  AND/OR 

	Option 3: This option would support the development of ancillary minerals infrastructure away from mineral extraction sites provided the following criteria are met:  The site is located on industrial or employment land, previously developed land, or would be co-located with other compatible industrial or commercial development   The site is located within or near to major settlements or other known market destination where the product will be used   The site has good access to the transport network  The
	Option 3: This option would support the development of ancillary minerals infrastructure away from mineral extraction sites provided the following criteria are met:  The site is located on industrial or employment land, previously developed land, or would be co-located with other compatible industrial or commercial development   The site is located within or near to major settlements or other known market destination where the product will be used   The site has good access to the transport network  The


	Table
	TR
	OR 

	Option 4: This option would be the same as Option 3 except that support would only be provided where the site would be located outside the North York Moors National Park and AONBs, with the exception of Whitby Business Park which already contains ancillary infrastructure.  
	Option 4: This option would be the same as Option 3 except that support would only be provided where the site would be located outside the North York Moors National Park and AONBs, with the exception of Whitby Business Park which already contains ancillary infrastructure.  

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	All of the options are likely to have positive effects on the economy through supporting ancillary functions associated with minerals extraction and processing, although Option 3 in conjunction with Option 1 would provide the greatest flexibility in this respect. All of the options would support development that would not have significant adverse effects on the environment (which is positive). Minor negative effects in terms of transport miles are likely to be greater under Options 3 and 4 where an addition
	All of the options are likely to have positive effects on the economy through supporting ancillary functions associated with minerals extraction and processing, although Option 3 in conjunction with Option 1 would provide the greatest flexibility in this respect. All of the options would support development that would not have significant adverse effects on the environment (which is positive). Minor negative effects in terms of transport miles are likely to be greater under Options 3 and 4 where an addition

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	18 

	Question 136) Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 136) Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Number of respondents: 17 

	Option 1: 6 SC: 1 MWI: 3 Local Authorities: 1 
	Option 1: 6 SC: 1 MWI: 3 Local Authorities: 1 
	Combination: 7 Opt. 1+3: 3 MWI: 2  Opt. 1+4: 1 Local Authorities: 1 Opt. 2+4: 3 SC: 1 

	Option 2: 3 MWI: 1 
	Option 2: 3 MWI: 1 
	Did Not Specify: 0 

	Option 3: 0 
	Option 3: 0 
	None: 0 

	Option 4: 1 
	Option 4: 1 

	Question 137) Are there any alternative options that the Authorities should consider in relation to ancillary minerals infrastructure? 
	Question 137) Are there any alternative options that the Authorities should consider in relation to ancillary minerals infrastructure? 
	Number of respondents: 0 SC: 0 MWI: 0 Local Authorities: 0 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q136: Option 1:  Ensures proposals do not significantly increase road transport  Co-location of other operations at mineral sites is a logical and sustainable extension to the production output of sites 
	Key Messages Q136: Option 1:  Ensures proposals do not significantly increase road transport  Co-location of other operations at mineral sites is a logical and sustainable extension to the production output of sites 


	 Supports facilities at existing mineral extraction sites  Ancillary minerals infrastructure is best located at mineral extraction sites and should be able to accept material from sites other than where it is located  Option 2:  Provides balance between locating facilities close to source material whilst protecting National Parks and AONBs Option 1+3:  May be possible to locate ancillary plant infrastructure but not compromise the objectives of designating National Park and AONBs Option 1+4:  Protects 
	 Supports facilities at existing mineral extraction sites  Ancillary minerals infrastructure is best located at mineral extraction sites and should be able to accept material from sites other than where it is located  Option 2:  Provides balance between locating facilities close to source material whilst protecting National Parks and AONBs Option 1+3:  May be possible to locate ancillary plant infrastructure but not compromise the objectives of designating National Park and AONBs Option 1+4:  Protects 
	 Supports facilities at existing mineral extraction sites  Ancillary minerals infrastructure is best located at mineral extraction sites and should be able to accept material from sites other than where it is located  Option 2:  Provides balance between locating facilities close to source material whilst protecting National Parks and AONBs Option 1+3:  May be possible to locate ancillary plant infrastructure but not compromise the objectives of designating National Park and AONBs Option 1+4:  Protects 

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	N/A 
	N/A 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The range of views received in response to consultation on this issue is noted. It is agreed that in many, but not all, cases minerals extraction sites represent appropriate locations for ancillary developed and that a limited degree of importation of materials to serve ancillary activities could be reasonable.  In relation to ancillary activities in NPs and AONBs, it is also agreed that some ancillary activities at existing quarries could be appropriate where they would not lead to any adverse impact on th
	The range of views received in response to consultation on this issue is noted. It is agreed that in many, but not all, cases minerals extraction sites represent appropriate locations for ancillary developed and that a limited degree of importation of materials to serve ancillary activities could be reasonable.  In relation to ancillary activities in NPs and AONBs, it is also agreed that some ancillary activities at existing quarries could be appropriate where they would not lead to any adverse impact on th

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	No new evidence as of January 2015. 
	No new evidence as of January 2015. 

	Duty to Cooperate  
	Duty to Cooperate  

	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? No 
	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? No 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	The Joint Plan area currently has ancillary infrastructure located on active mineral extraction sites and stand-alone sites. The majority of support was for Option 1 on its own. Several combinations were suggested. The combination most supported by industry was Option 1 plus Option 3, supporting ancillary infrastructure on active minerals sites and also supporting ancillary minerals infrastructure away from active mineral extraction sites on industrial estates or employment land. Support was also given for 
	The Joint Plan area currently has ancillary infrastructure located on active mineral extraction sites and stand-alone sites. The majority of support was for Option 1 on its own. Several combinations were suggested. The combination most supported by industry was Option 1 plus Option 3, supporting ancillary infrastructure on active minerals sites and also supporting ancillary minerals infrastructure away from active mineral extraction sites on industrial estates or employment land. Support was also given for 

	extracted from the site at which they are located. It is not agreed that this will always be the case, for example where the minerals site is located relatively far from markets, or is not well located in relation to transport routes.   Where substantial importation of materials is required in many cases it may be more appropriate for the activity to take place at stand-alone sites for example on well-located industrial estates. It should be noted that where free standing ancillary infrastructure is propose
	extracted from the site at which they are located. It is not agreed that this will always be the case, for example where the minerals site is located relatively far from markets, or is not well located in relation to transport routes.   Where substantial importation of materials is required in many cases it may be more appropriate for the activity to take place at stand-alone sites for example on well-located industrial estates. It should be noted that where free standing ancillary infrastructure is propose

	Preferred policy approach-title changed to I02: Locations for ancillary minerals infrastructure 
	Preferred policy approach-title changed to I02: Locations for ancillary minerals infrastructure 

	Development of ancillary minerals infrastructure at active minerals extraction sites and sites producing secondary aggregate will be supported provided the following criteria are met: i. The ancillary development produces a ‘value added’ product based mainly on the mineral extracted or secondary aggregate produced on the host site, and ii. The development does not create significant additional adverse impact on local communities, businesses or the environment, and iii. The development does not unacceptably 
	Development of ancillary minerals infrastructure at active minerals extraction sites and sites producing secondary aggregate will be supported provided the following criteria are met: i. The ancillary development produces a ‘value added’ product based mainly on the mineral extracted or secondary aggregate produced on the host site, and ii. The development does not create significant additional adverse impact on local communities, businesses or the environment, and iii. The development does not unacceptably 
	-


	Planning Authority but will be the responsibility of the District and Borough Councils.  Within the City of York and the North York Moors National Park, which are the unitary planning authority areas, proposals for free standing ancillary development will be within the scope of the Joint Plan. Both active quarries and free standing sites may, in some circumstances, be appropriate locations for ancillary development.   In many cases quarries will be suitable locations, particularly where a substantial propor
	Planning Authority but will be the responsibility of the District and Borough Councils.  Within the City of York and the North York Moors National Park, which are the unitary planning authority areas, proposals for free standing ancillary development will be within the scope of the Joint Plan. Both active quarries and free standing sites may, in some circumstances, be appropriate locations for ancillary development.   In many cases quarries will be suitable locations, particularly where a substantial propor

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 6 Objective 7 Objective 8 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id02: Locational approach to new sources of supply of aggregate Id14: Supply of alternatives to land won primary aggregates Id50: Managing power station ash Id57: Minerals ancillary infrastructure safeguarding Id58: Presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste development Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id60: Transport of minerals and waste and associated impacts Id61: North York Moor 
	Link to Objectives: Objective 6 Objective 7 Objective 8 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id02: Locational approach to new sources of supply of aggregate Id14: Supply of alternatives to land won primary aggregates Id50: Managing power station ash Id57: Minerals ancillary infrastructure safeguarding Id58: Presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste development Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id60: Transport of minerals and waste and associated impacts Id61: North York Moor 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment In the main the protections in this policy will avoid significant effects on the environmental objectives, though uncertainty is often noted due to uncertainty over locations where minerals ancillary infrastructure would take place and how ‘additional significant environmental effects’ may be interpreted by different developers, particularly if the host site already has significant impacts. Elsewhere, mixed effects are often reported. For instance, the economic objective notes how this
	Summary of assessment In the main the protections in this policy will avoid significant effects on the environmental objectives, though uncertainty is often noted due to uncertainty over locations where minerals ancillary infrastructure would take place and how ‘additional significant environmental effects’ may be interpreted by different developers, particularly if the host site already has significant impacts. Elsewhere, mixed effects are often reported. For instance, the economic objective notes how this


	referred to in the key links to other relevant policies and objectives. In addition, to address synergies between effects, policy D02’s reference to cumulative effects could be clarified in that policy’s supporting text so that it includes synergies between different types of effect. 
	Id57 - Minerals ancillary infrastructure safeguarding 
	Id57 - Minerals ancillary infrastructure safeguarding 
	Id57 - Minerals ancillary infrastructure safeguarding 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would safeguard all known sites for concrete batching, roadstone manufacture, other concrete products manufacture, and the handling, processing and distribution of recycled and secondary aggregate against encroaching or replacement development which would prevent the use of the land for ancillary aggregates purposes.  OR 

	Option 2: This option would safeguard only stand-alone sites for concrete batching, roadstone manufacture, other concrete products manufacture, and the handling, processing and distribution of recycled and secondary aggregate against encroaching or replacement development which would prevent the use of the land for ancillary aggregates purposes.  OR 
	Option 2: This option would safeguard only stand-alone sites for concrete batching, roadstone manufacture, other concrete products manufacture, and the handling, processing and distribution of recycled and secondary aggregate against encroaching or replacement development which would prevent the use of the land for ancillary aggregates purposes.  OR 

	Option 3: This option would consider each site for concrete batching, roadstone manufacture, other concrete products manufacture, and the handling, processing and distribution of recycled and secondary aggregate on an individual basis to assess its risk of being affected by new development, and those with greater potential to be impacted by encroaching or replacement development would be safeguarded.  OR 
	Option 3: This option would consider each site for concrete batching, roadstone manufacture, other concrete products manufacture, and the handling, processing and distribution of recycled and secondary aggregate on an individual basis to assess its risk of being affected by new development, and those with greater potential to be impacted by encroaching or replacement development would be safeguarded.  OR 

	Option 4: This option would safeguard all known sites for concrete batching, roadstone manufacture, other concrete products manufacture, and the handling, processing and distribution of recycled and secondary aggregate against encroaching or replacement development which would prevent the use of the land for ancillary aggregates purposes, unless a suitable alternative location for the displaced use is found or it is considered that the need for the alternative development outweighs the need to retain the in
	Option 4: This option would safeguard all known sites for concrete batching, roadstone manufacture, other concrete products manufacture, and the handling, processing and distribution of recycled and secondary aggregate against encroaching or replacement development which would prevent the use of the land for ancillary aggregates purposes, unless a suitable alternative location for the displaced use is found or it is considered that the need for the alternative development outweighs the need to retain the in

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	Option 1 is likely to have economic benefits through enabling choice for minerals operators. However, it is possible that pursuing this option may result in the creation of vacant sites with associated effects on landscape and community safety and wellbeing. Options 3 and, most significantly, 4 are likely to create more flexibility around future alternative uses for these sites than Option 1, with Option 4 providing the most economic benefits in this respect. All of the options are likely to have uncertain 
	Option 1 is likely to have economic benefits through enabling choice for minerals operators. However, it is possible that pursuing this option may result in the creation of vacant sites with associated effects on landscape and community safety and wellbeing. Options 3 and, most significantly, 4 are likely to create more flexibility around future alternative uses for these sites than Option 1, with Option 4 providing the most economic benefits in this respect. All of the options are likely to have uncertain 

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	8 

	Question 138) Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 138) Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Number of respondents: 7 

	Option 1: 2  MWI: 1 Local Authorities: 1 
	Option 1: 2  MWI: 1 Local Authorities: 1 
	Combination: 0 


	Table
	TR
	Option 2: 2 MWI: 2 
	Did Not Specify: 1 Local Authorities: 1 

	Option 3: 2 
	Option 3: 2 
	None: 0 

	Option 4: 0 
	Option 4: 0 

	Question 139) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to ancillary minerals infrastructure safeguarding? 
	Question 139) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to ancillary minerals infrastructure safeguarding? 
	Number of respondents: 1 SC: 0 MWI: 0 Local Authorities: 0 

	Question 140) Are there any particular facilities which should be safeguarded if Option 3 were to be followed? (Please refer to the document: ‘Minerals and Waste Local Plan Evidence Base: safeguarding of minerals Infrastructure’, via the link www.northyorks.gov.uk/mwevidence). 
	Question 140) Are there any particular facilities which should be safeguarded if Option 3 were to be followed? (Please refer to the document: ‘Minerals and Waste Local Plan Evidence Base: safeguarding of minerals Infrastructure’, via the link www.northyorks.gov.uk/mwevidence). 
	Number of respondents: 0 SC: 0 MWI: 0 Local Authorities: 0 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q138: Option 2:  Not necessary to safeguard facilities on time limited mineral operations which will come to a programmed end Option 3:  This options depends on threats which may be underestimated Option 4:  Care would need to be taken in determining what alternative sites would be available Key Messages Q139: Proposed Option 5 This option would safeguard the surface infrastructure for oil and gas developments The point was also made that it is the last mineral use that should be safeguarded
	Key Messages Q138: Option 2:  Not necessary to safeguard facilities on time limited mineral operations which will come to a programmed end Option 3:  This options depends on threats which may be underestimated Option 4:  Care would need to be taken in determining what alternative sites would be available Key Messages Q139: Proposed Option 5 This option would safeguard the surface infrastructure for oil and gas developments The point was also made that it is the last mineral use that should be safeguarded

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of Assessment Option 1 is likely to have economic benefits through enabling choice for minerals operators. However, it is possible that pursuing this option may result in the creation of vacant sites with associated effects on landscape and community safety and wellbeing. Option 2 has similar effects, though at a lower scale. Options 3 and, most significantly, 4 are likely to create more flexibility around future alternative uses for these sites than Option 1, with Option 4 providing the most econom
	Summary of Assessment Option 1 is likely to have economic benefits through enabling choice for minerals operators. However, it is possible that pursuing this option may result in the creation of vacant sites with associated effects on landscape and community safety and wellbeing. Option 2 has similar effects, though at a lower scale. Options 3 and, most significantly, 4 are likely to create more flexibility around future alternative uses for these sites than Option 1, with Option 4 providing the most econom

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 


	It is agreed that it should not be necessary to safeguard ancillary facilities located within areas permitted for mineral extraction as these should already receive protection through the relevant minerals permission/s. It is also agreed that it may be difficult in practice to evaluate the level of risk from encroachment or replacement over the lifetime of the Plan.  With regard to provision of alternative locations (Option 4) this matter could only be considered on a case by case basis at the time when spe
	It is agreed that it should not be necessary to safeguard ancillary facilities located within areas permitted for mineral extraction as these should already receive protection through the relevant minerals permission/s. It is also agreed that it may be difficult in practice to evaluate the level of risk from encroachment or replacement over the lifetime of the Plan.  With regard to provision of alternative locations (Option 4) this matter could only be considered on a case by case basis at the time when spe
	It is agreed that it should not be necessary to safeguard ancillary facilities located within areas permitted for mineral extraction as these should already receive protection through the relevant minerals permission/s. It is also agreed that it may be difficult in practice to evaluate the level of risk from encroachment or replacement over the lifetime of the Plan.  With regard to provision of alternative locations (Option 4) this matter could only be considered on a case by case basis at the time when spe

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	Updated evidence as of January 2015. The NPPG published in March 2014 suggests that Planning Authorities should safeguard existing, planned and potential storage, handling and transport sites to:  Ensure that sites for those purposes are available should they be needed.  Prevent sensitive or inappropriate development that would conflict with the use of sites identified for these purposes. 
	Updated evidence as of January 2015. The NPPG published in March 2014 suggests that Planning Authorities should safeguard existing, planned and potential storage, handling and transport sites to:  Ensure that sites for those purposes are available should they be needed.  Prevent sensitive or inappropriate development that would conflict with the use of sites identified for these purposes. 

	Duty to Cooperate  
	Duty to Cooperate  

	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? Yes Safeguarding in the two tier parts of the Plan area will require cooperation between the County Planning Authority and District/Borough Planning Authorities. 
	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? Yes Safeguarding in the two tier parts of the Plan area will require cooperation between the County Planning Authority and District/Borough Planning Authorities. 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	Responses provided equal support for Options 1, 2 and 3, with none for Option 4. The three options with consultee support are distinctly different so cannot readily be combined.  It is considered that in safeguarding ancillary infrastructure the emphasis should be on the protection of ‘free standing’ infrastructure sites as these are by definition not subject of any protection through an associated permission for minerals extraction.  Although Option 2 was not the most favoured by the SA of the initial opti
	Responses provided equal support for Options 1, 2 and 3, with none for Option 4. The three options with consultee support are distinctly different so cannot readily be combined.  It is considered that in safeguarding ancillary infrastructure the emphasis should be on the protection of ‘free standing’ infrastructure sites as these are by definition not subject of any protection through an associated permission for minerals extraction.  Although Option 2 was not the most favoured by the SA of the initial opti

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to S05: Minerals ancillary infrastructure safeguarding 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to S05: Minerals ancillary infrastructure safeguarding 

	Minerals ancillary infrastructure sites identified on the Policies map are safeguarded against replacement development which would prevent the use of the land for minerals ancillary infrastructure purposes, unless;  The need for the alternative development outweighs the benefits of retaining the site, or  A suitable alternative location can be provided for the displaced use, or  The site is not in use and there is no reasonable prospect of it being used for minerals ancillary infrastructure in the forese
	Minerals ancillary infrastructure sites identified on the Policies map are safeguarded against replacement development which would prevent the use of the land for minerals ancillary infrastructure purposes, unless;  The need for the alternative development outweighs the benefits of retaining the site, or  A suitable alternative location can be provided for the displaced use, or  The site is not in use and there is no reasonable prospect of it being used for minerals ancillary infrastructure in the forese

	the site for ancillary minerals infrastructure.  Where development in the safeguarded buffer zone would substantially restrict the continued use or potential future use of the site for minerals ancillary infrastructure then permission will be refused unless adequate mitigation can be provided. Supporting text Minerals ancillary infrastructure includes plant for processes such as concrete batching, manufacture of coated materials and other concrete products as well as the handling, processing and distributio
	the site for ancillary minerals infrastructure.  Where development in the safeguarded buffer zone would substantially restrict the continued use or potential future use of the site for minerals ancillary infrastructure then permission will be refused unless adequate mitigation can be provided. Supporting text Minerals ancillary infrastructure includes plant for processes such as concrete batching, manufacture of coated materials and other concrete products as well as the handling, processing and distributio

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 3 Objective 6 Objective 7 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id56: Locations for ancillary minerals infrastructure Id58: Presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste development Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id60: Transport infrastructure safeguarding Id71: Consideration of applications in Mineral Consultation Areas 
	Link to Objectives: Objective 3 Objective 6 Objective 7 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id56: Locations for ancillary minerals infrastructure Id58: Presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste development Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id60: Transport infrastructure safeguarding Id71: Consideration of applications in Mineral Consultation Areas 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment There are some very minor benefits that occur because this policy essentially reduces the likelihood of development within 100m of safeguarded sites. Alternatively it may displace some development, leading to uncertain effects (which depend on the location that development is displaced to). Elsewhere in the assessment a strong benefit was noted relating to minimising resource use, as safeguarding land for ancillary infrastructure would cover land for facilities for processing and distr
	Summary of assessment There are some very minor benefits that occur because this policy essentially reduces the likelihood of development within 100m of safeguarded sites. Alternatively it may displace some development, leading to uncertain effects (which depend on the location that development is displaced to). Elsewhere in the assessment a strong benefit was noted relating to minimising resource use, as safeguarding land for ancillary infrastructure would cover land for facilities for processing and distr


	Id58 - Presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste development 
	Id58 - Presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste development 
	Id58 - Presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste development 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would use the wording of the model policy with a minor adjustment to replace the word ‘council’ with ‘authority’ to reflect it being a Joint Plan involving both Councils and a National Park Authority and to replace the reference to ‘neighbourhood plans’ with a reference to ‘and other relevant documents which comprise the Development Plan’. OR 

	Option 2: Develop a more specific phrasing based on the national presumption but which promotes not only working proactively with applicants, but also with other stakeholders including consultees and communities jointly, to find solutions to planning issues in line with the draft vision of the Joint Plan. OR 
	Option 2: Develop a more specific phrasing based on the national presumption but which promotes not only working proactively with applicants, but also with other stakeholders including consultees and communities jointly, to find solutions to planning issues in line with the draft vision of the Joint Plan. OR 

	Option 3: Use the model wording (under either Option 1 or 2 above) as a starting point but adapt it to specifically state that within the North York Moors National Park and the AONBs the starting point for any decisions will be ensuring that development is consistent with delivering sustainable development within the context of their statutory purposes. For major development in these areas, the starting point for consideration of applications would be the Major Development Test.  
	Option 3: Use the model wording (under either Option 1 or 2 above) as a starting point but adapt it to specifically state that within the North York Moors National Park and the AONBs the starting point for any decisions will be ensuring that development is consistent with delivering sustainable development within the context of their statutory purposes. For major development in these areas, the starting point for consideration of applications would be the Major Development Test.  

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	The assessment has revealed that under Options 2 and 3 more positive effects are likely, particularly in the longer term should policies in the Plan be considered to become out of date. Option 2 would have significant positive effects in relation to community engagement and may also enable other effects of development to be mitigated through this engagement process. Option 3 would provide significant positive effects for the landscape and environment of the National Park and the AONBs. A significant negativ
	The assessment has revealed that under Options 2 and 3 more positive effects are likely, particularly in the longer term should policies in the Plan be considered to become out of date. Option 2 would have significant positive effects in relation to community engagement and may also enable other effects of development to be mitigated through this engagement process. Option 3 would provide significant positive effects for the landscape and environment of the National Park and the AONBs. A significant negativ


	economy (in terms of tourism and maintaining the wider North Yorkshire area as an attractive location for investment) should development be allowed to go ahead with limited control. In the short and medium term the positive effects are negligible as all options essentially state that development which accords with the Plan should go ahead, which is generally the case either with or without such a policy. 
	economy (in terms of tourism and maintaining the wider North Yorkshire area as an attractive location for investment) should development be allowed to go ahead with limited control. In the short and medium term the positive effects are negligible as all options essentially state that development which accords with the Plan should go ahead, which is generally the case either with or without such a policy. 
	economy (in terms of tourism and maintaining the wider North Yorkshire area as an attractive location for investment) should development be allowed to go ahead with limited control. In the short and medium term the positive effects are negligible as all options essentially state that development which accords with the Plan should go ahead, which is generally the case either with or without such a policy. 

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	32 

	Question 141) Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 141) Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Number of respondents: 24 

	Option 1: 4 MWI: 2 Local Authorities: 1 
	Option 1: 4 MWI: 2 Local Authorities: 1 
	Combination: 1 Opt. 2+3: 1 

	Option 2: 4 SC: 1 MWI: 1 
	Option 2: 4 SC: 1 MWI: 1 
	Did Not Specify: 5 SC: 1 MWI: 2 

	Option 3: 7 SC: 1 
	Option 3: 7 SC: 1 
	None: 3 MWI: 0  

	Question 142) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to the presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste development? 
	Question 142) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to the presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste development? 
	Number of respondents: 8 SC: 0 MWI: 0 Local Authorities: 0 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q141: Option 1:  Consistent with the NPPF and supported at various local plan enquiries Option 2:  Whilst according with national policy this option allows developers, consultees and communities to engage early in the development process promoting a mutually acceptable balanced proposal  This option promotes working with stakeholders and statutory consultees to ensure the viability of potential waste sites including meeting environmental standards  Would also welcome recognition that minera
	Key Messages Q141: Option 1:  Consistent with the NPPF and supported at various local plan enquiries Option 2:  Whilst according with national policy this option allows developers, consultees and communities to engage early in the development process promoting a mutually acceptable balanced proposal  This option promotes working with stakeholders and statutory consultees to ensure the viability of potential waste sites including meeting environmental standards  Would also welcome recognition that minera


	 The options should state that only a small minority of proposals are likely to meet the agreed sustainable development criteria  The options do not reflect European Guidance Key Messages Q142: A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 8 – Development Management table’ along with justification as to why they have or have not been taken forward. There are no alternative options to be taken forward although a small number of poin
	 The options should state that only a small minority of proposals are likely to meet the agreed sustainable development criteria  The options do not reflect European Guidance Key Messages Q142: A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 8 – Development Management table’ along with justification as to why they have or have not been taken forward. There are no alternative options to be taken forward although a small number of poin
	 The options should state that only a small minority of proposals are likely to meet the agreed sustainable development criteria  The options do not reflect European Guidance Key Messages Q142: A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 8 – Development Management table’ along with justification as to why they have or have not been taken forward. There are no alternative options to be taken forward although a small number of poin

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	N/A 
	N/A 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	A broad range of views were expressed, some of which more directly relate to matters addressed under other topics covered in the Plan.  It is not considered necessary to refer to them specifically in this policy as when finalised the Plan will need to be read as a whole.  It is agreed, in relation to Option 3, that it would not be appropriate to quote the national major development test in full in the policy as this would add unnecessary complexity. 
	A broad range of views were expressed, some of which more directly relate to matters addressed under other topics covered in the Plan.  It is not considered necessary to refer to them specifically in this policy as when finalised the Plan will need to be read as a whole.  It is agreed, in relation to Option 3, that it would not be appropriate to quote the national major development test in full in the policy as this would add unnecessary complexity. 

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	Evidence updates as of January 2015 New national planning policy for waste (Oct 2014) confirms that positive planning plays a pivotal role in delivering the Government’s ambition for a more sustainable and efficient approach to resource use and management.   
	Evidence updates as of January 2015 New national planning policy for waste (Oct 2014) confirms that positive planning plays a pivotal role in delivering the Government’s ambition for a more sustainable and efficient approach to resource use and management.   

	Duty to Cooperate  
	Duty to Cooperate  

	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? No 
	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? No 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	A small majority of respondents considered option 3 to be the preferred policy approach although a range of views were expressed. Although option 3 suggested that there should be a reference to the major development test full reference to this would add unnecessary complexity policy. It is considered that this could be addressed by including a cross reference to the major development test in the policy instead. Whilst the SA indicated that Option 2 would have significant positive effects in relation to comm
	A small majority of respondents considered option 3 to be the preferred policy approach although a range of views were expressed. Although option 3 suggested that there should be a reference to the major development test full reference to this would add unnecessary complexity policy. It is considered that this could be addressed by including a cross reference to the major development test in the policy instead. Whilst the SA indicated that Option 2 would have significant positive effects in relation to comm

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to D01: Presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste development 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to D01: Presumption in favour of sustainable minerals and waste development 

	When considering development proposals the Authorities will take a positive approach that reflects the presumption in favour of sustainable development contained in the NPPF. The authorities will always work proactively with applicants jointly to find solutions which mean that proposals can be approved wherever possible, and to secure development that improves the economic, social and environmental conditions in the area. Planning applications that accord with the policies in this Local Plan (and where rele
	When considering development proposals the Authorities will take a positive approach that reflects the presumption in favour of sustainable development contained in the NPPF. The authorities will always work proactively with applicants jointly to find solutions which mean that proposals can be approved wherever possible, and to secure development that improves the economic, social and environmental conditions in the area. Planning applications that accord with the policies in this Local Plan (and where rele

	Where there are no policies relevant to the applications or relevant policies are out of date then the Council will grant permission unless material considerations indicate otherwise – taking into account whether:  Any adverse impacts of granting permission would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in the NPPF taken as a whole; or  Specific policies in the NPPF indicate that development should be restricted such as in National Parks and AONBs. Where pro
	Where there are no policies relevant to the applications or relevant policies are out of date then the Council will grant permission unless material considerations indicate otherwise – taking into account whether:  Any adverse impacts of granting permission would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in the NPPF taken as a whole; or  Specific policies in the NPPF indicate that development should be restricted such as in National Parks and AONBs. Where pro

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 1 Objective 2 Objective 4 Objective 5 Objective 6  Objective 7 Objective 8 Objective 9 Objective 10 Objective 11 Objective 12 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id51: Overall locational principles for provision of new waste capacity Id54: Transport infrastructure Id56: Locations for ancillary minerals infrastructure Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id61: North York Moors National Park and the AONBs Id68: Sustainable design, construction and operation of dev
	Link to Objectives: Objective 1 Objective 2 Objective 4 Objective 5 Objective 6  Objective 7 Objective 8 Objective 9 Objective 10 Objective 11 Objective 12 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id51: Overall locational principles for provision of new waste capacity Id54: Transport infrastructure Id56: Locations for ancillary minerals infrastructure Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id61: North York Moors National Park and the AONBs Id68: Sustainable design, construction and operation of dev

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 


	Summary of assessment 
	Most environmental SA objectives report neutral effects in the short and medium term as a result of this policy as this is largely an affirmation that the policies in the Plan, and national policy and Neighbourhood Plans, will be taken into account. However, uncertainty creeps into the assessment in the longer term as some locally distinctive issues may get a lesser degree of emphasis if the NPPF becomes the sole decision making document when the plan becomes out of date. In terms of National Parks and AONB
	The preferred policy supports the economic objective due to its ‘pro-active approach’ to finding solutions. It also supports the community vitality, wellbeing and population needs objectives in the short and medium term as it takes into account community defined Neighbourhood Plans. In the longer term the policy makes decision making more reliant on national policy than local views. 
	Recommendations 
	No specific recommendation is made. However, when policies in the Plan become out of date they should be updated to ensure that a locally relevant approach to sustainable development is still applied. 
	id59 Local amenity and cumulative impacts 
	id59 Local amenity and cumulative impacts 
	id59 Local amenity and cumulative impacts 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: Proposals will be supported where it can be demonstrated that unacceptable effects (including cumulative effects) on local amenity will not arise, including as a result of:  noise, dust, vibration, odour and other emissions to air, vermin and litter, visual impact, the public rights of way network and access to open space. Proposals will be expected as a first priority to prevent adverse impacts through avoidance, with the use of robust mitigation measures where avoidance is not practicable. AND 

	Option 2: In addition to the matters identified in Option 1, this option would specifically encourage applicants for new development to conduct early and meaningful  engagement with local communities, in line with statements of community involvement, prior to submission of an application, and to reflect the outcome of those discussions in the design of proposals as far as practicable. 
	Option 2: In addition to the matters identified in Option 1, this option would specifically encourage applicants for new development to conduct early and meaningful  engagement with local communities, in line with statements of community involvement, prior to submission of an application, and to reflect the outcome of those discussions in the design of proposals as far as practicable. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	Both Options 1 and 2 would minimise negative effects and may lead to positive effects on communities and the local environment. Option 2 would provide additional greater positive effects by supporting the involvement of local communities. 
	Both Options 1 and 2 would minimise negative effects and may lead to positive effects on communities and the local environment. Option 2 would provide additional greater positive effects by supporting the involvement of local communities. 

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	38 

	Question 143) Do you have a preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Question 143) Do you have a preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Number of respondents: 23 

	Option 1: 3 MWI: 2 
	Option 1: 3 MWI: 2 
	Combination: 5 MWI: 1 Local Authorities: 2 

	Option 2: 11 SC: 1 MWI: 1  
	Option 2: 11 SC: 1 MWI: 1  
	Did Not Specify: 4 SC: 1 MWI: 2 Local Authorities: 1 

	TR
	None: 0 


	Question 144) Are there any alternative options 
	Question 144) Are there any alternative options 
	Question 144) Are there any alternative options 
	Number of respondents: 5 

	the Authorities should consider in relation to local 
	the Authorities should consider in relation to local 
	SC: 0 

	amenity and cumulative impacts? 
	amenity and cumulative impacts? 
	MWI: 0  Local Authorities: 0 

	Question 145) Are there any additional criteria 
	Question 145) Are there any additional criteria 
	Number of respondents: 10 

	which should be included in a local amenity 
	which should be included in a local amenity 
	SC: 0 

	policy? 
	policy? 
	MWI: 3 Local Authorities: 0 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q143: Option 1:  Should include a list of unacceptable effects such as increased flood risk  Should also have regard to the benefits of a proposal  Should only assess impacts of a proposal following mitigation Option 2:  Replace the word ‘encourage’ with ‘require’  Developers should also be required to invest in local renewable energy  Should encourage community involvement and reduce the number of uninformed objections  Supports early liaison with the local community  This option would
	Key Messages Q143: Option 1:  Should include a list of unacceptable effects such as increased flood risk  Should also have regard to the benefits of a proposal  Should only assess impacts of a proposal following mitigation Option 2:  Replace the word ‘encourage’ with ‘require’  Developers should also be required to invest in local renewable energy  Should encourage community involvement and reduce the number of uninformed objections  Supports early liaison with the local community  This option would

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 


	N/A 
	N/A 
	N/A 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The overall preference for Option 2 is noted. A substantial number of the specific suggestions for additional matters to be considered under the policy are matters which are more appropriately dealt with under one or more other policies dealing with other relevant issues, such as traffic and transport, the water environment, reclamation and afteruse and sustainable design, operation and construction of development.  It is not considered appropriate to include a policy in the development plan, which has stat
	The overall preference for Option 2 is noted. A substantial number of the specific suggestions for additional matters to be considered under the policy are matters which are more appropriately dealt with under one or more other policies dealing with other relevant issues, such as traffic and transport, the water environment, reclamation and afteruse and sustainable design, operation and construction of development.  It is not considered appropriate to include a policy in the development plan, which has stat

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	Evidence updates as of January 2015 Since Issues and Options consultation new online National Planning Guidance has been published, together with a new National Planning Policy for Waste. These both make reference to local amenity considerations in the context of minerals and waste development, although the overall national policy and guidance on these matters has not changed significantly since consultation at Issues and Options stage.  
	Evidence updates as of January 2015 Since Issues and Options consultation new online National Planning Guidance has been published, together with a new National Planning Policy for Waste. These both make reference to local amenity considerations in the context of minerals and waste development, although the overall national policy and guidance on these matters has not changed significantly since consultation at Issues and Options stage.  

	Duty to Cooperate  
	Duty to Cooperate  

	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? No 
	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? No 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	The majority of respondents supported option 2, although a number of respondents suggested various modifications to the policy.  Option 2 was also favoured by the SA.  The preferred approach is Option 2 with the addition of specific reference to site lighting.  A number of additional criteria, previously covered in the option id69 ‘Other key criteria’ have also been incorporated into this policy to help ensure a more logical differentiation between policy areas. 
	The majority of respondents supported option 2, although a number of respondents suggested various modifications to the policy.  Option 2 was also favoured by the SA.  The preferred approach is Option 2 with the addition of specific reference to site lighting.  A number of additional criteria, previously covered in the option id69 ‘Other key criteria’ have also been incorporated into this policy to help ensure a more logical differentiation between policy areas. 

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M02: Local amenity and cumulative impacts 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to M02: Local amenity and cumulative impacts 

	Proposals for minerals and waste development, including ancillary development and minerals and waste transport infrastructure, will be permitted where it can be demonstrated that there will be no unacceptable effects on local amenity and local businesses, including as a result of impacts from: noise, dust, vibration, odour and other emissions to air, vermin and litter, public safety, visual impact arising from the design, scale and location of the development, site lighting, cumulative effects, or as a resu
	Proposals for minerals and waste development, including ancillary development and minerals and waste transport infrastructure, will be permitted where it can be demonstrated that there will be no unacceptable effects on local amenity and local businesses, including as a result of impacts from: noise, dust, vibration, odour and other emissions to air, vermin and litter, public safety, visual impact arising from the design, scale and location of the development, site lighting, cumulative effects, or as a resu

	As minerals and waste development can, if not adequately controlled, lead to significant disturbance to local communities (including residents, visitors and local businesses operating in those communities) there is a need to ensure that any impacts are avoided or minimised. As well as helping to protect local communities, this can also allow development to take place in locations where it may otherwise be unacceptable.  In many cases potentially harmful impacts can be avoided or minimised through careful si
	As minerals and waste development can, if not adequately controlled, lead to significant disturbance to local communities (including residents, visitors and local businesses operating in those communities) there is a need to ensure that any impacts are avoided or minimised. As well as helping to protect local communities, this can also allow development to take place in locations where it may otherwise be unacceptable.  In many cases potentially harmful impacts can be avoided or minimised through careful si

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 9 Objective 10 Objective 12 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id60: Transport of minerals and waste and associated traffic impacts Id63: Landscape Id64: Biodiversity and geodiversity Id65: Historic environment Id66: Water environment Id67: Strategic approach to reclamation and afteruse Id68: Sustainable design, construction and operation of development 
	Link to Objectives: Objective 9 Objective 10 Objective 12 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id60: Transport of minerals and waste and associated traffic impacts Id63: Landscape Id64: Biodiversity and geodiversity Id65: Historic environment Id66: Water environment Id67: Strategic approach to reclamation and afteruse Id68: Sustainable design, construction and operation of development 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 


	Summary of assessment 
	Broadly this policy performs well against the sustainability appraisal objectives. In particular it strongly contributes to the wellbeing, health and safety objective. Although broadly positive for the economy as amenity is important to local businesses, there is an uncertain effect on the viability of some proposals. 
	Recommendations 
	Although no mitigation is proposed for this policy it will be important to address the uncertain effect on the viability of local businesses through monitoring this aspect of the plan 
	Id60 - Transport of minerals and waste and associated traffic impacts 
	Id60 - Transport of minerals and waste and associated traffic impacts 
	Id60 - Transport of minerals and waste and associated traffic impacts 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would give priority to proposals for minerals and waste development which would enable transport of minerals and waste via a sustainable (non-road) transport mode. OR 

	Option 2: This option would not seek to give preferential consideration to proposals which would include non-road modes of transport but would require all proposals involving significant transport of minerals or waste by road to demonstrate that the development would, taking into account minerals resource constraints where relevant, be well located in relation to sources of arisings or markets and in relation to suitable road networks. AND 
	Option 2: This option would not seek to give preferential consideration to proposals which would include non-road modes of transport but would require all proposals involving significant transport of minerals or waste by road to demonstrate that the development would, taking into account minerals resource constraints where relevant, be well located in relation to sources of arisings or markets and in relation to suitable road networks. AND 

	Option 3: This option could be used with either Option 1 or 2 above and would set out criteria to address the various potential impacts arising from unavoidable road transport of minerals and waste, including:   Access arrangements appropriate to the volume & nature of any road traffic generated  Suitable arrangements for on-site vehicle manoeuvring, parking and loading/unloading  Level of traffic within the capacity of the road network   Mitigation of adverse traffic impacts where necessary by traffic 
	Option 3: This option could be used with either Option 1 or 2 above and would set out criteria to address the various potential impacts arising from unavoidable road transport of minerals and waste, including:   Access arrangements appropriate to the volume & nature of any road traffic generated  Suitable arrangements for on-site vehicle manoeuvring, parking and loading/unloading  Level of traffic within the capacity of the road network   Mitigation of adverse traffic impacts where necessary by traffic 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	Option 1 is likely to have positive environmental and social effects through reducing use of road vehicles. Option 1 could also have implications for minerals supply due to relatively low availability of alternative modes of transport across the Plan area. Option 2 is likely to have greater positive economic effects through providing a more flexible approach although may result in effects on air quality, noise and vibration on local communities. Option 3 would result in additional positive effects for the l
	Option 1 is likely to have positive environmental and social effects through reducing use of road vehicles. Option 1 could also have implications for minerals supply due to relatively low availability of alternative modes of transport across the Plan area. Option 2 is likely to have greater positive economic effects through providing a more flexible approach although may result in effects on air quality, noise and vibration on local communities. Option 3 would result in additional positive effects for the l

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	44 

	Question 146) Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 146) Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Number of respondents: 26 

	Option 1: 4 SC: 1 
	Option 1: 4 SC: 1 
	Combination: 8 Opt. 1+3: 1 SC: 1 


	Table
	TR
	MWI: 1  Local Authorities: 1 Opt. 2+3: 1 Local Authorities: 1 

	Option 2: 4 MWI: 4 
	Option 2: 4 MWI: 4 
	Did Not Specify: 2 SC: 1 

	Option 3: 5 
	Option 3: 5 
	None: 3 

	Question 147) Are there any alternative options or criteria the Authorities should consider in relation to transport and associated impacts? 
	Question 147) Are there any alternative options or criteria the Authorities should consider in relation to transport and associated impacts? 
	Number of respondents: 9 SC: 0 MWI: 2 Local Authorities: 0 

	Question 148) If Option 3 were to be 
	Question 148) If Option 3 were to be 
	Number of respondents: 9 

	followed do you have any views on the 
	followed do you have any views on the 
	SC: 0 

	criteria which should be applied? 
	criteria which should be applied? 
	MWI: 1 Local Authorities: 1 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q146: Option 1:  This option would affect flexibility due to the limited range of non-road transport infrastructure  Prioritise developments which can be accessed by non-road transport Option 2:  This option is not workable for York Potash proposals due to lack of choice for surface infrastructure  Could apply to non-energy minerals where proximity to market may be an appropriate consideration  Remove the requirement to demonstrate location of mineral sites to markets as transport costs wi
	Key Messages Q146: Option 1:  This option would affect flexibility due to the limited range of non-road transport infrastructure  Prioritise developments which can be accessed by non-road transport Option 2:  This option is not workable for York Potash proposals due to lack of choice for surface infrastructure  Could apply to non-energy minerals where proximity to market may be an appropriate consideration  Remove the requirement to demonstrate location of mineral sites to markets as transport costs wi


	 A MWI consultee supports both options 2 and 3  None of the options provide sustainable development, granting the least worse proposal is not good enough Key Messages Q147) A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 8 – Development Management table’ along with justification as to why they have or have not been taken forward. Realistic alternative options have been summarised and worked up below: Proposed Option 4  Combining Opt
	 A MWI consultee supports both options 2 and 3  None of the options provide sustainable development, granting the least worse proposal is not good enough Key Messages Q147) A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 8 – Development Management table’ along with justification as to why they have or have not been taken forward. Realistic alternative options have been summarised and worked up below: Proposed Option 4  Combining Opt
	 A MWI consultee supports both options 2 and 3  None of the options provide sustainable development, granting the least worse proposal is not good enough Key Messages Q147) A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 8 – Development Management table’ along with justification as to why they have or have not been taken forward. Realistic alternative options have been summarised and worked up below: Proposed Option 4  Combining Opt

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of assessment Option 1 is likely to have a number of positive environmental and social effects through reducing use of road vehicles, though for some objectives there may also be some local negative impacts if the option requires new infrastructure (such as pipelines) to be built. Option 1 could also have implications for minerals supply due to relatively low availability of alternative modes of transport across the Plan area. Option 2 is likely to have greater positive economic effects through prov
	Summary of assessment Option 1 is likely to have a number of positive environmental and social effects through reducing use of road vehicles, though for some objectives there may also be some local negative impacts if the option requires new infrastructure (such as pipelines) to be built. Option 1 could also have implications for minerals supply due to relatively low availability of alternative modes of transport across the Plan area. Option 2 is likely to have greater positive economic effects through prov

	like many other options there is considerable uncertainty in the assessment. It may also be more restrictive than some other options generating possible negative effect on the economy SA objective. Option 5 is much more negative than other options, as this will broadly allow a continuation of current trends in transport which will work against several of the SA objectives (e.g. climate change / air pollution / wellbeing). Option 6 is broadly positive in relation to most SA objectives, and particularly the c
	like many other options there is considerable uncertainty in the assessment. It may also be more restrictive than some other options generating possible negative effect on the economy SA objective. Option 5 is much more negative than other options, as this will broadly allow a continuation of current trends in transport which will work against several of the SA objectives (e.g. climate change / air pollution / wellbeing). Option 6 is broadly positive in relation to most SA objectives, and particularly the c

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The broad range of responses to this issue is noted. It is agreed that any preferred policy should contain a degree of flexibility, recognising the constraints that exist in the delivery of use of alternative transport modes for minerals and waste in the Plan area.  It is also acknowledged that, particularly for some minerals, there is very little flexibility over choice of location, as minerals can only be worked where they occur.  Whilst it is noted that one alternative option suggested that more flexibil
	The broad range of responses to this issue is noted. It is agreed that any preferred policy should contain a degree of flexibility, recognising the constraints that exist in the delivery of use of alternative transport modes for minerals and waste in the Plan area.  It is also acknowledged that, particularly for some minerals, there is very little flexibility over choice of location, as minerals can only be worked where they occur.  Whilst it is noted that one alternative option suggested that more flexibil

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	No new evidence as of January 2015. 
	No new evidence as of January 2015. 

	Duty to Cooperate  
	Duty to Cooperate  

	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? No 
	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? No 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	A range of views were expressed with a number of respondents seeking a degree of flexibility in the policy.  It is agreed that some flexibility should be included bearing in mind the range of locational constraints that apply to minerals and waste development, particularly the former and the potential to encourage the locating of minerals and waste development near to markets or sources of arisings (as sought in Options 2 and 4) through other locational policies in the Plan. In many cases road transport is 
	A range of views were expressed with a number of respondents seeking a degree of flexibility in the policy.  It is agreed that some flexibility should be included bearing in mind the range of locational constraints that apply to minerals and waste development, particularly the former and the potential to encourage the locating of minerals and waste development near to markets or sources of arisings (as sought in Options 2 and 4) through other locational policies in the Plan. In many cases road transport is 

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to D03: Transport of minerals and waste and associated traffic impacts 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to D03: Transport of minerals and waste and associated traffic impacts 

	Where practicable minerals and waste movements should utilise alternatives to road transport.  Where road transport is necessary, proposals for minerals and waste development will be permitted where;  There is capacity within the existing network for the level  of traffic proposed, and  Access arrangements are appropriate to the volume and nature of any road traffic 
	Where practicable minerals and waste movements should utilise alternatives to road transport.  Where road transport is necessary, proposals for minerals and waste development will be permitted where;  There is capacity within the existing network for the level  of traffic proposed, and  Access arrangements are appropriate to the volume and nature of any road traffic 

	generated and safe and suitable access can be achieved for all users of the site, and  There are suitable arrangements in place for on-site manoeuvring, parking and loading/unloading, and  An adverse impacts can be appropriately mitigated for example by traffic controls, highway improvements and traffic routing agreements For all proposals involving significant levels of road traffic generation, a transport assessment and green travel plan will also be required to demonstrate that opportunities for sustai
	generated and safe and suitable access can be achieved for all users of the site, and  There are suitable arrangements in place for on-site manoeuvring, parking and loading/unloading, and  An adverse impacts can be appropriately mitigated for example by traffic controls, highway improvements and traffic routing agreements For all proposals involving significant levels of road traffic generation, a transport assessment and green travel plan will also be required to demonstrate that opportunities for sustai

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 6 Objective 7 Objective 8 Objective 11 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id02: Locational approach to new sources of supply of aggregate Id51: Overall locational principles for provision of new waste management capacity Id52: Waste site identification principles Id54: Transport infrastructure Id55: Transport infrastructure safeguarding Id56: Locations for ancillary minerals infrastructure Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id68: Sustainable design, construct
	Link to Objectives: Objective 6 Objective 7 Objective 8 Objective 11 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id02: Locational approach to new sources of supply of aggregate Id51: Overall locational principles for provision of new waste management capacity Id52: Waste site identification principles Id54: Transport infrastructure Id55: Transport infrastructure safeguarding Id56: Locations for ancillary minerals infrastructure Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id68: Sustainable design, construct

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment Mostly this preferred policy option either supports or has no effect on the SA objectives. Key positives (all minor) relate to the transport, air quality, climate change, economic growth, community vitality and 
	Summary of assessment Mostly this preferred policy option either supports or has no effect on the SA objectives. Key positives (all minor) relate to the transport, air quality, climate change, economic growth, community vitality and 


	population needs objectives. Some uncertainty was noted in relation to the effect of road improvements etc. on sensitive landscapes as well as a mixed positive / uncertain outcome for the health and wellbeing objective as the policy supporting text currently does not link well to other policies relating to amenity and cumulative impacts. 
	Recommendations  
	Better linkages between this policy and the landscape and amenity / cumulative effects policies in the supporting text would help reduce the uncertainties identified in this assessment. 
	Id61 - North York Moors National Park and the AONBs 
	Id61 - North York Moors National Park and the AONBs 
	Id61 - North York Moors National Park and the AONBs 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: Include the Major Development Test, as worded in the NPPF (see above), and rely on generic Development Management policies for considering non-major development in the National Park and AONBs. OR 

	Option 2: Include the Major Development Test, as in Option 1, but also include a criteria based policy setting out the factors that should be considered for any development in the National Park and AONBs, including non-major  development.  For the National Park this could include specific consideration of impact upon the Park’s special qualities, effects on providing opportunities for understanding and enjoyment of the National Park, effects on tranquillity and effects on the image and brand of the Park and
	Option 2: Include the Major Development Test, as in Option 1, but also include a criteria based policy setting out the factors that should be considered for any development in the National Park and AONBs, including non-major  development.  For the National Park this could include specific consideration of impact upon the Park’s special qualities, effects on providing opportunities for understanding and enjoyment of the National Park, effects on tranquillity and effects on the image and brand of the Park and

	Option 3: In association with either Option 1 or Option 2, for development outside of National Parks and AONBs this option would require consideration to be given to the effects on the setting of and views out of these protected areas. These considerations would also apply to the setting of and views out of the adjacent Yorkshire Dales National Park. 
	Option 3: In association with either Option 1 or Option 2, for development outside of National Parks and AONBs this option would require consideration to be given to the effects on the setting of and views out of these protected areas. These considerations would also apply to the setting of and views out of the adjacent Yorkshire Dales National Park. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	Option 2 scores more positively than Option 1, particularly in relation to sustainability objectives that reflect the special qualities of these areas, such as those related to biodiversity, landscape, cultural heritage and clean air. Whilst the assessment recognises there may be negative effects for the economy of these areas through restricting minerals and waste developments it also identifies potential positive effects on the tourism economy of maintaining these high quality environments. Option 3, whic
	Option 2 scores more positively than Option 1, particularly in relation to sustainability objectives that reflect the special qualities of these areas, such as those related to biodiversity, landscape, cultural heritage and clean air. Whilst the assessment recognises there may be negative effects for the economy of these areas through restricting minerals and waste developments it also identifies potential positive effects on the tourism economy of maintaining these high quality environments. Option 3, whic

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	21 

	Question 149) Do you have a preference for any of the above options? 
	Question 149) Do you have a preference for any of the above options? 
	Number of respondents: 19 

	Option 1: 6 
	Option 1: 6 
	Combination: 7 


	Table
	TR
	SC: 1 MWI: 3 
	Opt. 2+3: 7 SC: 2 Local Authorities: 2 

	Option 2: 1 
	Option 2: 1 
	Did Not Specify: 2 MWI: 2  

	Option 3: 2 
	Option 3: 2 
	None: 1 MWI: 1  

	Question 150) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to North York Moors National Park and AONBs? 
	Question 150) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to North York Moors National Park and AONBs? 
	Number of respondents: 2 SC: 1 MWI: 0  Local Authorities: 0 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q149: Option 1:  Not necessary for the Joint Plan to go beyond national policy  Minerals extraction is not incompatible with National Park or AONB status  Repeats national policy Option 2:  Relies upon a subjective interpretation of the ‘special qualities’ of the National Park Option 3:  This option appears to unfairly extend the boundaries of the National Park, para 115 of the NPPF does not support this approach  If this option was taken forward the ‘setting’ and views of the National Pa
	Key Messages Q149: Option 1:  Not necessary for the Joint Plan to go beyond national policy  Minerals extraction is not incompatible with National Park or AONB status  Repeats national policy Option 2:  Relies upon a subjective interpretation of the ‘special qualities’ of the National Park Option 3:  This option appears to unfairly extend the boundaries of the National Park, para 115 of the NPPF does not support this approach  If this option was taken forward the ‘setting’ and views of the National Pa

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	N/A 
	N/A 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The wide range of views received on this issue is noted. It is agreed that the Plan needs to give 
	The wide range of views received on this issue is noted. It is agreed that the Plan needs to give 


	guidance on how the major development test will be applied at a local level.  Whilst it is acknowledged that minerals extraction may not always be incompatible with AONB or National Park designation, in many cases such extraction will comprise major development which will need to satisfy the major development test. Minerals supply policies in the Plan indicate where minerals development in the NP or AONBs may be acceptable in principle, subject where necessary to the major development test being satisfied. 
	guidance on how the major development test will be applied at a local level.  Whilst it is acknowledged that minerals extraction may not always be incompatible with AONB or National Park designation, in many cases such extraction will comprise major development which will need to satisfy the major development test. Minerals supply policies in the Plan indicate where minerals development in the NP or AONBs may be acceptable in principle, subject where necessary to the major development test being satisfied. 
	guidance on how the major development test will be applied at a local level.  Whilst it is acknowledged that minerals extraction may not always be incompatible with AONB or National Park designation, in many cases such extraction will comprise major development which will need to satisfy the major development test. Minerals supply policies in the Plan indicate where minerals development in the NP or AONBs may be acceptable in principle, subject where necessary to the major development test being satisfied. 

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	Updated evidence as of January 2015 Since consultation on the Issues and Options took place the Government has issue a Ministerial Statement, which says that applications for major development for unconventional hydrocarbons should be refused in National Parks, the Broads and AONBs except in exceptional circumstances and where it can be demonstrated that they are in the public interest. Therefore the principle of the major development test has not changed. 
	Updated evidence as of January 2015 Since consultation on the Issues and Options took place the Government has issue a Ministerial Statement, which says that applications for major development for unconventional hydrocarbons should be refused in National Parks, the Broads and AONBs except in exceptional circumstances and where it can be demonstrated that they are in the public interest. Therefore the principle of the major development test has not changed. 

	Duty to Cooperate  
	Duty to Cooperate  

	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? No At a general level there may be issues associated with impacts across the boundaries between NYCC and the North York Moors and Yorkshire Dales National Parks, although these are unlikely to be strategic scale issues. 
	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? No At a general level there may be issues associated with impacts across the boundaries between NYCC and the North York Moors and Yorkshire Dales National Parks, although these are unlikely to be strategic scale issues. 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	A combination of options 2 and 3 was the favoured approach of respondents, although significant support was also expressed for Option 1. It is considered necessary to include the exact wording of paragraph 116 of the NPPF in order to ensure that there is a robust policy in place. It is clear from recent experience that there is a lack of clarity in the wording of the NPPF in terms of how the major development test is applied in practice. For this reason it is considered necessary to include some information
	A combination of options 2 and 3 was the favoured approach of respondents, although significant support was also expressed for Option 1. It is considered necessary to include the exact wording of paragraph 116 of the NPPF in order to ensure that there is a robust policy in place. It is clear from recent experience that there is a lack of clarity in the wording of the NPPF in terms of how the major development test is applied in practice. For this reason it is considered necessary to include some information

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to D04: North York Moors National Park and AONBs 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to D04: North York Moors National Park and AONBs 

	Planning permission for major development in the National Park, Howardian Hills, Nidderdale, North Pennines and Forest of Bowland Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty will be refused except in exceptional circumstances and where it can be demonstrated they are in the public interest. Consideration of such applications will include an assessment of:  The need for the development, including in terms of any national considerations of mineral supply, and the impact of permitting it, or refusing it, upon the loc
	Planning permission for major development in the National Park, Howardian Hills, Nidderdale, North Pennines and Forest of Bowland Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty will be refused except in exceptional circumstances and where it can be demonstrated they are in the public interest. Consideration of such applications will include an assessment of:  The need for the development, including in terms of any national considerations of mineral supply, and the impact of permitting it, or refusing it, upon the loc

	Management Plan and are consistent with other relevant development management policies in the Plan.  Proposals for development outside of the National Parks and AONBs will be permitted where it would not have a harmful effect on the setting of the designated area. Supporting text The NPPF states that great weight should be given to conserving landscape and scenic beauty in National Parks and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, which have the highest status of protection in relation to landscape and scenic 
	Management Plan and are consistent with other relevant development management policies in the Plan.  Proposals for development outside of the National Parks and AONBs will be permitted where it would not have a harmful effect on the setting of the designated area. Supporting text The NPPF states that great weight should be given to conserving landscape and scenic beauty in National Parks and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, which have the highest status of protection in relation to landscape and scenic 

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 6 Objective 9 Objective 10 
	Link to Objectives: Objective 6 Objective 9 Objective 10 

	Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id59: Local amenity and cumulative Impacts Id63: Landscape Id64: Biodiversity and geodiversity Id65: Historic environment Id68: Sustainable design, construction and operation of development 
	Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id59: Local amenity and cumulative Impacts Id63: Landscape Id64: Biodiversity and geodiversity Id65: Historic environment Id68: Sustainable design, construction and operation of development 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment Whilst the assessment identifies that there may be negative effects for the economy of these areas through restricting minerals and waste developments it also identifies potential positive effects on the tourism economy of maintaining these high quality environments. Particularly positive impacts have been identified in relation to recreation and leisure and landscape whilst some minor negative impacts have been identified in relation to land use, as development may be displaced to are
	Summary of assessment Whilst the assessment identifies that there may be negative effects for the economy of these areas through restricting minerals and waste developments it also identifies potential positive effects on the tourism economy of maintaining these high quality environments. Particularly positive impacts have been identified in relation to recreation and leisure and landscape whilst some minor negative impacts have been identified in relation to land use, as development may be displaced to are


	Id62 - Minerals and waste development in the Green Belt 
	Id62 - Minerals and waste development in the Green Belt 
	Id62 - Minerals and waste development in the Green Belt 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: Include a specific policy supporting waste development and minerals extraction and minerals ancillary development within the Green Belt unless it conflicts with the purposes of the Green Belt designation. This option would rely on national planning policy on minerals and waste development in the Green Belt. The NPPF defines minerals extraction as ‘not inappropriate’ in the Green Belt provided the openness of the Green Belt is maintained (para 90). Draft updated national waste planning policy propo

	Option 2: Allow a more flexible local approach to waste development proposals in the Green Belt subject to demonstration that the development would make a significant contribution to the provision of an appropriate overall network of facilities, enabling waste to be moved up the hierarchy and managed in proximity to arisings, and where particularly high standards of siting, design and mitigation of any impacts can be achieved. Under this option the approach for minerals would be the same as for Option 1. OR
	Option 2: Allow a more flexible local approach to waste development proposals in the Green Belt subject to demonstration that the development would make a significant contribution to the provision of an appropriate overall network of facilities, enabling waste to be moved up the hierarchy and managed in proximity to arisings, and where particularly high standards of siting, design and mitigation of any impacts can be achieved. Under this option the approach for minerals would be the same as for Option 1. OR

	Option 3: This option would represent an alternative to Option 2 by only providing a more flexible approach to waste development in the Green Belt where the development would be located at existing Green Belt waste management facilities within the Plan area, as well as being subject to the other criteria outlined in Option 2. 
	Option 3: This option would represent an alternative to Option 2 by only providing a more flexible approach to waste development in the Green Belt where the development would be located at existing Green Belt waste management facilities within the Plan area, as well as being subject to the other criteria outlined in Option 2. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	Option 1 is likely to have positive effects on the landscape and historic environment as they are part of the reason for local Green Belt designation. However, this may result in effects on the economy and minerals supply through potentially restricting extraction in the Green Belt. Under option 2 there would be no local policy basis for the consideration of minerals proposals in the Green Belt so effects would, by default, be the same as option 1, although with greater uncertainty as to what the policy fra
	Option 1 is likely to have positive effects on the landscape and historic environment as they are part of the reason for local Green Belt designation. However, this may result in effects on the economy and minerals supply through potentially restricting extraction in the Green Belt. Under option 2 there would be no local policy basis for the consideration of minerals proposals in the Green Belt so effects would, by default, be the same as option 1, although with greater uncertainty as to what the policy fra


	would be. Option 1 may have implications for provision of sufficient waste management facilities around York and the southern part of the Plan area. However, Option 2 would enable a more flexible approach which would deal with these issues, although could result in effects similar to Option 1 on the landscape and historic character and setting of the historic towns and cities. Similarly, Option 3 would have a flexible approach to location using existing sites in the greenbelt. This option may have positive 
	would be. Option 1 may have implications for provision of sufficient waste management facilities around York and the southern part of the Plan area. However, Option 2 would enable a more flexible approach which would deal with these issues, although could result in effects similar to Option 1 on the landscape and historic character and setting of the historic towns and cities. Similarly, Option 3 would have a flexible approach to location using existing sites in the greenbelt. This option may have positive 
	would be. Option 1 may have implications for provision of sufficient waste management facilities around York and the southern part of the Plan area. However, Option 2 would enable a more flexible approach which would deal with these issues, although could result in effects similar to Option 1 on the landscape and historic character and setting of the historic towns and cities. Similarly, Option 3 would have a flexible approach to location using existing sites in the greenbelt. This option may have positive 

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	29 

	Question 151) Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 151) Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Number of respondents: 18 

	Option 1: 11 SC: 1 MWI: 4  
	Option 1: 11 SC: 1 MWI: 4  
	Combination: 2 Opt. 1+3: 2 Local Authorities: 1 

	Option 2: 1 MWI: 1  
	Option 2: 1 MWI: 1  
	Did Not Specify: 0 

	Option 3: 1 
	Option 3: 1 
	None: 3 SC: 1 

	Question 152) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to minerals and waste development in the Green Belt? 
	Question 152) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to minerals and waste development in the Green Belt? 
	Number of respondents: 3 SC: 0 MWI: 0  Local Authorities: 0 

	Question 153) Should there be a policy, or 
	Question 153) Should there be a policy, or 
	Number of respondents: 7 

	policies, in respect of minerals in the Green Belt 
	policies, in respect of minerals in the Green Belt 
	SC: 0 

	or should reliance be placed on national policy? 
	or should reliance be placed on national policy? 
	MWI: 2  Local Authorities: 1 

	Question 154) Should there be a policy, or policies, in respect of waste developments in the Green Belt or should reliance be placed on national policy? 
	Question 154) Should there be a policy, or policies, in respect of waste developments in the Green Belt or should reliance be placed on national policy? 
	Number of respondents: 1 SC: 0 MWI: 0  Local Authorities: 0 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q151: Option 1:  Supports mineral development in the greenbelt  Welcomes the acknowledgement that the NPPF states minerals development is ‘not inappropriate’ in the greenbelt  This approach relies upon draft national waste policy, which is considered not appropriate until fully published  This approach follows national greenbelt policy within the NPPF and there is no reason why this should be relaxed Option 2:  Provides flexibility for waste facilities in the greenbelt, such as composting 
	Key Messages Q151: Option 1:  Supports mineral development in the greenbelt  Welcomes the acknowledgement that the NPPF states minerals development is ‘not inappropriate’ in the greenbelt  This approach relies upon draft national waste policy, which is considered not appropriate until fully published  This approach follows national greenbelt policy within the NPPF and there is no reason why this should be relaxed Option 2:  Provides flexibility for waste facilities in the greenbelt, such as composting 


	Option 3:  The approach set out in this option would be covered under the last bullet point of Para 89 in the NPPF General comments on the options:  The NPPF provides sufficient guidance on minerals development in the greenbelt so no need for additional local policy Key Messages Q152: A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 8 – Development Management table’ along with justification as to why they have or have not been taken f
	Option 3:  The approach set out in this option would be covered under the last bullet point of Para 89 in the NPPF General comments on the options:  The NPPF provides sufficient guidance on minerals development in the greenbelt so no need for additional local policy Key Messages Q152: A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 8 – Development Management table’ along with justification as to why they have or have not been taken f
	Option 3:  The approach set out in this option would be covered under the last bullet point of Para 89 in the NPPF General comments on the options:  The NPPF provides sufficient guidance on minerals development in the greenbelt so no need for additional local policy Key Messages Q152: A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 8 – Development Management table’ along with justification as to why they have or have not been taken f

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of assessment Option 1 is likely to have positive effects on the landscape and historic environment as they are part of the reason for local Green Belt designation. However, this may result in effects on the economy and minerals supply through potentially restricting extraction in the Green Belt. Under Option 2 there would be no local policy basis for the consideration of minerals proposals in the Green Belt so effects would, by default, be the same as option 1, although with greater uncertainty as 
	Summary of assessment Option 1 is likely to have positive effects on the landscape and historic environment as they are part of the reason for local Green Belt designation. However, this may result in effects on the economy and minerals supply through potentially restricting extraction in the Green Belt. Under Option 2 there would be no local policy basis for the consideration of minerals proposals in the Green Belt so effects would, by default, be the same as option 1, although with greater uncertainty as 

	environment although it is acknowledged that it may also reduce opportunities where alternative locations in the Green Belt may be preferable. Option 4 has the potential to result in negative impacts upon cultural heritage and landscape as it would support development that would conflict with the purpose and beneficial use of the Green Belt designation where it can be shown that development is required in that location for operational purposes. This may however lead to some positive effects in relation to t
	environment although it is acknowledged that it may also reduce opportunities where alternative locations in the Green Belt may be preferable. Option 4 has the potential to result in negative impacts upon cultural heritage and landscape as it would support development that would conflict with the purpose and beneficial use of the Green Belt designation where it can be shown that development is required in that location for operational purposes. This may however lead to some positive effects in relation to t

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The support of the majority of respondents for a local policy in line with national policy is noted.  A small number of respondents sought an approach with more flexibility, particularly in relation to waste development in the Green Belt, including those which are more appropriate in rural areas, such as composting and anaerobic digestion.  It is acknowledged that some flexibility could be beneficial although it would also be important to ensure that any local policy is generally consistent with the nationa
	The support of the majority of respondents for a local policy in line with national policy is noted.  A small number of respondents sought an approach with more flexibility, particularly in relation to waste development in the Green Belt, including those which are more appropriate in rural areas, such as composting and anaerobic digestion.  It is acknowledged that some flexibility could be beneficial although it would also be important to ensure that any local policy is generally consistent with the nationa

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	Evidence updates as of January 2015. New national waste policy, published in October 2014, replaced PPS10 which was extant at the time of Issues and Options consultation.  The new policy includes a revised position on waste development in the Green Belt. In particular it indicates that planning authorities should first look for suitable sites and areas outside the Green Belt for waste management facilities that, if located in the Green Belt, would be inappropriate development and local planning authorities 
	Evidence updates as of January 2015. New national waste policy, published in October 2014, replaced PPS10 which was extant at the time of Issues and Options consultation.  The new policy includes a revised position on waste development in the Green Belt. In particular it indicates that planning authorities should first look for suitable sites and areas outside the Green Belt for waste management facilities that, if located in the Green Belt, would be inappropriate development and local planning authorities 

	Duty to Cooperate  
	Duty to Cooperate  

	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? No 
	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? No 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	The national policy position remains that mineral extraction is not inappropriate development in the Green Belt provided openness of the Green Belt is preserved and it would not conflict with the purposes of including land in the Green Belt. The main purposes of the Green Belt, as set out in national policy, that would most likely be impacted by minerals extraction in the Plan area are ‘to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment’ and ‘to preserve the setting and special character of histori
	The national policy position remains that mineral extraction is not inappropriate development in the Green Belt provided openness of the Green Belt is preserved and it would not conflict with the purposes of including land in the Green Belt. The main purposes of the Green Belt, as set out in national policy, that would most likely be impacted by minerals extraction in the Plan area are ‘to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment’ and ‘to preserve the setting and special character of histori

	site in the York Green Belt provides a range of waste management activities including disposal, composting and recycling and is a key part of the infrastructure for managing Local Authority Collected Waste in the Joint Plan area. It is considered that the types of waste management development that may not be inappropriate in the Green Belt, depending on the specific location and circumstances, could include open windrow composting, temporary activities such as recycling of construction and demolition waste 
	site in the York Green Belt provides a range of waste management activities including disposal, composting and recycling and is a key part of the infrastructure for managing Local Authority Collected Waste in the Joint Plan area. It is considered that the types of waste management development that may not be inappropriate in the Green Belt, depending on the specific location and circumstances, could include open windrow composting, temporary activities such as recycling of construction and demolition waste 

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to D05: Minerals and waste development in the Green Belt 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to D05: Minerals and waste development in the Green Belt 

	Part one - minerals Proposals for minerals development within the York and West Yorkshire Green Belts will be supported where they would preserve the openness of the Green Belt and are consistent with the purposes of Green Belt designation set out in national policy.  Where minerals extraction in the Green Belt is permitted, reclamation and afteruse will be required to be compatible with Green Belt objectives.   Part two -waste Proposals for most waste development in the Green Belt will be considered inappr
	Part one - minerals Proposals for minerals development within the York and West Yorkshire Green Belts will be supported where they would preserve the openness of the Green Belt and are consistent with the purposes of Green Belt designation set out in national policy.  Where minerals extraction in the Green Belt is permitted, reclamation and afteruse will be required to be compatible with Green Belt objectives.   Part two -waste Proposals for most waste development in the Green Belt will be considered inappr


	National planning policy provides strong protection to the Green Belt and in these areas inappropriate development should only be permitted in very special circumstances.  There are significant areas of Green Belt in the Joint Plan area, including parts of the West Yorkshire Green Belt (affecting parts of Selby District and Harrogate Borough) and the York Green Belt (affecting parts of Ryedale, Hambleton and Selby Districts as well as the City of York area).  A detailed inner Green Belt boundary for York is
	Minerals extraction can only take place where suitable resources occur and there is significant overlap between the distribution of some resources (such as Magnesian Limestone) and the Green Belt. There are a number of long established quarries in the Green Belt in Selby District. National policy states that minerals extraction in the Green Belt is not inappropriate, provided the openness of the Green Belt is preserved and where it would not conflict with the purposes of including land in the Green Belt.  T
	 
	 
	 
	to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas; 

	 
	 
	to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another; 

	 
	 
	to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment; 

	 
	 
	to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns; and 

	 
	 
	to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling if derelict and other urban land 


	It is likely that in many cases suitably designed, landscaped and restored minerals workings can be accommodated in the Green Belt.  Where proposals for extraction in the Green Belt are made, applicants should ensure that careful consideration has been given to the potential impact of the development on the openness of the Green Belt and in relation to the purposes of Green Belt designation, including the impact from any associated plant and infrastructure.  Particular consideration should be given to the i
	Waste management activities are generally not constrained by geology in the same way as minerals extraction and there is therefore more locational flexibility. However, other national policy has a bearing on the choice of locations for waste management, not least the proximity principle and the benefits of ensuring that waste facilities are well located in relation to main sources of arisings, which tend to be in the more urbanised parts of the Plan area.  As Green Belt is designated in association with lar
	National waste planning policy indicates that planning authorities should first look for suitable sites and areas outside the Green Belt for waste management facilities that, if located in the Green Belt, would be inappropriate development and local planning authorities should recognise the particular locational needs of some types of waste management facilities when preparing their Local Plan. 
	It is considered that there could be some circumstances within the Plan area where waste development in the Green Belt could be acceptable.  This includes a number of types of waste management activities and types of specific locations where development would be less likely to cause harm to openness and the purposes of Green Belt policy objectives.  In particular, they include activities which are typically associated with rural areas such as open composting, or are small scale and temporary activities co-l
	would not be significantly increased. As with minerals development, where proposals for waste development in the Green Belt are made, applicants should ensure that careful consideration has been given to the potential impact of the development on the openness of the Green Belt and in relation to the purposes of Green Belt designation and that appropriate design and mitigation measures are incorporated where necessary. 
	would not be significantly increased. As with minerals development, where proposals for waste development in the Green Belt are made, applicants should ensure that careful consideration has been given to the potential impact of the development on the openness of the Green Belt and in relation to the purposes of Green Belt designation and that appropriate design and mitigation measures are incorporated where necessary. 
	would not be significantly increased. As with minerals development, where proposals for waste development in the Green Belt are made, applicants should ensure that careful consideration has been given to the potential impact of the development on the openness of the Green Belt and in relation to the purposes of Green Belt designation and that appropriate design and mitigation measures are incorporated where necessary. 

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives Objective 9 Objective 12 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id54: Transport infrastructure Id57: Locations for minerals ancillary infrastructure Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id63: Landscape Id65: Historic environment Id67: Strategic approach to reclamation and afteruse Id69: Protection of Best and Most Versatile agricultural land and soils 
	Link to Objectives Objective 9 Objective 12 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id54: Transport infrastructure Id57: Locations for minerals ancillary infrastructure Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id63: Landscape Id65: Historic environment Id67: Strategic approach to reclamation and afteruse Id69: Protection of Best and Most Versatile agricultural land and soils 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment For some SA objectives the predicted effects for the waste and minerals parts of this preferred policy diverge, with a continuation of minor positive effects resulting from minerals development noted for the transport and climate change objectives, while at the same time negative effects are noted that arise from the lack of consideration of locational factors in relation to waste sites in the Green Belt. Similarly, for the economy SA objective, while minerals sites may continue to bri
	Summary of assessment For some SA objectives the predicted effects for the waste and minerals parts of this preferred policy diverge, with a continuation of minor positive effects resulting from minerals development noted for the transport and climate change objectives, while at the same time negative effects are noted that arise from the lack of consideration of locational factors in relation to waste sites in the Green Belt. Similarly, for the economy SA objective, while minerals sites may continue to bri


	Id63 - Landscape 
	Id63 - Landscape 
	Id63 - Landscape 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would support proposals which demonstrate that unacceptable impact on the landscape would not arise, having regard to the nature and purpose of any statutory or non-statutory designations that apply, including the setting of these designations, and taking into account any mitigation measures. In ensuring there will be no unacceptable landscape impact consideration should be given to the wider landscape character and context of the site (including visual impact) in the design of the sch


	Table
	TR
	historic environment and local amenity.  OR 

	Option 2: This option would not set out a specific local policy for protection and enhancement of the landscape and would rely on national policy in the NPPF, together with any other relevant policies in the development plan, including the ‘Other key criteria’ policy set out later in this chapter. Landscape policy in the NPPF states that the planning system should protect and enhance valued landscapes (para 109) and should give great weight to conserving landscape and scenic beauty in National Parks and AON
	Option 2: This option would not set out a specific local policy for protection and enhancement of the landscape and would rely on national policy in the NPPF, together with any other relevant policies in the development plan, including the ‘Other key criteria’ policy set out later in this chapter. Landscape policy in the NPPF states that the planning system should protect and enhance valued landscapes (para 109) and should give great weight to conserving landscape and scenic beauty in National Parks and AON

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	Generally these options have a neutral to positive effect on sustainable development, with Option 1 performing moderately better against a number of objectives. A greater level of uncertainty would result under Option 2 as the implications of future revisions to national policy are unknown. The most positive associations under option 1 relate to biodiversity / geodiversity, climate change mitigation and adaptation, heritage, landscapes and recreation. Similar benefits would result from Option 2, though with
	Generally these options have a neutral to positive effect on sustainable development, with Option 1 performing moderately better against a number of objectives. A greater level of uncertainty would result under Option 2 as the implications of future revisions to national policy are unknown. The most positive associations under option 1 relate to biodiversity / geodiversity, climate change mitigation and adaptation, heritage, landscapes and recreation. Similar benefits would result from Option 2, though with

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	23 

	Question 155) Do you have a preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Question 155) Do you have a preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Number of respondents: 21 

	Option 1: 13 SC: 2 MWI: 1 Local Authorities: 1 
	Option 1: 13 SC: 2 MWI: 1 Local Authorities: 1 
	Combination: 0 

	Option 2: 6 SC: 1 MWI: 3 Local Authorities: 1 
	Option 2: 6 SC: 1 MWI: 3 Local Authorities: 1 
	Did Not Specify: 2 MWI: 1  

	TR
	None: 0 

	Question 156) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to landscape? 
	Question 156) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to landscape? 
	Number of respondents: 2 SC: 0 MWI: 0 Local Authorities: 0 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q155: Option 1:  Supports locally specific and detailed policies in conjunction with national policy  Provides a tailored policy addressing the individual characteristics of landscapes  The NPPF expects compliant Local Plans to provide policies which enable applicants to have no need to refer to the NPPF for guidance  Also include reference to short term landscape impact Option 2:  Supports the flexibility and reliance upon national policy provided by this option  Appropriate, as this wou
	Key Messages Q155: Option 1:  Supports locally specific and detailed policies in conjunction with national policy  Provides a tailored policy addressing the individual characteristics of landscapes  The NPPF expects compliant Local Plans to provide policies which enable applicants to have no need to refer to the NPPF for guidance  Also include reference to short term landscape impact Option 2:  Supports the flexibility and reliance upon national policy provided by this option  Appropriate, as this wou


	questioned as these will reflect the NPPF  Some settlements are split by the National Park boundary and those areas adjacent to the National Park have landscape sensitivities  Waste management facilities should not be developed when landscape impacts cannot be mitigated  The Managing Landscape Change report predates the NPPF and needs to be reviewed  Clear regard must be had for the Major Development Test  Landscape policies should be used in conjunction with the National Policy and special attention s
	questioned as these will reflect the NPPF  Some settlements are split by the National Park boundary and those areas adjacent to the National Park have landscape sensitivities  Waste management facilities should not be developed when landscape impacts cannot be mitigated  The Managing Landscape Change report predates the NPPF and needs to be reviewed  Clear regard must be had for the Major Development Test  Landscape policies should be used in conjunction with the National Policy and special attention s
	questioned as these will reflect the NPPF  Some settlements are split by the National Park boundary and those areas adjacent to the National Park have landscape sensitivities  Waste management facilities should not be developed when landscape impacts cannot be mitigated  The Managing Landscape Change report predates the NPPF and needs to be reviewed  Clear regard must be had for the Major Development Test  Landscape policies should be used in conjunction with the National Policy and special attention s

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	N/A 
	N/A 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The support of the majority of respondents for Option 1 is noted and it is agreed that it would be preferable to have a specific policy in the Plan to deal with landscape impacts and opportunities. It is agreed that the relationship between national and local policy will need to be taken into account, as well as impact on important designations (including from proposals outside those designations where relevant).  The major development test is addressed in separate policy. 
	The support of the majority of respondents for Option 1 is noted and it is agreed that it would be preferable to have a specific policy in the Plan to deal with landscape impacts and opportunities. It is agreed that the relationship between national and local policy will need to be taken into account, as well as impact on important designations (including from proposals outside those designations where relevant).  The major development test is addressed in separate policy. 

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	No specific new evidence as of January 2015. 
	No specific new evidence as of January 2015. 

	Duty to Cooperate  
	Duty to Cooperate  

	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? Yes   At a general level any approach to landscape needs to be developed in conjunction with the relevant statutory body, Natural England. A meeting was held with Natural England to discuss their Response to the Issues and Options Stage. Comments and outcomes from the meeting are recorded on the Duty to Co-operate record log. 
	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? Yes   At a general level any approach to landscape needs to be developed in conjunction with the relevant statutory body, Natural England. A meeting was held with Natural England to discuss their Response to the Issues and Options Stage. Comments and outcomes from the meeting are recorded on the Duty to Co-operate record log. 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	The majority of respondents supported option 1. Some respondents supported the reliance on national policy rather than specific local policies, however it is considered that where an up to date plan is in place it is appropriate for it to contain policies consistent with the NPPF rather than relying on separate policies.  Option 1 also performed more positively in the initial SA of options.  Reference to tranquility and dark skies, previously addressed in id69 ‘Other key criteria’, have also been added into
	The majority of respondents supported option 1. Some respondents supported the reliance on national policy rather than specific local policies, however it is considered that where an up to date plan is in place it is appropriate for it to contain policies consistent with the NPPF rather than relying on separate policies.  Option 1 also performed more positively in the initial SA of options.  Reference to tranquility and dark skies, previously addressed in id69 ‘Other key criteria’, have also been added into

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to D06: Landscape 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to D06: Landscape 

	Proposals will be permitted where it can be demonstrated that there will be no unacceptable impact on the landscape, having taken into account any proposed mitigation measures. For proposals which may impact on nationally designated areas including the National Park, AONBs, Heritage Coast and the adjacent Yorkshire Dales National Park, including their setting, a very high level of protection to landscape will be required.  Development which would have an unacceptable adverse landscape impact on these design
	Proposals will be permitted where it can be demonstrated that there will be no unacceptable impact on the landscape, having taken into account any proposed mitigation measures. For proposals which may impact on nationally designated areas including the National Park, AONBs, Heritage Coast and the adjacent Yorkshire Dales National Park, including their setting, a very high level of protection to landscape will be required.  Development which would have an unacceptable adverse landscape impact on these design


	schemes should provide for a high standard of design and mitigation, having regard to landscape character, the wider landscape context and setting of the site and any visual impact, as well as for the delivery of landscape enhancement where practicable. 
	Supporting text 
	Landscape is defined by the European Landscape Convention as ‘An area as perceived by people, whose character is the result of the action and interaction of natural and/or human factors’. The Joint plan area has a very varied landscape ranging from moorland to rolling farmland to low-lying vales and seascapes characterised by high cliffs. The variety of landscapes in the area adds much to its overall distinctiveness. A large part of the area is designated nationally (as either National Park or AONB or Herit
	4

	Although areas afforded specific protection through designations are of particular significance, all landscapes are important in their own right.  Due to their nature and sometimes scale, minerals and waste developments can have significant impacts on the landscape. It is therefore important that, in bringing forward proposals, applicants give careful consideration to potential landscape impacts. 
	There are a number of Landscape Character Assessments (LCAs) covering the Joint Plan area, including those produced by district and borough councils, which provide a useful source of information relating to the various landscapes present in the area. In addition to the LCAs, a Historic Seascape Characterisation for the Scarborough to Hartlepool coastline is currently being undertaken by English Heritage and a North Yorkshire and Lower Tees Valley Historic Landscape Characterisation programme has been produc
	In particular, such studies can assist in gaining a wider understanding of the significance of a location in landscape terms, and how a development proposal may impact not just on the immediate site but on any wider area it may influence.   Particularly for larger scale proposals, including significant new minerals extraction and major new waste management facilities, especially in more rural locations, careful consideration should be given to  the wider landscape setting and context of the site when design
	A study commissioned by NYCC with funding from English Heritage in 2010 suggested that landscape provides an important context within which other important assets are found, particularly those relating 
	These areas are not identified under planning legislation but may be material considerations relevant to planning. A number of such areas have been designated in the Plan area. They largely coincide with areas already designated as National Park and AONB, where a high level of policy protection already exists. However some are found elsewhere in the Joint Plan area. Areas currently so designated can be viewed at  . 
	4 
	relief-for-national-heritage-assets
	https://www.gov.uk/tax
	-


	to biodiversity and the historic environment.  It is therefore important to ensure that proposals are informed by a good understanding of any such interactions, to help provide a more integrated approach to consideration of overall impacts and opportunities.  More information on the study can be found in the summary report http://www.northyorks.gov.uk/article/26667/Local‐core‐documents‐‐managing‐landscape‐change‐project‐April‐2012 . An important aspect of the environment of the Plan area, of relevance to co
	to biodiversity and the historic environment.  It is therefore important to ensure that proposals are informed by a good understanding of any such interactions, to help provide a more integrated approach to consideration of overall impacts and opportunities.  More information on the study can be found in the summary report http://www.northyorks.gov.uk/article/26667/Local‐core‐documents‐‐managing‐landscape‐change‐project‐April‐2012 . An important aspect of the environment of the Plan area, of relevance to co
	to biodiversity and the historic environment.  It is therefore important to ensure that proposals are informed by a good understanding of any such interactions, to help provide a more integrated approach to consideration of overall impacts and opportunities.  More information on the study can be found in the summary report http://www.northyorks.gov.uk/article/26667/Local‐core‐documents‐‐managing‐landscape‐change‐project‐April‐2012 . An important aspect of the environment of the Plan area, of relevance to co
	‐


	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 9 Objective 12 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impact Id61: National Parks and AONBs Id64: Biodiversity and geodiversity Id65: Historic environment Id67: Strategic approach to reclamation and afteruse Id69: Protection of Best and Most Versatile agricultural land and soils 
	Link to Objectives: Objective 9 Objective 12 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impact Id61: National Parks and AONBs Id64: Biodiversity and geodiversity Id65: Historic environment Id67: Strategic approach to reclamation and afteruse Id69: Protection of Best and Most Versatile agricultural land and soils 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment This policy is likely to result in a number of positive impacts particularly in relation to protection of the landscape. This is likely to also result in positive impacts in relation to cultural heritage, tourism and amenity in those areas of high landscape value. This policy may result in a clustering of development outside of the designated and high value landscapes in the plan area therefore resulting in cumulative negative impacts. Recommendations Overall the policy is considered t
	Summary of assessment This policy is likely to result in a number of positive impacts particularly in relation to protection of the landscape. This is likely to also result in positive impacts in relation to cultural heritage, tourism and amenity in those areas of high landscape value. This policy may result in a clustering of development outside of the designated and high value landscapes in the plan area therefore resulting in cumulative negative impacts. Recommendations Overall the policy is considered t


	waste development where this would be compatible with landscape character. 
	Id64 - Biodiversity and geodiversity 
	Id64 - Biodiversity and geodiversity 
	Id64 - Biodiversity and geodiversity 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would not set out specific local policy for protection and enhancement of biodiversity and geodiversity and would rely on national policy in the NPPF, together with any other relevant policies in the development plan. In summary, biodiversity policies in the NPPF state that the planning system should minimise impacts on biodiversity and provide net gains where possible, contributing to ecological networks (para 109), preserve, restore or re-create priority habitats, ecological networks

	Option 2: This option would support proposals which demonstrate that unacceptable impacts on biodiversity and geodiversity would not arise, having regard to any statutory or non-statutory designations and/or legal protections that apply as well as any agreed local priority habitats, habitat networks and species, looking to avoid and mitigate effects and, where this is not possible, compensate for residual effects. Proposals should look to contribute towards the delivery of agreed biodiversity and geodiversi
	Option 2: This option would support proposals which demonstrate that unacceptable impacts on biodiversity and geodiversity would not arise, having regard to any statutory or non-statutory designations and/or legal protections that apply as well as any agreed local priority habitats, habitat networks and species, looking to avoid and mitigate effects and, where this is not possible, compensate for residual effects. Proposals should look to contribute towards the delivery of agreed biodiversity and geodiversi

	Option 3: Where residual impacts occur which cannot be avoided or mitigated and the provision of compensatory habitat within the site would not be feasible and the need for the development overrides the need to protect the site, habitat or species, this option would support the principle of biodiversity offsetting in relation to fully compensating for any losses and would require any gains to be related to the planning authority area in which the loss occurred. OR 
	Option 3: Where residual impacts occur which cannot be avoided or mitigated and the provision of compensatory habitat within the site would not be feasible and the need for the development overrides the need to protect the site, habitat or species, this option would support the principle of biodiversity offsetting in relation to fully compensating for any losses and would require any gains to be related to the planning authority area in which the loss occurred. OR 

	Option 4: Where residual impacts occur which cannot be avoided or mitigation and the provision of compensatory habitat within the site would not be feasible and the need for the development overrides need to protect the site, habitat or species, this option would support the principle of biodiversity offsetting in relation to fully compensating for any losses and would not specify where the gains should take place. 
	Option 4: Where residual impacts occur which cannot be avoided or mitigation and the provision of compensatory habitat within the site would not be feasible and the need for the development overrides need to protect the site, habitat or species, this option would support the principle of biodiversity offsetting in relation to fully compensating for any losses and would not specify where the gains should take place. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	Whilst Option 1 would enable a level of protection and enhancement to be afforded to biodiversity and geodiversity, it would not provide direct links with meeting the objectives or local priorities established for example through the Local Nature Partnership and the local Biodiversity and Geodiversity Action Plans. Option 2 would have greater benefits for biodiversity in the Joint Plan by linking with local objectives. In the longer term effects under Option 1 would be uncertain as the implications of any f
	Whilst Option 1 would enable a level of protection and enhancement to be afforded to biodiversity and geodiversity, it would not provide direct links with meeting the objectives or local priorities established for example through the Local Nature Partnership and the local Biodiversity and Geodiversity Action Plans. Option 2 would have greater benefits for biodiversity in the Joint Plan by linking with local objectives. In the longer term effects under Option 1 would be uncertain as the implications of any f


	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	37 

	Question 157) Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 157) Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Number of respondents: 25 

	Option 1: 6 
	Option 1: 6 
	Combination: 12 

	TR
	SC: 1 
	Opt. 2+3: 8 

	TR
	MWI: 4 
	SC: 1 

	TR
	Local Authorities: 1 
	Local Authorities: 1 

	TR
	Opt. 1+2+3: 3 

	TR
	Opt. 3+4: 1 

	Option 2: 6 
	Option 2: 6 
	Did Not Specify: 1 

	TR
	SC: 1 

	TR
	MWI: 1 

	TR
	Local Authorities: 1 

	Option 3: 0 
	Option 3: 0 
	None: 0 

	Option 4: 0 
	Option 4: 0 

	Question 158) Are there any alternative 
	Question 158) Are there any alternative 
	Number of respondents: 6 

	options the Authorities should consider in 
	options the Authorities should consider in 
	SC: 0 

	relation to biodiversity and geodiversity? 
	relation to biodiversity and geodiversity? 
	MWI: 1 Local Authorities: 0 

	Question 159) Are there any other specific elements of protecting and enhancing biodiversity which should be covered by the policy? 
	Question 159) Are there any other specific elements of protecting and enhancing biodiversity which should be covered by the policy? 
	Number of respondents: 6 SC: 0 MWI: 0 Local Authorities: 0 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q157: Option 1:  National policy in the NPPF is sufficient, local policy should not be used to resist appropriate and necessary mineral extraction  This option ensures national policy is not duplicated  Provides the greatest flexibility  The Planning Authorities key concern is whether the residual impacts of the proposal is acceptable following implementation of mitigation measures Option 2:  Operators accept the need to conserve and enhance biodiversity and geodiversity, primarily through
	Key Messages Q157: Option 1:  National policy in the NPPF is sufficient, local policy should not be used to resist appropriate and necessary mineral extraction  This option ensures national policy is not duplicated  Provides the greatest flexibility  The Planning Authorities key concern is whether the residual impacts of the proposal is acceptable following implementation of mitigation measures Option 2:  Operators accept the need to conserve and enhance biodiversity and geodiversity, primarily through


	 
	 
	 
	NPPF does not provide sufficient protection for biodiversity 

	 
	 
	Local policies for restoration is important rather than relying upon national policy 

	 
	 
	Minerals site restoration needs to linked to biodiversity opportunity mapping 


	Option 1+2+3: 
	 
	 
	 
	The NPPF provides the minimum, additional local criteria is required 

	 
	 
	Option two seems to support proposals which demonstrate that unacceptable impacts on biodiversity and geodiversity would not arise having regard to certain local aspects and three ensures there are no overall losses to biodiversity in the local area 


	Option 3+4: 
	 
	 
	 
	Concerned about biodiversity offsetting, SPAs, SACs, RAMSAR and SSSIs should be excluded from this 

	 
	 
	Any offsetting scheme requires long term management and monitoring to ensure biodiversity benefits 

	 
	 
	Premature to include biodiversity offsetting as it is unclear how this would work 


	General comments on the options: 
	 
	 
	 
	Reflect the mineral related objectives in the North Yorkshire and York Local Nature Partnership Draft Strategy 

	 
	 
	Biodiversity gains are used as an excuse to destroy open agricultural land 

	 
	 
	Local policy should not try to resist appropriate and necessary development. 


	Key Messages Q158: 
	A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 8 – Development Management table’ along with justification as to why they have or have not been taken forward. The realistic alternative have been summarised below: 
	Proposed Option 5 
	 Biodiversity offsetting should not apply in statutory protected sites 
	Suggested approach Biodiversity offsetting would not be applied where harm relates to international and national statutory protected sites. 
	Proposed Option 6 
	 There should be no overall loss to biodiversity 
	Suggested approach Development would not be permitted where there would be overall losses to biodiversity. 
	Key Messages Q159: 
	 
	 
	 
	Authorities should protect local biodiversity and where a development results in an overall loss of biodiversity in should not be permitted 

	 
	 
	Minerals extracted on agricultural land should be restored to its pre-existing use for food production and biodiversity gains 

	 
	 
	Mandatory biodiversity offsetting is very seldom either necessary or practicable and biodiversity gains can almost always be designed into proposals 

	 
	 
	Biodiversity should be the primary consideration in restoration plans and sites should be allocated which have the greatest potential to maximise biodiversity and at a strategic scale 

	 
	 
	Set targets to create priority habitats at a landscape scale and avoid grouping too many different habitats into one site 

	 
	 
	Deliver BAP and LNP targets and objectives 

	 
	 
	Integrate restored mineral sites into the existing local ecological network 


	General: 
	i. Biodiversity offsetting is not a valid justification for the destruction of wildlife habitats due to loss of ecological, historical and social value 
	i. Biodiversity offsetting is not a valid justification for the destruction of wildlife habitats due to loss of ecological, historical and social value 
	i. Biodiversity offsetting is not a valid justification for the destruction of wildlife habitats due to loss of ecological, historical and social value 

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of assessment Whilst Option 1 would enable a level of protection and enhancement to be afforded to biodiversity and geodiversity, it would not provide direct links with meeting the objectives or local priorities established for example through the Local Nature Partnership and the local Biodiversity and Geodiversity Action Plans. Option 2 would have greater benefits for biodiversity in the Joint Plan by linking with local objectives. In the longer term effects under Option 1 would be uncertain as the
	Summary of assessment Whilst Option 1 would enable a level of protection and enhancement to be afforded to biodiversity and geodiversity, it would not provide direct links with meeting the objectives or local priorities established for example through the Local Nature Partnership and the local Biodiversity and Geodiversity Action Plans. Option 2 would have greater benefits for biodiversity in the Joint Plan by linking with local objectives. In the longer term effects under Option 1 would be uncertain as the

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The range of responses received is noted, with no very clear preference emerging.  It is considered that, on balance, a local policy approach should be included in the plan rather than relying on national policy, as this should help provide more local guidance to applicants.  Whilst concerns about the potential impact of habitat creation on availability of open agricultural land are noted, there has been significant support from other respondents to an approach which delivers maximum biodiversity benefits w
	The range of responses received is noted, with no very clear preference emerging.  It is considered that, on balance, a local policy approach should be included in the plan rather than relying on national policy, as this should help provide more local guidance to applicants.  Whilst concerns about the potential impact of habitat creation on availability of open agricultural land are noted, there has been significant support from other respondents to an approach which delivers maximum biodiversity benefits w

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	No new evidence as of January 2015. 
	No new evidence as of January 2015. 

	Duty to Cooperate  
	Duty to Cooperate  

	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? Yes At a general level any approach to biodiversity and geodiversity needs to be developed in conjunction with the relevant statutory body, Natural England. A meeting was held with Natural England to discuss points raised in their Issues and Options Consultation response. A brief note and agreed outcome of the meeting is recorded on the Duty to Cooperate record log. 
	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? Yes At a general level any approach to biodiversity and geodiversity needs to be developed in conjunction with the relevant statutory body, Natural England. A meeting was held with Natural England to discuss points raised in their Issues and Options Consultation response. A brief note and agreed outcome of the meeting is recorded on the Duty to Cooperate record log. 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	A small majority of respondents preferred a combination of options 2 and 3, whilst a number of respondents also preferred options 1 and 2 as stand-alone options. Options 2 and 3 were preferred in the initial SA. A number of key messages were noted in response to this proposed option. It is considered overall that a positive approach towards protection of biodiversity and delivery of 
	A small majority of respondents preferred a combination of options 2 and 3, whilst a number of respondents also preferred options 1 and 2 as stand-alone options. Options 2 and 3 were preferred in the initial SA. A number of key messages were noted in response to this proposed option. It is considered overall that a positive approach towards protection of biodiversity and delivery of 

	biodiversity benefits should be included in the Plan as this would be more in line with national policy.  Two further options were put forward for consideration and elements of these have been incorporated into the draft policy. Although there were a number of objections to proposals for biodiversity offsetting, there is support from government for this principle and therefore it is considered appropriate to refer to offsetting in exceptional circumstances.  The preferred approach is based on Options 2 and 
	biodiversity benefits should be included in the Plan as this would be more in line with national policy.  Two further options were put forward for consideration and elements of these have been incorporated into the draft policy. Although there were a number of objections to proposals for biodiversity offsetting, there is support from government for this principle and therefore it is considered appropriate to refer to offsetting in exceptional circumstances.  The preferred approach is based on Options 2 and 

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to D07: Biodiversity and geodiversity 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to D07: Biodiversity and geodiversity 

	Proposals will be permitted where it can be demonstrated that there will be no unacceptable impacts on biodiversity or geodiversity, including on statutory and non-statutory designated sites, local priority habitats, habitat networks and species, having taken into account any proposed mitigation measures.  A very high level of protection will be afforded to sites designated at an international or national level, including SPAs, SACs, RAMSAR sites and SSSIs. Development which would have an unacceptable impac
	Proposals will be permitted where it can be demonstrated that there will be no unacceptable impacts on biodiversity or geodiversity, including on statutory and non-statutory designated sites, local priority habitats, habitat networks and species, having taken into account any proposed mitigation measures.  A very high level of protection will be afforded to sites designated at an international or national level, including SPAs, SACs, RAMSAR sites and SSSIs. Development which would have an unacceptable impac

	important to help maintain and enhance.  Biodiversity and geodiversity assets also form an important element of the green infrastructure5 of the area and contribute to overall quality of life. National policy requires the protection and enhancement of biodiversity by minimising impacts and providing net gains where possible, including for the creation, protection, enhancement and management of networks of biodiversity and green infrastructure at a landscape scale. Minerals and waste developments have the po
	important to help maintain and enhance.  Biodiversity and geodiversity assets also form an important element of the green infrastructure5 of the area and contribute to overall quality of life. National policy requires the protection and enhancement of biodiversity by minimising impacts and providing net gains where possible, including for the creation, protection, enhancement and management of networks of biodiversity and green infrastructure at a landscape scale. Minerals and waste developments have the po

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 9 Objective 11 Objective 12 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: 
	Link to Objectives: Objective 9 Objective 11 Objective 12 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: 


	Green infrastructure is a network of multi‐functional green space, both new and existing, both rural and urban, which supports the natural and ecological processes and is integral to the health and quality of life of sustainable communities. It includes parks, open space, plating fields, woodlands, allotments and private gardens. 
	5 

	Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id63: Landscape Id66: Water environment Id67: Strategic approach to reclamation and afteruse 
	Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id63: Landscape Id66: Water environment Id67: Strategic approach to reclamation and afteruse 
	Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts Id63: Landscape Id66: Water environment Id67: Strategic approach to reclamation and afteruse 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	This preferred policy will have a range of largely positive effects as through the protection and enhancement of biodiversity valuable ecosystem services, such as water or air quality improvements, carbon storage benefits, or increased access to outdoor space. It may also benefit the local economy, helping to ensure that the plan area remains attractive to tourists and investors. Some uncertainty was however noted in relation to biodiversity offsetting which while seeking to provide a net gain, might fail t
	This preferred policy will have a range of largely positive effects as through the protection and enhancement of biodiversity valuable ecosystem services, such as water or air quality improvements, carbon storage benefits, or increased access to outdoor space. It may also benefit the local economy, helping to ensure that the plan area remains attractive to tourists and investors. Some uncertainty was however noted in relation to biodiversity offsetting which while seeking to provide a net gain, might fail t


	Id65 - Historic environment 
	Id65 - Historic environment 
	Id65 - Historic environment 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would not set out a specific local policy for conservation and enhancement of the historic environment and would rely on national policy in the NPPF, together with any other relevant policies in the development plan. In summary, NPPF policy on the historic environment relates to protecting and enhancing the significance of heritage assets – permission should not be granted for proposals which would lead to substantial harm or loss of the significance of a designated asset unless public

	Option 2: This option would indicate that heritage assets will be conserved in line with the requirements of the NPPF (see Option 1) but would encourage proposals, where practicable, to deliver enhancements to the setting and/or secure improved access to and understanding of the asset for the longer term, linking into existing projects or initiatives where possible. AND 
	Option 2: This option would indicate that heritage assets will be conserved in line with the requirements of the NPPF (see Option 1) but would encourage proposals, where practicable, to deliver enhancements to the setting and/or secure improved access to and understanding of the asset for the longer term, linking into existing projects or initiatives where possible. AND 

	Option 3: Under either option above, this option would seek to protect the setting of the City of York by supporting proposals which do not compromise the setting. 
	Option 3: Under either option above, this option would seek to protect the setting of the City of York by supporting proposals which do not compromise the setting. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	All of the options would provide positive effects for both the historic environment and landscape of the Plan area. Option 1 would present an element of uncertainty as the implications of any future revisions to national policy are unknown. Option 2 would have greater positive effects through the requirement 
	All of the options would provide positive effects for both the historic environment and landscape of the Plan area. Option 1 would present an element of uncertainty as the implications of any future revisions to national policy are unknown. Option 2 would have greater positive effects through the requirement 


	National guidance on biodiversity offsetting has not yet been finalised. Information on the pilot work and consultation work run by Defra is available at 
	6 
	https://www.gov.uk/biodiversity‐offsetting. 

	for enhancements. Option 3, where used together with earlier options, would have significant positive effects for the setting of the City of York. 
	for enhancements. Option 3, where used together with earlier options, would have significant positive effects for the setting of the City of York. 
	for enhancements. Option 3, where used together with earlier options, would have significant positive effects for the setting of the City of York. 

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	28 

	Question 160) Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 160) Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Number of respondents: 19 

	Option 1: 8 
	Option 1: 8 
	Combination: 6 

	TR
	SC: 1 
	Opt. 1+3: 1 

	TR
	MWI: 4  
	MWI: 1 

	TR
	Local Authorities: 1 

	TR
	Opt. 2+3: 4 

	TR
	SC: 1 

	TR
	Local Authorities: 2 

	Option 2: 4 
	Option 2: 4 
	Did Not Specify: 1 

	Option 3: 0 
	Option 3: 0 
	None: 0 

	Question 161) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to historic environment? 
	Question 161) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to historic environment? 
	Number of respondents: 2 SC: 0 MWI: 0  Local Authorities: 0 

	Question 162) Are there any other specific 
	Question 162) Are there any other specific 
	Number of respondents: 4 

	elements of protecting the historic environment 
	elements of protecting the historic environment 
	SC: 1 

	which should be covered by the policy? 
	which should be covered by the policy? 
	MWI: 1 Local Authorities: 0 

	Question 163) In addition to York, and bearing in mind the landscape options provide protection to the landscape setting of settlements, are there any other strategically important historic assets in the Plan area which would benefit from specific protection through Option 3? 
	Question 163) In addition to York, and bearing in mind the landscape options provide protection to the landscape setting of settlements, are there any other strategically important historic assets in the Plan area which would benefit from specific protection through Option 3? 
	Number of respondents: 3 SC: 0 MWI: 1 Local Authorities: 1 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q160: Option 1:  Most flexible option  Existing national and local plan policies afford a high degree of protection for heritage assets and no more criteria is required  No need to duplicate national policy  The NPPF expects compliant Local Plans to provide policies which enable applicants to have no need to refer to the NPPF for guidance  It is not considered appropriate to rely upon various policies in Local Plans across the Joint Plan area Option 2:  This option is already covered unde
	Key Messages Q160: Option 1:  Most flexible option  Existing national and local plan policies afford a high degree of protection for heritage assets and no more criteria is required  No need to duplicate national policy  The NPPF expects compliant Local Plans to provide policies which enable applicants to have no need to refer to the NPPF for guidance  It is not considered appropriate to rely upon various policies in Local Plans across the Joint Plan area Option 2:  This option is already covered unde


	York’s historic core 
	 This option should be expanded to include the historic setting of all historic settlements within the Plan area 
	Option 1+3: 
	 The setting of York can be clearly defined and justified whereas other heritage assets is an esoteric subjective opinion that cannot be defined 
	Option 2+3: 
	 
	 
	 
	Para 126 of the NPPF requires a positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment 

	 
	 
	Due to the international importance of York it is essential to include a polices which protect these elements 

	 
	 
	Heritage assets should be conserved in line with the NPPF with the additional enhancements for improved access and understanding of the asset 


	General comments on the options: 
	 
	 
	 
	In order to comply with the NPPF the Joint Plan should; provide certainty on how proposals affecting heritage assets will be determined; set out how the presumption in favour of sustainable development will be locally applied to the historic environment; and provide clear development management policies for proposal affecting a heritage asset 

	 
	 
	A policy which conserves heritage assets in line with the NPPF with additional encouragement of proposals delivering enhancements to the setting and/or improved assets and understanding of the asset would be supported. The consideration of ‘setting’ should not be specific to the City of York alone. 


	Key Messages Q161: 
	A range of alternative options were suggested in the responses, these are detailed in the ‘Suggested new options Chapter 8 – Development Management table’ along with justification as to why they have or have not been taken forward. One realistic alternative option is summarised and worked up below: 
	Proposed Option 4 
	 The setting of all historic settlements in the Plan area should be protected, not just the ones in York. 
	Suggested approach In conjunction with either Option 1 or Option 2, this option would seek to protect the setting of the City of York and other historic settlements in the Plan area by supporting proposals which do not compromise their settings. 
	Other points were put forward in response to the alternative options question which require consideration while progressing the policy to the Preferred Options stage. English Heritage suggested the Plan should include a framework which is specifically designed to protect elements which contribute to the special historic character and setting of the City of York, and provided suggested wording. It was also suggested that policy guidance for designated heritage assets where the views are important, such as Fo
	Key Messages Q162: 
	 
	 
	 
	The archaeology of the entire Plan area should be preserved 

	 
	 
	The Plan needs to set out an approach to proposals affecting non-designated archaeological remains as the NPPF provides only minor guidance.  

	 
	 
	Two areas of numerous undesignated archaeological assets are the Archaeological landscapes of the Vale of Pickering and the Yorkshire Wolds, which are of international and 


	national importance respectively, and need protecting  Views from and into designated heritage assets may need specific policy, including Fountains Abbey/Studley Royal WHS and Registered Battlefields  A holistic approach is supported Key Messages Q163:  The pre-historic landscape of the A1 corridor  York should not be absolved from its responsibilities because it is a historic city, however, all statutory and non-statutory sites should be given due regard through a sequential approach 
	national importance respectively, and need protecting  Views from and into designated heritage assets may need specific policy, including Fountains Abbey/Studley Royal WHS and Registered Battlefields  A holistic approach is supported Key Messages Q163:  The pre-historic landscape of the A1 corridor  York should not be absolved from its responsibilities because it is a historic city, however, all statutory and non-statutory sites should be given due regard through a sequential approach 
	national importance respectively, and need protecting  Views from and into designated heritage assets may need specific policy, including Fountains Abbey/Studley Royal WHS and Registered Battlefields  A holistic approach is supported Key Messages Q163:  The pre-historic landscape of the A1 corridor  York should not be absolved from its responsibilities because it is a historic city, however, all statutory and non-statutory sites should be given due regard through a sequential approach 

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of assessment All of the options would provide positive effects for both the historic environment and landscape of the Plan area. Option 1 would present an element of uncertainty as the implications of any future revisions to national policy are unknown. Option 2 would have greater positive effects through the requirement for enhancements. Options 3 and 4, where used together with earlier options, would have significant positive effects for the setting of the City of York (Option 3 and 4) and other 
	Summary of assessment All of the options would provide positive effects for both the historic environment and landscape of the Plan area. Option 1 would present an element of uncertainty as the implications of any future revisions to national policy are unknown. Option 2 would have greater positive effects through the requirement for enhancements. Options 3 and 4, where used together with earlier options, would have significant positive effects for the setting of the City of York (Option 3 and 4) and other 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The wide range of responses at Issues and Options consultation is noted, along with the preference of a small majority of consultees for Option 1.  Overall it is considered preferable to develop local policy, generally consistent with national policy, in order to provide a local context for consideration of the historic environment, which is an important issue in the Joint Plan area.  It is agreed that consideration should be given to protection of ‘setting’ of heritage assets. It is also agreed that any re
	The wide range of responses at Issues and Options consultation is noted, along with the preference of a small majority of consultees for Option 1.  Overall it is considered preferable to develop local policy, generally consistent with national policy, in order to provide a local context for consideration of the historic environment, which is an important issue in the Joint Plan area.  It is agreed that consideration should be given to protection of ‘setting’ of heritage assets. It is also agreed that any re

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	Evidence update as of January 2015. New National Planning Practice Guidance, published since issues and options consultation, sets out additional guidance relating to planning for the historic environment. 
	Evidence update as of January 2015. New National Planning Practice Guidance, published since issues and options consultation, sets out additional guidance relating to planning for the historic environment. 

	Duty to Cooperate  
	Duty to Cooperate  

	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? Yes At a general level any policy approach to heritage assets needs to be developed in conjunction with the relevant statutory body, English Heritage. A meeting with English Heritage was held to discuss the comments raised at the Issues and Option stage. A summary of the meeting and outcomes is recorded on the Duty to Cooperate Record Log.  Further comments from English Heritage have been received during drafting of the preferred policy and are reflected in the proposed p
	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? Yes At a general level any policy approach to heritage assets needs to be developed in conjunction with the relevant statutory body, English Heritage. A meeting with English Heritage was held to discuss the comments raised at the Issues and Option stage. A summary of the meeting and outcomes is recorded on the Duty to Cooperate Record Log.  Further comments from English Heritage have been received during drafting of the preferred policy and are reflected in the proposed p

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	The majority of respondents preferred Option 1, which relies on the requirements set out in the NPPF. The SA also preferred Option 1, as potentially reflecting the most flexible option, albeit with greater uncertainty as to its effects, combined with option 4 which would provide protection to the setting of all historic settlements.  English Heritage consider it essential that the MWJP sets out its own framework to ensure that the historic environment is appropriately conserved in line with the requirements
	The majority of respondents preferred Option 1, which relies on the requirements set out in the NPPF. The SA also preferred Option 1, as potentially reflecting the most flexible option, albeit with greater uncertainty as to its effects, combined with option 4 which would provide protection to the setting of all historic settlements.  English Heritage consider it essential that the MWJP sets out its own framework to ensure that the historic environment is appropriately conserved in line with the requirements

	include an option to preserve the setting of the city.  It is agreed that this would be appropriate due to its high level of significance within the Plan area and taking into account that the NPPF indicates that account should be taken of the wider social, cultural, economic and environmental benefits that conservation of the historic environment can bring.  However, it is less clear how other ‘historic’ settlements would be identified for the purposes of protecting their setting.  Taking into account the r
	include an option to preserve the setting of the city.  It is agreed that this would be appropriate due to its high level of significance within the Plan area and taking into account that the NPPF indicates that account should be taken of the wider social, cultural, economic and environmental benefits that conservation of the historic environment can bring.  However, it is less clear how other ‘historic’ settlements would be identified for the purposes of protecting their setting.  Taking into account the r

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to D08: Historic environment 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to D08: Historic environment 

	Minerals or waste development proposals will be permitted where it can be demonstrated that they will conserve and, where appropriate, enhance those elements which contribute to the significance of the area’s heritage assets including their setting. Particular regard will be had to the benefits of conserving those elements which contribute most to the distinctive character and sense of place of the Plan area including;  The World Heritage Site at Fountains Abbey/Studley Royal  The special historic charact
	Minerals or waste development proposals will be permitted where it can be demonstrated that they will conserve and, where appropriate, enhance those elements which contribute to the significance of the area’s heritage assets including their setting. Particular regard will be had to the benefits of conserving those elements which contribute most to the distinctive character and sense of place of the Plan area including;  The World Heritage Site at Fountains Abbey/Studley Royal  The special historic charact
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	assets it contains and because of the significance of long distance views of landmark buildings such as the York Minster tower and Terry’s clock tower from the wider Vale of York. Maintaining the wider setting of York is also of importance because of the significance of the City to the tourism and wider economy of the Joint Plan area, with the City receiving around 7 million visitors annually.  The City as a whole is not subject of specific protection through any designations and it is therefore considered 
	assets it contains and because of the significance of long distance views of landmark buildings such as the York Minster tower and Terry’s clock tower from the wider Vale of York. Maintaining the wider setting of York is also of importance because of the significance of the City to the tourism and wider economy of the Joint Plan area, with the City receiving around 7 million visitors annually.  The City as a whole is not subject of specific protection through any designations and it is therefore considered 
	assets it contains and because of the significance of long distance views of landmark buildings such as the York Minster tower and Terry’s clock tower from the wider Vale of York. Maintaining the wider setting of York is also of importance because of the significance of the City to the tourism and wider economy of the Joint Plan area, with the City receiving around 7 million visitors annually.  The City as a whole is not subject of specific protection through any designations and it is therefore considered 
	-


	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives Objective 9 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id63: Landscape Id67: Strategic approach to reclamation and afteruse 
	Link to Objectives Objective 9 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id63: Landscape Id67: Strategic approach to reclamation and afteruse 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment This policy would have particularly strong positive impacts in relation to the historic environment and landscape objectives. The policy would conserve and where appropriate enhance the historic environment and affords particular protection for the most significant historic assets within the plan area. Positive impacts are also likely to result in relation to tourism, recreation, community viability and vitality and the economy as this policy may boost tourism and conserve and enhance 
	Summary of assessment This policy would have particularly strong positive impacts in relation to the historic environment and landscape objectives. The policy would conserve and where appropriate enhance the historic environment and affords particular protection for the most significant historic assets within the plan area. Positive impacts are also likely to result in relation to tourism, recreation, community viability and vitality and the economy as this policy may boost tourism and conserve and enhance 


	Id66 - Water environment 
	Id66 - Water environment 
	Id66 - Water environment 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would not set out a specific local policy for the protection of the water environment and would rely on national policy in the NPPF, together with any other relevant policies in the development plan. In summary, water policies in the NPPF require that strategies should take account of water supply and demand (para. 94), permitted operations should not have unacceptable adverse impacts on water (para. 109) and new and existing development should not contribute to or be put at unacceptab

	Option 2: Proposals will be supported where it can be demonstrated, when considered  against the following criteria, that unacceptable adverse (including cumulative) effects can be avoided or have been appropriately mitigated and, where possible, that the development would provide enhancements to the locality. Consideration would be given to:  Impacts on water quality (surface or underground) and water supply and flows, including effects on Nitrate Vulnerable Zones and Groundwater Source Protection Zones  
	Option 2: Proposals will be supported where it can be demonstrated, when considered  against the following criteria, that unacceptable adverse (including cumulative) effects can be avoided or have been appropriately mitigated and, where possible, that the development would provide enhancements to the locality. Consideration would be given to:  Impacts on water quality (surface or underground) and water supply and flows, including effects on Nitrate Vulnerable Zones and Groundwater Source Protection Zones  

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	Both options report positive effects in relation to biodiversity, the water environment, climate change adaptation, the economy, community vitality, recreation, health and wellbeing and meeting the needs of a changing population. However, these are generally stronger for Option 2 than for Option 1. Option 1 could have negative effects on flooding by resulting in the Plan having no reference to the need to consider impacts on and from flooding, while Option 2 strongly supports the sustainability objective to
	Both options report positive effects in relation to biodiversity, the water environment, climate change adaptation, the economy, community vitality, recreation, health and wellbeing and meeting the needs of a changing population. However, these are generally stronger for Option 2 than for Option 1. Option 1 could have negative effects on flooding by resulting in the Plan having no reference to the need to consider impacts on and from flooding, while Option 2 strongly supports the sustainability objective to


	minimise flood risk. In the long term, there is uncertainty with Option 1 in relation to the continued operation of the NPPF in its present format. 
	minimise flood risk. In the long term, there is uncertainty with Option 1 in relation to the continued operation of the NPPF in its present format. 
	minimise flood risk. In the long term, there is uncertainty with Option 1 in relation to the continued operation of the NPPF in its present format. 

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	45 

	Question 164) Do you have a preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Question 164) Do you have a preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Number of respondents: 31 

	Option 1: 6 MWI: 4 Local Authorities: 1 
	Option 1: 6 MWI: 4 Local Authorities: 1 
	Combination: 1 Option 1+2: 1 MWI: 1  

	Option 2: 18 
	Option 2: 18 
	Did Not Specify: 2 

	TR
	SC: 2 
	MWI: 1  

	TR
	MWI: 2 

	TR
	Local Authorities: 2 

	TR
	None: 4 

	Question 165) Are there any alternative 
	Question 165) Are there any alternative 
	Number of respondents: 7 

	options the Authorities should consider in 
	options the Authorities should consider in 
	SC: 0 

	relation to the water environment? 
	relation to the water environment? 
	MWI: 2 Local Authorities: 0 

	Question 166) Do you have any comments on the options presented above, including the suitability of the criteria referred to in Option 2. 
	Question 166) Do you have any comments on the options presented above, including the suitability of the criteria referred to in Option 2. 
	Number of respondents: 7 SC: 0 MWI: 0 Local Authorities: 0 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q164: Option 1:  Most flexible option  Define the term ‘unacceptable’  This option doesn’t provide any spatial context of the Plan area Option 2:  A specific policy gives greater weight to water protection, flood risk mitigation and water resources and provides a degree of control on the issue  Contributes towards meeting the Water Framework Directive water quality targets  Suggest including ‘groundwater’ in the first bullet point text  The NPPF is the minimum and additional local criter
	Key Messages Q164: Option 1:  Most flexible option  Define the term ‘unacceptable’  This option doesn’t provide any spatial context of the Plan area Option 2:  A specific policy gives greater weight to water protection, flood risk mitigation and water resources and provides a degree of control on the issue  Contributes towards meeting the Water Framework Directive water quality targets  Suggest including ‘groundwater’ in the first bullet point text  The NPPF is the minimum and additional local criter


	General comments on the options:  Neither option is robust enough to ensure safeguards are in place to protect water quality  Responsibility for water protection must be clear when issues of water quality arise  Tipping of colliery spoil on principle aquifers should not be permitted  Water pollution impacts are the responsibility of the Environment Agency and various internal drainage boards and duplication of roles should be avoided  Need to protect the water environment from shale gas contamination a
	General comments on the options:  Neither option is robust enough to ensure safeguards are in place to protect water quality  Responsibility for water protection must be clear when issues of water quality arise  Tipping of colliery spoil on principle aquifers should not be permitted  Water pollution impacts are the responsibility of the Environment Agency and various internal drainage boards and duplication of roles should be avoided  Need to protect the water environment from shale gas contamination a
	General comments on the options:  Neither option is robust enough to ensure safeguards are in place to protect water quality  Responsibility for water protection must be clear when issues of water quality arise  Tipping of colliery spoil on principle aquifers should not be permitted  Water pollution impacts are the responsibility of the Environment Agency and various internal drainage boards and duplication of roles should be avoided  Need to protect the water environment from shale gas contamination a

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	N/A 
	N/A 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The preference of the majority of consultees for Option 2 is noted and it is agreed that specific local policy should be included. It is not considered practicable to require that the criteria are ‘guaranteed’ and in some cases other regulatory regimes are also relevant.  The role of other regulatory authorities is noted but it is considered relevant to make reference in local planning policy to key matters relating to the water environment because of the general relevance to the use and development of land
	The preference of the majority of consultees for Option 2 is noted and it is agreed that specific local policy should be included. It is not considered practicable to require that the criteria are ‘guaranteed’ and in some cases other regulatory regimes are also relevant.  The role of other regulatory authorities is noted but it is considered relevant to make reference in local planning policy to key matters relating to the water environment because of the general relevance to the use and development of land

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	Evidence update as of January 2015. The National Planning Practice Guidance was published subsequently to the drafting of the Options above and provides more in depth guidance on water supply, wastewater and water quality issues. With regard to water environment issues which need to be taken into consideration when plan making the NPPG highlights the need for a ‘Local Plan to consider the contribution that can be made to a ‘catchment-based approach’ to water’ (a policy framework devised by Defra to improve 
	Evidence update as of January 2015. The National Planning Practice Guidance was published subsequently to the drafting of the Options above and provides more in depth guidance on water supply, wastewater and water quality issues. With regard to water environment issues which need to be taken into consideration when plan making the NPPG highlights the need for a ‘Local Plan to consider the contribution that can be made to a ‘catchment-based approach’ to water’ (a policy framework devised by Defra to improve 

	plans and provide a platform for engagement, discussion and decisions of much wider benefits).’ The NPPG also states ‘In plan-making, the broad considerations relevant to water supply and water quality include: infrastructure (water supply and wastewater); water quality; wastewater; cross-boundary concerns; strategic environmental assessment and sustainability appraisal.’ With regard to water quality the NPPG states ‘Plan-making may need to consider: How to help protect and enhance local surface water and g
	plans and provide a platform for engagement, discussion and decisions of much wider benefits).’ The NPPG also states ‘In plan-making, the broad considerations relevant to water supply and water quality include: infrastructure (water supply and wastewater); water quality; wastewater; cross-boundary concerns; strategic environmental assessment and sustainability appraisal.’ With regard to water quality the NPPG states ‘Plan-making may need to consider: How to help protect and enhance local surface water and g

	Duty to Cooperate  
	Duty to Cooperate  

	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? At a general level any policy approach to heritage assets needs to be developed in conjunction with the relevant statutory body, the Environment Agency. 
	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? At a general level any policy approach to heritage assets needs to be developed in conjunction with the relevant statutory body, the Environment Agency. 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	The majority of respondents preferred Option 2, including two statutory consultees, Natural England and the Environment Agency, who suggested that A specific policy gives greater weight to water protection, flood risk mitigation, water resources and provides a degree of control on the issue’. On the advice of the EA Option 2 will be amended to include the term ‘groundwater’ in the first bullet point in order to emphasise its importance. The SA of the options suggests that Option 2 would produce ‘generally s
	The majority of respondents preferred Option 2, including two statutory consultees, Natural England and the Environment Agency, who suggested that A specific policy gives greater weight to water protection, flood risk mitigation, water resources and provides a degree of control on the issue’. On the advice of the EA Option 2 will be amended to include the term ‘groundwater’ in the first bullet point in order to emphasise its importance. The SA of the options suggests that Option 2 would produce ‘generally s

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to D09: Water environment 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to D09: Water environment 

	Proposals for minerals and waste development will be permitted where it can be demonstrated that no unacceptable adverse impacts will arise, taking into account any proposed mitigation, on: Surface or groundwater quality Surface or groundwater supplies and flows In relation to surface and groundwater quality and flows a very high level of protection will be applied to principle aquifers and groundwater Source Protection Zones. Development which would have an adverse impact on principle aquifers and Source P
	Proposals for minerals and waste development will be permitted where it can be demonstrated that no unacceptable adverse impacts will arise, taking into account any proposed mitigation, on: Surface or groundwater quality Surface or groundwater supplies and flows In relation to surface and groundwater quality and flows a very high level of protection will be applied to principle aquifers and groundwater Source Protection Zones. Development which would have an adverse impact on principle aquifers and Source P


	Proposals for minerals and waste development should, where necessary or practicable taking into account the scale, nature and location of the development proposed, include measures to contribute to flood alleviation and other climate change mitigation and adaptation measures including use of sustainable urban drainage systems. 
	Supporting text 
	Large parts of the Joint Plan area, particularly within the City of York area and lower lying parts of the NYCC area are at risk of flooding, as demonstrated in the Strategic Flood Risk assessment that has been prepared alongside the Plan.  Flood risk maps are available on the Environment Agency’s website.  There are also substantial areas which are underlain by principle aquifers, including the Magnesian Limestone resource and some rocks of Jurassic age in the eastern part of the Plan area.  Some of these 
	The Environment Agency has prepared a number of Position Statements setting out their likely approach to environmental permitting of various forms of development which may present a pollution hazard to groundwater. A number of these Statements are of relevance to minerals and waste development, including conventional and unconventional oil and gas, landfill, non-landfill waste activities and mining, quarrying and gravel extraction.  In order to help ensure a general consistency of approach the planning auth
	National planning policy places considerable emphasis on the need to address flood risk, water pollution and water availability in planning decisions and includes specific national policy tests in relation to flood risk that are required to be met, in the form of a Sequential Test for flood risk and an Exception Test.  The Sequential Test involves a risk-based approach to locating development.  The aim of the Sequential Test is to steer new development to areas with the lowest probability of flooding. It op
	Full details of the Tests can be found in the Technical Guidance on flood risk published alongside the NPPF. Applicants are advised to consider the Technical Guidance and national policy on flood risk at an early stage in developing proposals. 
	In some cases it may be necessary for a site-specific flood risk assessment to be carried out in support of an application.  A site specific flood risk assessment is required for proposals of 1 hectare or greater in flood zone 1 and for all proposals for new development (including minor development and change of use) in flood zones 2 and 3.  Further guidance is available in the Technical guidance accompanying the NPPF.  Applicants should also consider the ‘standing advice’ on flood risk produced by the Envi
	Different types of development have different vulnerabilities to flooding and some are considered to be ‘water compatible’.  Water compatible development includes some forms of development which fall within the scope of the MWJP, specifically sand and gravel extraction and sewage transmission infrastructure and pumping stations.  These forms of development are appropriate within all flood 
	zones.  Most other forms of development within the scope of the Plan, such as other types of mineral working and processing as well as waste development (except landfill and hazardous waste facilities) are classed as ‘less vulnerable’.  These may be acceptable in all flood risk zones except Zone 3b (functional floodplain).  Landfill and sites used for management of hazardous waste are ‘more vulnerable’ and should not take place in Zone 3b and would only be acceptable in Zone 3a if they meet the Exception Te
	zones.  Most other forms of development within the scope of the Plan, such as other types of mineral working and processing as well as waste development (except landfill and hazardous waste facilities) are classed as ‘less vulnerable’.  These may be acceptable in all flood risk zones except Zone 3b (functional floodplain).  Landfill and sites used for management of hazardous waste are ‘more vulnerable’ and should not take place in Zone 3b and would only be acceptable in Zone 3a if they meet the Exception Te
	zones.  Most other forms of development within the scope of the Plan, such as other types of mineral working and processing as well as waste development (except landfill and hazardous waste facilities) are classed as ‘less vulnerable’.  These may be acceptable in all flood risk zones except Zone 3b (functional floodplain).  Landfill and sites used for management of hazardous waste are ‘more vulnerable’ and should not take place in Zone 3b and would only be acceptable in Zone 3a if they meet the Exception Te

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 9 Objective 10 Objective 11 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id63: Landscape Id64: Biodiversity and geodiversity Id67: Strategic approach to reclamation and afteruse Id68: Sustainable design, construction and operation of development 
	Link to Objectives: Objective 9 Objective 10 Objective 11 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id63: Landscape Id64: Biodiversity and geodiversity Id67: Strategic approach to reclamation and afteruse Id68: Sustainable design, construction and operation of development 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment This is a generally positive development management policy, with benefits to biodiversity, water, climate change mitigation and adaptation, the economy, community vitality, recreation, health and wellbeing and a changing population. It will work well alongside the environmental permitting and water licensing regimes. Recommendations A reference to the importance of not impeding the achievement of water status objectives outlined in River Basin Management Plans (which is important in me
	Summary of assessment This is a generally positive development management policy, with benefits to biodiversity, water, climate change mitigation and adaptation, the economy, community vitality, recreation, health and wellbeing and a changing population. It will work well alongside the environmental permitting and water licensing regimes. Recommendations A reference to the importance of not impeding the achievement of water status objectives outlined in River Basin Management Plans (which is important in me
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	https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/403435/LIT_7114.pdf 

	Id67 - Strategic approach to reclamation and afteruse 
	Options 
	Options 
	Options 
	Option 1: 

	presented at 
	presented at 
	This option would support reclamation and afteruse proposals across the whole of the 

	Issues and 
	Issues and 
	Plan area which meet a number of general criteria and are carried out to a high 

	options stage 
	options stage 
	standard and which, where relevant and particularly for larger scale workings, have 

	TR
	demonstrably:  

	TR
	i. Been brought forward in discussion with local communities and other relevant 

	TR
	stakeholders and where practicable reflect the outcome of those discussions 

	TR
	ii. Taken into account the wider context of the development proposed, including the 

	TR
	implications for the development of other significant permitted or proposed 

	TR
	development in the area and the range of environmental and other assets and 

	TR
	infrastructure that may be affected, including any important interactions between 

	TR
	those assets and infrastructure 

	TR
	ii. Reflected the potential for the proposed reclamation and/or afteruse to give rise to 

	TR
	positive and adverse impacts, including cumulative impacts, and have sought 

	TR
	where practicable to maximise potential overall benefits and minimise overall 

	TR
	adverse impacts 

	TR
	v. Taken into account potential impacts on and from climate change factors  

	TR
	v. Made best use of onsite materials for reclamation purposes and only rely on the 

	TR
	need for importation of waste where essential to deliver an appropriate standard of 

	TR
	reclamation  

	TR
	vi. Provided for progressive, phased restoration where appropriate 

	TR
	ii. Provided for the longer term implementation and management of the agreed form 

	TR
	of reclamation and any relevant afteruse (this would not apply to reclamation for 

	TR
	agriculture or forestry where a statutory 5 year maximum aftercare period applies).  

	TR
	AND 


	Table
	TR
	Option 2: In addition to the general criteria identified in Option 1, this option would seek to deliver a more targeted approach to minerals site reclamation and afteruse by supporting proposals which, where relevant, focus reclamation and/or afteruse proposals towards particular objectives including: i. In areas of best and most versatile agricultural land, maximising the protection and enhancement of soils and maximising the extent of best and most versatile land to be provided following reclamation and a

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	Option 1 is likely to lead to a range of positive environmental and social effects, including in relation to biodiversity, air and water quality, soils and agricultural land, landscape and reusing materials, with particularly strong positive effects recorded in relation to mitigating and adapting to climate change and engaging with communities. Uncertain effects are recorded in relation to sustainable waste management as the option provides less scope for wastes other than those generated on site to be used
	Option 1 is likely to lead to a range of positive environmental and social effects, including in relation to biodiversity, air and water quality, soils and agricultural land, landscape and reusing materials, with particularly strong positive effects recorded in relation to mitigating and adapting to climate change and engaging with communities. Uncertain effects are recorded in relation to sustainable waste management as the option provides less scope for wastes other than those generated on site to be used

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	23 

	Question 168) Do you have a preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Question 168) Do you have a preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Number of respondents: 16 

	Option 1: 1 MWI: 1  
	Option 1: 1 MWI: 1  
	Combination: 6 Opt. 1+2: 6 MWI: 2  Local Authorities: 1 


	Table
	TR
	Option 2: 6 SC: 2 Local Authorities: 1 
	Did Not Specify: 3 MWI: 2  

	TR
	None: 0 

	Question 169) Are there any alternative options or criteria the Authorities should consider in relation to reclamation and afteruse? 
	Question 169) Are there any alternative options or criteria the Authorities should consider in relation to reclamation and afteruse? 
	Number of respondents: 5 SC: 1 MWI: 1  Local Authorities: 1 

	Question 170) If Option 2 were to be followed do you have any views on the priorities which should be addressed? 
	Question 170) If Option 2 were to be followed do you have any views on the priorities which should be addressed? 
	Number of respondents: 2 SC: 0 MWI: 0  Local Authorities: 0 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q168: Option 2:  Provides the best mechanism to secure long term ecological enhancements through reclamation schemes  Contributes to meeting the Plans objectives  Provides the greatest range of benefits  Reference to flooding should be directed towards the minimisation of both upstream and downstream flooding  Reclamation items such as enhancements of the enjoyment of heritage assets and increasing access opportunities etc. should be subject to CIL  The criteria in this option should be e
	Key Messages Q168: Option 2:  Provides the best mechanism to secure long term ecological enhancements through reclamation schemes  Contributes to meeting the Plans objectives  Provides the greatest range of benefits  Reference to flooding should be directed towards the minimisation of both upstream and downstream flooding  Reclamation items such as enhancements of the enjoyment of heritage assets and increasing access opportunities etc. should be subject to CIL  The criteria in this option should be e
	-



	below: Proposed Option 3  There should be a presumption in favour of restoration before other options are considered to be acceptable. Suggested approach Restore a site to its previous use and condition. Only where this is not possible would consideration be given to alternative reclamation and afteruse proposals as set out under Options 1 and 2.  Proposed Option 4  Options 1 and 2 should not apply to oil and gas developments Suggested approach Restore oil and gas sites to their previous use and condition
	below: Proposed Option 3  There should be a presumption in favour of restoration before other options are considered to be acceptable. Suggested approach Restore a site to its previous use and condition. Only where this is not possible would consideration be given to alternative reclamation and afteruse proposals as set out under Options 1 and 2.  Proposed Option 4  Options 1 and 2 should not apply to oil and gas developments Suggested approach Restore oil and gas sites to their previous use and condition
	below: Proposed Option 3  There should be a presumption in favour of restoration before other options are considered to be acceptable. Suggested approach Restore a site to its previous use and condition. Only where this is not possible would consideration be given to alternative reclamation and afteruse proposals as set out under Options 1 and 2.  Proposed Option 4  Options 1 and 2 should not apply to oil and gas developments Suggested approach Restore oil and gas sites to their previous use and condition

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of assessment Option 1 is likely to lead to a range of positive environmental and social effects, including in relation to biodiversity, air and water quality, soils and agricultural land, landscape and reusing materials, with particularly strong positive effects recorded in relation to mitigating and adapting to climate change and engaging with communities. Uncertain effects are recorded in relation to sustainable waste management as the option provides less scope for wastes other than those genera
	Summary of assessment Option 1 is likely to lead to a range of positive environmental and social effects, including in relation to biodiversity, air and water quality, soils and agricultural land, landscape and reusing materials, with particularly strong positive effects recorded in relation to mitigating and adapting to climate change and engaging with communities. Uncertain effects are recorded in relation to sustainable waste management as the option provides less scope for wastes other than those genera

	also have uncertain effect related to which option it would work alongside. Revised Recommendations It is recommended that both options 1 and 2 be followed. 
	also have uncertain effect related to which option it would work alongside. Revised Recommendations It is recommended that both options 1 and 2 be followed. 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The general support for Option 2 or a combination of Options 1 and 2 is noted. It is agreed that reference could be made to both upstream and downstream flooding.  CIL is not relevant for the purposes of minerals and waste development.  It is agreed that reference could be made to connectivity between habitats and that the policy needs to be flexible taking into account the wide range of circumstances that may exist across the Plan area.  Technical Guidance on minerals policy, published alongside the NPPF, 
	The general support for Option 2 or a combination of Options 1 and 2 is noted. It is agreed that reference could be made to both upstream and downstream flooding.  CIL is not relevant for the purposes of minerals and waste development.  It is agreed that reference could be made to connectivity between habitats and that the policy needs to be flexible taking into account the wide range of circumstances that may exist across the Plan area.  Technical Guidance on minerals policy, published alongside the NPPF, 

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	The National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) was published subsequent to the drafting of the Options above and provides more guidance on the reclamation and afteruse of mineral sites.  With regard to mineral site reclamation and afteruse issues the NPPG suggests that ‘the most appropriate form of site restoration to facilitate different potential after uses should be addressed in both local minerals plans, which should include policies to ensure worked land is reclaimed at the earliest opportunity and tha
	The National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) was published subsequent to the drafting of the Options above and provides more guidance on the reclamation and afteruse of mineral sites.  With regard to mineral site reclamation and afteruse issues the NPPG suggests that ‘the most appropriate form of site restoration to facilitate different potential after uses should be addressed in both local minerals plans, which should include policies to ensure worked land is reclaimed at the earliest opportunity and tha

	Duty to Cooperate  
	Duty to Cooperate  

	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? No 
	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? No 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	The largest proportion of respondents selected a combination of Option 1 & 2 (or Option 2 which in itself would only operate in conjunction with Option 1). The Environment Agency support Option 2 (supported by Option 1) suggesting that this ‘provides the best mechanism to secure long term ecological enhancements … and will provide policy backing for meeting the plan’s objectives’. The second bullet point in Option 2 has been amended to include a reference to minimisation of 
	The largest proportion of respondents selected a combination of Option 1 & 2 (or Option 2 which in itself would only operate in conjunction with Option 1). The Environment Agency support Option 2 (supported by Option 1) suggesting that this ‘provides the best mechanism to secure long term ecological enhancements … and will provide policy backing for meeting the plan’s objectives’. The second bullet point in Option 2 has been amended to include a reference to minimisation of 

	flooding in ‘upstream’ locations as well as downstream locations. The eighth bullet point in Option 2 has been amended to include a reference to ‘the creation of BAP Habitats’ and improvements to the ‘connections between’ habitats. Two realistic alternative options have been put forward by respondents. Although these suggested options have been determined to be realistic, the SA has determined that they would result in ‘largely minor positive and negative effects on the environment and society’. In addition
	flooding in ‘upstream’ locations as well as downstream locations. The eighth bullet point in Option 2 has been amended to include a reference to ‘the creation of BAP Habitats’ and improvements to the ‘connections between’ habitats. Two realistic alternative options have been put forward by respondents. Although these suggested options have been determined to be realistic, the SA has determined that they would result in ‘largely minor positive and negative effects on the environment and society’. In addition

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to D10: Reclamation and afteruse 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to D10: Reclamation and afteruse 

	Part One Proposals which require restoration and afteruse elements will be permitted where it can be demonstrated that they would be carried out to a high standard and which, where relevant, have demonstrably: i. Been brought forward in discussion with local communities and other relevant stakeholders and where practicable reflect the outcome of those discussions; ii. Taken into account the location and context of the site, including the implications of other significant permitted or proposed development in
	Part One Proposals which require restoration and afteruse elements will be permitted where it can be demonstrated that they would be carried out to a high standard and which, where relevant, have demonstrably: i. Been brought forward in discussion with local communities and other relevant stakeholders and where practicable reflect the outcome of those discussions; ii. Taken into account the location and context of the site, including the implications of other significant permitted or proposed development in


	restoration and afteruse (except in cases of agriculture or forestry afteruses where a statutory 5 year maximum aftercare will apply). 
	Part Two 
	In addition to the criteria in Part A above, proposals will be permitted which deliver a more targeted approach to minerals site restoration and afteruse by contributing towards objectives, appropriate to the location of the site, including where relevant: 
	i. In areas of best and most versatile agricultural land, prioritising the protection and enhancement of soils and the long term potential to create areas of best and most versatile land during reclamation of the site; 
	ii. Where opportunities allow, particularly for sand and gravel extraction in the flood plains of the rivers Swale and Ure, providing additional flood storage capacity to help minimise flooding in upstream and downstream locations; 
	iii. Within the National Park and AONBs, enhancing the special qualities of the designated area and/or providing opportunities for the enjoyment and understanding of those special qualities; 
	iv. 
	iv. 
	iv. 
	Within airfield safeguarding zones, particularly where reclamation for biodiversity is involved, ensuring that reclamation and afteruse proposals respect safeguarding constraints whilst maximising the potential restoration and afteruse benefits delivered by the site; 

	v. 
	v. 
	In proximity to important heritage assets, ensuring that the significance of assets and their settings is sustained and where practicable enhanced and, also where practicable, that opportunities to facilitate enjoyment of the asset are provided;  


	vi. Where the development is located within or adjacent to identified green infrastructure corridors, reflecting any locally agreed priorities for delivery of additional or enhanced green infrastructure and ecosystems services; 
	vii. In proximity to major settlements within and adjacent to the Plan area, and subject to local amenity considerations, providing enhanced opportunities for informal and formal public access and recreation; 
	viii. Delivering enhancements for biodiversity, improvements to habitat networks and the connectivity between these, including the creation of Biodiversity Action Plan habitats, based on contributing towards established objectives, seeking to deliver benefits at a landscape scale where practicable; 
	ix. Creating geodiversity benefits where appropriate including contributing towards the delivery of priorities identified in any relevant Geodiversity Action Plan. 
	Supporting text 
	The nature of minerals development, which often involves permanent or long term physical change to land, sometimes on a substantial scale, makes it important that consideration is given at an early stage as to how sites are restored and used once workings have finished.  Whilst many modern waste developments are permanent or long term built developments, which do not give rise to restoration and afteruse considerations in the same way, proposals for landfill and temporary plant and buildings may require con
	National planning guidance defines restoration as ‘restoration means operations associated with the winning and working of minerals and which are designed to return the area to an acceptable environmental condition, whether for the resumption of former land use or a new use’.  The process of restoring a site may also involve a period of aftercare, required to ensure the proposed use is implemented.  The term ‘reclamation’ refers to the combined process of restoration and, where relevant, aftercare. 
	A high standard of reclamation is essential to ensure that development is sustainable and applicants for minerals or waste development where reclamation will be required will need to demonstrate, as part 
	of their initial proposals, how this can be achieved and the intended timescale for delivery. In bringing forward proposals, applicants should have regard to the advice in paragraphs 33 to 48 of the Technical Guidance to the National Planning Policy Framework (March 2012). Applicants should liaise with host communities when developing restoration and afteruse proposals.  This can help ensure that local views are taken into account at an early stage in the design of the scheme and that the proposals receive 
	of their initial proposals, how this can be achieved and the intended timescale for delivery. In bringing forward proposals, applicants should have regard to the advice in paragraphs 33 to 48 of the Technical Guidance to the National Planning Policy Framework (March 2012). Applicants should liaise with host communities when developing restoration and afteruse proposals.  This can help ensure that local views are taken into account at an early stage in the design of the scheme and that the proposals receive 
	of their initial proposals, how this can be achieved and the intended timescale for delivery. In bringing forward proposals, applicants should have regard to the advice in paragraphs 33 to 48 of the Technical Guidance to the National Planning Policy Framework (March 2012). Applicants should liaise with host communities when developing restoration and afteruse proposals.  This can help ensure that local views are taken into account at an early stage in the design of the scheme and that the proposals receive 

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives Objective 9 Objective 10 Objective 11 Objective 12 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id61: North York Moors National Park and AONBs Id63: Landscape Id64: Biodiversity and geodiversity Id65: Historic environment Id66: Water environment 
	Link to Objectives Objective 9 Objective 10 Objective 11 Objective 12 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id61: North York Moors National Park and AONBs Id63: Landscape Id64: Biodiversity and geodiversity Id65: Historic environment Id66: Water environment 

	Id68: Sustainable design, construction and operation of development  Id69: Protection of Best and Most Versatile agricultural land and soils 
	Id68: Sustainable design, construction and operation of development  Id69: Protection of Best and Most Versatile agricultural land and soils 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment This policy is likely to result in largely positive impacts with particularly strong positive effects recorded in relation to biodiversity, land use, climate change adaptation, historic environment, flood risk and meeting the needs of a changing population due to the wide range of considerations promoted by the policy. A minor negative impact has been recorded in relation to resource use and encouraging re-use of materials as through encouraging the use of on-site materials above the i
	Summary of assessment This policy is likely to result in largely positive impacts with particularly strong positive effects recorded in relation to biodiversity, land use, climate change adaptation, historic environment, flood risk and meeting the needs of a changing population due to the wide range of considerations promoted by the policy. A minor negative impact has been recorded in relation to resource use and encouraging re-use of materials as through encouraging the use of on-site materials above the i


	Id68 - Sustainable design, construction and operation of development 
	Id68 - Sustainable design, construction and operation of development 
	Id68 - Sustainable design, construction and operation of development 

	Options 
	Options 
	Option 1: 

	presented at 
	presented at 
	This option would support proposals for minerals and waste development which 

	Issues and 
	Issues and 
	demonstrate that, where relevant, appropriate measures have been incorporated in 

	options stage 
	options stage 
	the design, construction and operation of the development and where relevant reclamation of the site, in relation to: i. Reduction or minimisation of greenhouse gas emissions, including mitigation measures where necessary, through incorporation of energy efficient siting, design and operational practices including those relating to bulk transport of materials ii. Minimisation of waste generated by new minerals and waste development  ii. Generation and utilisation of renewable or low carbon energy in a manne


	Table
	TR
	Option 2: For minerals and waste development this option sets out criteria which would, where relevant, apply in addition to the criteria set out in Option 1, and which would also apply to proposals for new residential, commercial and industrial development, including development for which the District and Borough Councils in the NYCC part of the area are the planning authority. The additional criteria would seek to help deliver sustainable waste management and the sustainable use of minerals through: i. Im
	-


	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	The options for sustainable design and construction should have an overall positive effect on environmental sustainability objectives. The remit to support development which requires demonstration of how it minimises greenhouse gas emissions, reuses resources and promotes renewable technologies, as well as energy efficiency and high quality (through BREEAM), will have positive effects for climate change, air quality and resource use. Furthermore, Option 1’s criteria support development with sustainable drai
	The options for sustainable design and construction should have an overall positive effect on environmental sustainability objectives. The remit to support development which requires demonstration of how it minimises greenhouse gas emissions, reuses resources and promotes renewable technologies, as well as energy efficiency and high quality (through BREEAM), will have positive effects for climate change, air quality and resource use. Furthermore, Option 1’s criteria support development with sustainable drai

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	23 

	Question 171) Do you have a preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Question 171) Do you have a preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Number of respondents: 14 

	Option 1: 2 
	Option 1: 2 
	Combination: 6 

	TR
	MWI: 1 
	Opt. 1+2: 6 

	TR
	Local Authorities: 1 

	TR
	MWI: 1  

	Option 2: 2 Local Authorities: 1 
	Option 2: 2 Local Authorities: 1 
	Did Not Specify: 4 MWI: 2 Local Authorities: 1 

	TR
	None: 0 

	Question 172) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in 
	Question 172) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in 
	Number of respondents: 3 SC: 0 


	relation to sustainable design, operation and construction of development? 
	relation to sustainable design, operation and construction of development? 
	relation to sustainable design, operation and construction of development? 
	MWI: 1 Local Authorities: 0 

	Question 173) Are there any other criteria 
	Question 173) Are there any other criteria 
	Number of respondents: 5 

	which should be included in Option 1 or 2? 
	which should be included in Option 1 or 2? 
	SC: 0 MWI: 1 Local Authorities: 0 

	Question 174) Do you have any views on a 
	Question 174) Do you have any views on a 
	Number of respondents: 1 

	size threshold that could be used within 
	size threshold that could be used within 
	SC: 0 

	option 1 (5th bullet point) relating to meeting 
	option 1 (5th bullet point) relating to meeting 
	MWI: 1 

	of BREEAM standards, and on the standard 
	of BREEAM standards, and on the standard 
	Local Authorities: 0 

	that should be sought? 
	that should be sought? 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q171: Option 1:  The NPPF appears to ensure that development is resilient to climate change rather than requiring an assessment of its impact upon climate change  The parameters of what a Climate Change Assessment will include will determine the acceptability of the policy Option 2:  Supports the promotion of resource efficiency Option 1+2:  Explain what a ‘Climate Change Assessment’ should include  Low Carbon mineral extraction, such as CBM, should be exempt from the requirement to produc
	Key Messages Q171: Option 1:  The NPPF appears to ensure that development is resilient to climate change rather than requiring an assessment of its impact upon climate change  The parameters of what a Climate Change Assessment will include will determine the acceptability of the policy Option 2:  Supports the promotion of resource efficiency Option 1+2:  Explain what a ‘Climate Change Assessment’ should include  Low Carbon mineral extraction, such as CBM, should be exempt from the requirement to produc


	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	N/A 
	N/A 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The general preference for a combination of Options 1 and 2 is noted. It is agreed that clarity needs to be provided in relation to any requirement for a climate change impact assessment and that such an assessment may not be appropriate for certain forms of minerals and waste development.  It is agreed that tree planting can have a range of benefits in mitigating impacts.  There is insufficient evidence to indicate whether a requirement to meet ‘excellent’ BREEAM standards would be viable for the forms of 
	The general preference for a combination of Options 1 and 2 is noted. It is agreed that clarity needs to be provided in relation to any requirement for a climate change impact assessment and that such an assessment may not be appropriate for certain forms of minerals and waste development.  It is agreed that tree planting can have a range of benefits in mitigating impacts.  There is insufficient evidence to indicate whether a requirement to meet ‘excellent’ BREEAM standards would be viable for the forms of 

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	No new evidence as of January 2015. 
	No new evidence as of January 2015. 

	Duty to Cooperate  
	Duty to Cooperate  

	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? Yes At a general level delivery of an approach to sustainable design, construction and operation of minerals and waste development will require cooperation between NYCC and the District/Borough Councils in the two tier part of the area. 
	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? Yes At a general level delivery of an approach to sustainable design, construction and operation of minerals and waste development will require cooperation between NYCC and the District/Borough Councils in the two tier part of the area. 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	The Sustainability Report recommends Option 1 in combination with Option 2 be taken forward and such an approach was generally favoured by respondents.  National policy (NPPF) states that ‘Planning plays a key role in helping shape places to secure radical reductions in greenhouse gas emissions, minimising vulnerability and providing resilience to the impacts of climate change, and supporting the delivery of renewable and low carbon energy and associated infrastructure.’  It is considered that the criteria 
	The Sustainability Report recommends Option 1 in combination with Option 2 be taken forward and such an approach was generally favoured by respondents.  National policy (NPPF) states that ‘Planning plays a key role in helping shape places to secure radical reductions in greenhouse gas emissions, minimising vulnerability and providing resilience to the impacts of climate change, and supporting the delivery of renewable and low carbon energy and associated infrastructure.’  It is considered that the criteria 

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to D11: Sustainable design, construction and operation of development 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to D11: Sustainable design, construction and operation of development 

	Part one Proposals for minerals and waste development will be permitted where it has been demonstrated that measures appropriate and proportionate to the scale and nature of development proposed have been incorporated in the design, construction and operation of the development in relation to: i. Reduction or minimisation of greenhouse gas emissions through incorporation of energy efficient siting, design and operational practices including those relating to bulk transport of materials; ii. Minimisation of 
	Part one Proposals for minerals and waste development will be permitted where it has been demonstrated that measures appropriate and proportionate to the scale and nature of development proposed have been incorporated in the design, construction and operation of the development in relation to: i. Reduction or minimisation of greenhouse gas emissions through incorporation of energy efficient siting, design and operational practices including those relating to bulk transport of materials; ii. Minimisation of 


	iv. 
	iv. 
	iv. 
	Minimisation of water consumption through incorporation of water efficiency measures, including where practicable the re-use of waste water originating from the development; 

	v. 
	v. 
	Measures to minimise flood risk associated with the development including use of Sustainable Drainage Systems and permeable surfacing; 


	vi. A requirement for the relevant built elements of significant new minerals and waste developments to meet a minimum ‘Very Good’ BREEAM or CEEQUAL standard as appropriate;  
	vii. For energy from waste development the efficient use of energy generated by the development including, for development with the potential for generation of combined heat and power, the beneficial use of heat either on site or to serve other existing or proposed development in the vicinity of the site; 
	viii. Implementation of landscape planting comprising native species able to successfully adapt to climate change and where practicable incorporation of areas of new wildlife habitat that would help to improve habitat connectivity; 
	ix. 
	ix. 
	ix. 
	Mitigation of the impacts on the development arising from any predicted mining subsidence or land instability 

	x. 
	x. 
	For minerals workings and mineral working deposits, consideration of tip and quarry slope stability and incorporation of appropriate mitigation in the design of tips and slopes in order to minimise any hazard to people and property 


	Proposals for substantial new minerals extraction and for the large scale treatment, recovery or disposal of waste should be accompanied by a climate change assessment showing how the proposals have taken into account impacts from climate change and include appropriate mitigation measures where necessary. 
	Part two Proposals for new built development should demonstrate how the development would be designed, constructed and operated in order to: 
	i. minimise waste generated during construction of the development, and incorporate measures to encourage or facilitate the re-use and recovery of any waste generated during construction of the development 
	ii. Incorporate appropriate space to enable waste arising during use of the development to be sorted and stored prior to being collected for recycling or re-use 
	iii. Use sustainable construction materials where practicable, including use of alternatives to primary land-won aggregate 
	Supporting text 
	Minerals and waste developments can be large in scale and sometimes give rise to significant impacts. The fact that minerals can only be worked where they occur also means that development sometimes needs to take place in sensitive locations.  They can also be energy intensive, as a result of transport requirements and the operational processes involved.  Careful design and a comprehensive approach to minimisation and mitigation of impacts can help support developments that would otherwise be unacceptable, 
	Particular design considerations sometimes apply to quarries and mining waste tips.  In particular, there is a need to ensure that quarry faces and any waste tips are designed so as to ensure the stability of slopes, in order to help ensure public safety as well as that of employees. It is therefore important that proposals for new mineral working and/or the construction of mining waste tips are supported by information in relation to any potential hazard to people and property, assess the significance and 
	the working to enable basic quarry design to be undertaken. National planning policy gives high priority to the achievement of high design standards as an important element of sustainable development.  With regard to waste, it seeks the incorporation of provision for waste management in the design of other forms of development, as well as the use of design measures to secure that waste arising from construction and operation of development is handled to maximise reuse and recovery opportunities and that the
	the working to enable basic quarry design to be undertaken. National planning policy gives high priority to the achievement of high design standards as an important element of sustainable development.  With regard to waste, it seeks the incorporation of provision for waste management in the design of other forms of development, as well as the use of design measures to secure that waste arising from construction and operation of development is handled to maximise reuse and recovery opportunities and that the
	the working to enable basic quarry design to be undertaken. National planning policy gives high priority to the achievement of high design standards as an important element of sustainable development.  With regard to waste, it seeks the incorporation of provision for waste management in the design of other forms of development, as well as the use of design measures to secure that waste arising from construction and operation of development is handled to maximise reuse and recovery opportunities and that the

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives Objective 6 Objective 9 Objective 10 Objective 11 Objective 12 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id14: Supply of alternatives to land won primary aggregates Id42: Overall approach to the waste hierarchy 
	Link to Objectives Objective 6 Objective 9 Objective 10 Objective 11 Objective 12 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id14: Supply of alternatives to land won primary aggregates Id42: Overall approach to the waste hierarchy 


	CEEQUAL is a sustainability rating and assessment scheme for civil engineering and infrastructure projects, similar to the BREEAM rating system for buildings. 
	9 

	Id59: local amenity and cumulative impacts Id67: Strategic approach to reclamation and afteruse Id72: Coal mining legacy 
	Id59: local amenity and cumulative impacts Id67: Strategic approach to reclamation and afteruse Id72: Coal mining legacy 
	Id59: local amenity and cumulative impacts Id67: Strategic approach to reclamation and afteruse Id72: Coal mining legacy 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment It is considered that this policy would have an overall positive effect on achieving sustainable design, construction and operation of developments. The policy performs positively against most SA objectives, particularly those relating to air quality, climate change and flooding. Some areas of uncertainty have been highlighted including in relation to objective 12 (economic growth) as the costs associated with developing a site are likely to increase given the requirement for high stan
	Summary of assessment It is considered that this policy would have an overall positive effect on achieving sustainable design, construction and operation of developments. The policy performs positively against most SA objectives, particularly those relating to air quality, climate change and flooding. Some areas of uncertainty have been highlighted including in relation to objective 12 (economic growth) as the costs associated with developing a site are likely to increase given the requirement for high stan


	Id69 -Other key criteria for minerals and waste development 
	Id69 -Other key criteria for minerals and waste development 
	Id69 -Other key criteria for minerals and waste development 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: Proposals will be supported where it can be demonstrated, when considered against the following criteria, that unacceptable adverse (including cumulative) effects can be avoided or have been appropriately mitigated and, where possible, that the development would provide enhancements to the locality. Consideration would be given to:  Impacts upon tranquillity and dark night skies  Impacts relating to subsidence or land stability, and the ability for these to be addressed satisfactorily  Impacts 

	Option 2: Under this option the Plan would not contain any reference to the criteria set out under Option 1 and the NPPF would be relied on for guidance on these issues. 
	Option 2: Under this option the Plan would not contain any reference to the criteria set out under Option 1 and the NPPF would be relied on for guidance on these issues. 


	See 
	10
	http://www.ceequal.com/about.html 
	http://www.ceequal.com/about.html 


	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	Option 1 is likely to have positive effects as it covers a range of additional criteria that would provide a more in-depth consideration of the wider implications of minerals and waste development on social, environmental and economic objectives. The option would have particularly strong positive effects in relation to the local economy, tranquility, recreation, safety of communities, landscape and protecting high quality agricultural land with less significant positive effects for biodiversity. Option 2 pr
	Option 1 is likely to have positive effects as it covers a range of additional criteria that would provide a more in-depth consideration of the wider implications of minerals and waste development on social, environmental and economic objectives. The option would have particularly strong positive effects in relation to the local economy, tranquility, recreation, safety of communities, landscape and protecting high quality agricultural land with less significant positive effects for biodiversity. Option 2 pr

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	21 

	Question 175) Do you have a preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Question 175) Do you have a preference for either of the options presented above? 
	Number of respondents: 18 

	Option 1: 13 SC: 2 Local Authorities: 1 
	Option 1: 13 SC: 2 Local Authorities: 1 
	Combination: 0 

	Option 2: 5 MWI: 4 Local Authorities: 1 
	Option 2: 5 MWI: 4 Local Authorities: 1 
	Did Not Specify: 0 

	TR
	None: 0 

	Question 176) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to other key criteria for minerals and waste development? 
	Question 176) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to other key criteria for minerals and waste development? 
	Number of respondents: 1 SC: 0 MWI: 1 Local Authorities: 0 

	Question 177) Do you have any views on the range of criteria which should be referenced in Option 1? 
	Question 177) Do you have any views on the range of criteria which should be referenced in Option 1? 
	Number of respondents: 2 SC: 0 MWI: 2 Local Authorities: 0 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q175) Option 1:  Supports the consideration of land stability  The criteria presented are very important, particularly ‘dark night skies’ which is a specific quality of North Yorkshire, and the avoidance or mitigation of unacceptable adverse effects upon land stability, air quality, soil resources and public safety  The criteria will operate satisfactorily with other national and local policies, and will protect and enhance local communities and the environment Option 2:  Provides flexibili
	Key Messages Q175) Option 1:  Supports the consideration of land stability  The criteria presented are very important, particularly ‘dark night skies’ which is a specific quality of North Yorkshire, and the avoidance or mitigation of unacceptable adverse effects upon land stability, air quality, soil resources and public safety  The criteria will operate satisfactorily with other national and local policies, and will protect and enhance local communities and the environment Option 2:  Provides flexibili


	inconsistencies between policies 
	inconsistencies between policies 
	inconsistencies between policies 

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	N/A 
	N/A 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	It is agreed that there is significant overlap between some of the criteria in this policy option and other policy areas for the Plan.  It is considered that it would be preferable where practicable to incorporate elements addressed under the ‘other key criteria’ option within other relevant policy areas in the Plan.  
	It is agreed that there is significant overlap between some of the criteria in this policy option and other policy areas for the Plan.  It is considered that it would be preferable where practicable to incorporate elements addressed under the ‘other key criteria’ option within other relevant policy areas in the Plan.  

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	Updated National Planning Practice Guidance has been published subsequent to Issues and Options consultation. 
	Updated National Planning Practice Guidance has been published subsequent to Issues and Options consultation. 

	Duty to Cooperate  
	Duty to Cooperate  

	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? No 
	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? No 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	The majority of respondents expressed a preference for Option 1. The Sustainability Report recommends that Option 1 be taken forward. It was considered that Option 2 presents an element of uncertainty in the long term should the NPPF be replaced or amended. In response to concerns raised by consultees about the potential overlap between different policies within the plan it is considered that the majority of the criteria addressed in this option could be included within other relevant policy topics in the P
	The majority of respondents expressed a preference for Option 1. The Sustainability Report recommends that Option 1 be taken forward. It was considered that Option 2 presents an element of uncertainty in the long term should the NPPF be replaced or amended. In response to concerns raised by consultees about the potential overlap between different policies within the plan it is considered that the majority of the criteria addressed in this option could be included within other relevant policy topics in the P

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to D12: Protection of agricultural land and soils 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to D12: Protection of agricultural land and soils 

	Best and Most Versatile agricultural land will be protected from unnecessary and irreversible loss.  Where development of best and most versatile agricultural land is justified, taking into account the requirements of other strategic policies in the Plan, proposals should specify the measures to be taken to ensure that any soils requiring removal as part of the development are retained and conserved on site in order to maintain their longer term potential for agricultural production. Reclamation proposals f
	Best and Most Versatile agricultural land will be protected from unnecessary and irreversible loss.  Where development of best and most versatile agricultural land is justified, taking into account the requirements of other strategic policies in the Plan, proposals should specify the measures to be taken to ensure that any soils requiring removal as part of the development are retained and conserved on site in order to maintain their longer term potential for agricultural production. Reclamation proposals f

	versatile quality (i.e. it meets the requirements for classification as Grades, 1, 2 or 3a quality in the Defra agricultural land classification system).  National planning policy requires that local planning authorities should take into account the economic and other benefits of best and most versatile agricultural land and that, where significant development of agricultural land is demonstrated to be necessary, areas of poorer quality land should be used in preference to that of higher quality. Whilst it 
	versatile quality (i.e. it meets the requirements for classification as Grades, 1, 2 or 3a quality in the Defra agricultural land classification system).  National planning policy requires that local planning authorities should take into account the economic and other benefits of best and most versatile agricultural land and that, where significant development of agricultural land is demonstrated to be necessary, areas of poorer quality land should be used in preference to that of higher quality. Whilst it 

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives Objective 9 Objective 10 Objective 11 Objective 12 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id63: Landscape Id67: Strategic approach to reclamation and Afteruse 
	Link to Objectives Objective 9 Objective 10 Objective 11 Objective 12 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id63: Landscape Id67: Strategic approach to reclamation and Afteruse 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment This policy will help towards the sustainable conservation of our most important soil resources. It performs positively against most SA objectives, particularly those relating to protecting soils and land, adapting to climate change, protecting landscapes and supporting a changing population’s needs. While some mixed outcomes may be expected in the long term when the benefits of low level quarry restoration are considered (i.e. for the biodiversity, recreation and health objectives) th
	Summary of assessment This policy will help towards the sustainable conservation of our most important soil resources. It performs positively against most SA objectives, particularly those relating to protecting soils and land, adapting to climate change, protecting landscapes and supporting a changing population’s needs. While some mixed outcomes may be expected in the long term when the benefits of low level quarry restoration are considered (i.e. for the biodiversity, recreation and health objectives) th


	No further mitigation is proposed. 
	Id70 - Developments proposed within Mineral Safeguarding Areas 
	Id70 - Developments proposed within Mineral Safeguarding Areas 
	Id70 - Developments proposed within Mineral Safeguarding Areas 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would indicate that within Minerals Safeguarding Areas non-minerals development will only be permitted in certain circumstances. This could include where:  It would not sterilise or prejudice future extraction, or  The mineral will be extracted prior to development (without unacceptable adverse impact on the environment or the amenity of local communities), or  The need for the non-mineral development can be demonstrated to outweigh the need for the mineral, or  It can be demonstra

	Option 2: This option would adopt a list of application types that would be exempt from consideration under the Minerals Safeguarding Area policy. Possible exemptions could include:   Infilling in towns and villages  Householder applications within the curtilage of a property  Advertisement applications  Reserved matters applications  Applications for new or improved accesses  ‘Minor’ extensions/alterations to existing uses/buildings which do not fundamentally change the scale and character of the use
	Option 2: This option would adopt a list of application types that would be exempt from consideration under the Minerals Safeguarding Area policy. Possible exemptions could include:   Infilling in towns and villages  Householder applications within the curtilage of a property  Advertisement applications  Reserved matters applications  Applications for new or improved accesses  ‘Minor’ extensions/alterations to existing uses/buildings which do not fundamentally change the scale and character of the use

	Option 3: In areas identified as underground coal or potash Minerals Safeguarding Areas, 
	Option 3: In areas identified as underground coal or potash Minerals Safeguarding Areas, 


	Table
	TR
	applicants proposing the following types of development would be required to consider the potential impacts on the proposed development arising from extraction of the safeguarded resources, as well as the potential for the surface development to sterilise the underlying resource:   Large institutional and public buildings  Major industrial buildings including those with sensitive processes and precision equipment vulnerable to ground movement   Major retail complexes   Non-residential high rise building

	TR
	Option 4: As an alternative to Option 3 in respect of underground coal safeguarding areas this option would not set out a specific approach to consultation for non-mineral development which is sensitive to mining subsidence, relying instead on the advice of the Coal Authority as a statutory consultee. 

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	It is difficult to predict the effects with any certainty as this would depend on the particular circumstances of each case as to whether the development would or would not cause unacceptable sterilisation of the mineral. Potential negative effects from each of the options include effects on the economy of potentially precluding certain developments from taking place. However the exemptions provided under Option 2 would help to ensure that certain developments could still take place.  Considered together wi
	It is difficult to predict the effects with any certainty as this would depend on the particular circumstances of each case as to whether the development would or would not cause unacceptable sterilisation of the mineral. Potential negative effects from each of the options include effects on the economy of potentially precluding certain developments from taking place. However the exemptions provided under Option 2 would help to ensure that certain developments could still take place.  Considered together wi

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	13 

	Question 178) Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 178) Do you have a preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Number of respondents: 10 

	Option 1: 1 
	Option 1: 1 
	Combination: 5 

	TR
	Opt. 1+2+3: 2 

	TR
	SC: 1 

	TR
	Local Authorities: 1 

	TR
	Opt. 1+2: 3 

	TR
	SC: 1 

	TR
	MWI: 2 

	Option 2: 0 
	Option 2: 0 
	Did Not Specify: 2 MWI: 1  

	Option 3: 0 
	Option 3: 0 
	None: 0 
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	Option 4: 0 

	Question 179) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to minerals safeguarding areas? 
	Question 179) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to minerals safeguarding areas? 
	Number of respondents: 1 SC: 0 MWI: 1 Local Authorities: 0 

	Question 180) Should any of the criteria in Option 1 be excluded, or any additional criteria included? 
	Question 180) Should any of the criteria in Option 1 be excluded, or any additional criteria included? 
	Number of respondents: 1 SC: 0 MWI: 1 Local Authorities: 0 

	Question 181) Do you have any views on the list 
	Question 181) Do you have any views on the list 
	Number of respondents: 1 

	of possible exemptions provided in Option 2? 
	of possible exemptions provided in Option 2? 
	SC: 0 MWI: 1  Local Authorities: 0 

	Question 182) Do you have any views on the list 
	Question 182) Do you have any views on the list 
	Number of respondents: 0 

	of possible developments provided in Option 3? 
	of possible developments provided in Option 3? 
	SC: 0 MWI: 0  Local Authorities: 0 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q178: Option 4:  This option would not allow prospective developers sufficient clarity as to whether the issue of mineral sterilisation would need to be considered in any scheme Option 1+2:  These options follow good practice advice from BGS Option 1+2+3:  Sets out a proportionate approach towards achieving the avoidance of unnecessary mineral sterilisation without being overly burdensome on LPAs to implement General Comments on Options  All options are supported as they follow the BGS Good
	Key Messages Q178: Option 4:  This option would not allow prospective developers sufficient clarity as to whether the issue of mineral sterilisation would need to be considered in any scheme Option 1+2:  These options follow good practice advice from BGS Option 1+2+3:  Sets out a proportionate approach towards achieving the avoidance of unnecessary mineral sterilisation without being overly burdensome on LPAs to implement General Comments on Options  All options are supported as they follow the BGS Good

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	N/A 
	N/A 

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	The general support for Options 1 and 2 or Options 1 and 2 in combination with Option 3 is noted. It is agreed that an approach generally in line with the BGS Good Practice guidance on safeguarding would be appropriate.  
	The general support for Options 1 and 2 or Options 1 and 2 in combination with Option 3 is noted. It is agreed that an approach generally in line with the BGS Good Practice guidance on safeguarding would be appropriate.  

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 


	Evidence update as at January 2015 The National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) states that MPAs should adopt clear development management policies which set out how proposals for non-mineral development within Mineral Safeguarding Areas will be handled, and what action applicants for development should take to address the risk of losing ability to extract the resource. This may include policies that encourage preextraction of minerals, where practicable, if it is necessary for non-minerals development to
	Evidence update as at January 2015 The National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) states that MPAs should adopt clear development management policies which set out how proposals for non-mineral development within Mineral Safeguarding Areas will be handled, and what action applicants for development should take to address the risk of losing ability to extract the resource. This may include policies that encourage preextraction of minerals, where practicable, if it is necessary for non-minerals development to
	Evidence update as at January 2015 The National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) states that MPAs should adopt clear development management policies which set out how proposals for non-mineral development within Mineral Safeguarding Areas will be handled, and what action applicants for development should take to address the risk of losing ability to extract the resource. This may include policies that encourage preextraction of minerals, where practicable, if it is necessary for non-minerals development to
	-


	Duty to Cooperate  
	Duty to Cooperate  

	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? Yes Minerals safeguarding requires cooperation between NYCC and the North Yorkshire District and Borough Councils in the two-tier part of the Joint Plan area.  Consultation has also taken place with adjacent MPAs in respect of any proposed safeguarding areas near to the Joint Plan area boundary in order to help ensure a consistent approach. 
	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? Yes Minerals safeguarding requires cooperation between NYCC and the North Yorkshire District and Borough Councils in the two-tier part of the Joint Plan area.  Consultation has also taken place with adjacent MPAs in respect of any proposed safeguarding areas near to the Joint Plan area boundary in order to help ensure a consistent approach. 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	The NPPG supports the principle of identifying Mineral Safeguarding Areas and the development of policy to prevent the sterilisation of mineral resources. The majority of respondents preferred either a combination of Option 1 and 2 or a combination of Options 1, 2 and 3, which could all be combined to form a preferred policy.  Options 1, 2 and 3 were also supported by the findings of the initial SA. The approach set out in Options 1, 2 and 3 are also generally in line with the BGS Good Practice Guide and th
	The NPPG supports the principle of identifying Mineral Safeguarding Areas and the development of policy to prevent the sterilisation of mineral resources. The majority of respondents preferred either a combination of Option 1 and 2 or a combination of Options 1, 2 and 3, which could all be combined to form a preferred policy.  Options 1, 2 and 3 were also supported by the findings of the initial SA. The approach set out in Options 1, 2 and 3 are also generally in line with the BGS Good Practice Guide and th

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to S02: Developments proposed within Mineral Safeguarding Areas 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to S02: Developments proposed within Mineral Safeguarding Areas 

	Part one - Surface mineral resources: Within Surface Minerals Safeguarding Areas shown on the Policies Map permission for development other than minerals extraction will be granted where: i) It would not sterilise the mineral or prejudice future extraction; or ii) The mineral will be extracted prior to the development (without unacceptable adverse impact on the environment or the amenity of local communities), or iii) The need for the non-mineral development can be demonstrated to outweigh the need to safeg
	Part one - Surface mineral resources: Within Surface Minerals Safeguarding Areas shown on the Policies Map permission for development other than minerals extraction will be granted where: i) It would not sterilise the mineral or prejudice future extraction; or ii) The mineral will be extracted prior to the development (without unacceptable adverse impact on the environment or the amenity of local communities), or iii) The need for the non-mineral development can be demonstrated to outweigh the need to safeg


	Part two - Deep minerals resources: 
	In areas identified as Underground Mineral Safeguarding Areas on the Policies Map, proposals for the following types of development should be accompanied by information on the effect of the proposed development on the potential future extraction of the safeguarded underground resource, as well as on the potential for the proposed surface development to be impacted by subsidence arising from working of the underlying minerals resource: 
	 
	 
	 
	Large institutional and public buildings; 

	 
	 
	Major industrial buildings including those with sensitive processes and precision equipment vulnerable to ground movement; 

	 
	 
	Major retail complexes; 

	 
	 
	Non-residential high rise buildings (3 storeys plus); 

	 
	 
	Strategic gas, oil, naphtha and petrol pipelines; 

	 
	 
	Vulnerable parts of main highways and motorway networks (e.g. viaducts, large bridges, service stations and interchanges); 

	 
	 
	Security sensitive structures; 

	 
	 
	Strategic water pumping stations, waterworks, reservoirs, sewage works and pumping stations; 

	 
	 
	Ecclesiastical property; 

	 
	 
	Power stations; and 

	 
	 
	Wind turbines 


	Permission will be granted where the assessment demonstrates that a significant risk of adverse impact on the development from mining subsidence will not arise or that the criteria in Part one of the policy (other than the final criterion) are met. 
	Part three – protecting deep mineral resources from other underground minerals development: 
	Where proposals for appraisal or development of underground gas resources or the underground storage of gas or carbon are located within the area safeguarded for potash, salt and polyhalite shown on the Policies Map, permission for development will only be granted where it can be demonstrated that the development will not adversely affect the potential future extraction of the protected mineral. 
	Supporting text 
	The purpose of safeguarding is not to protect the minerals resource in all circumstances, but to ensure that the presence and potential significance of the resource is taken into account when other proposals in a safeguarded area are under consideration, and that sterilisation of the resource only takes place where there is appropriate justification. In some cases it may be practicable for prior extraction of the resource to take place, where this can be done without unacceptable impacts on local communitie
	Certain forms of surface development proposals are unlikely to lead to significant sterilisation of minerals resources, even when proposed in a safeguarded area.  These are identified in the 
	Safeguarding Exemptions list.  Where development falls within the scope of the exemptions list then applicants do not need to address safeguarding issues in their proposals, and there is no requirement for planning authorities to consider minerals safeguarding issues when taking decisions on development proposals. In order to implement an approach to safeguarding in the two-tier part of the Joint Plan area it will be necessary for consultation to take place between District/Borough Councils and the mineral 
	Safeguarding Exemptions list.  Where development falls within the scope of the exemptions list then applicants do not need to address safeguarding issues in their proposals, and there is no requirement for planning authorities to consider minerals safeguarding issues when taking decisions on development proposals. In order to implement an approach to safeguarding in the two-tier part of the Joint Plan area it will be necessary for consultation to take place between District/Borough Councils and the mineral 
	Safeguarding Exemptions list.  Where development falls within the scope of the exemptions list then applicants do not need to address safeguarding issues in their proposals, and there is no requirement for planning authorities to consider minerals safeguarding issues when taking decisions on development proposals. In order to implement an approach to safeguarding in the two-tier part of the Joint Plan area it will be necessary for consultation to take place between District/Borough Councils and the mineral 

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 3 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id06: Safeguarding sand and gravel Id09: Safeguarding crushed rock Id16: Safeguarding silica sand Id19: Safeguarding clay Id22: Safeguarding building stone Id31: Safeguarding shallow coal Id32: Safeguarding deep coal Id35: Safeguarding potash Id37: Safeguarding gypsum Id38: Safeguarding deep mineral resources Id40: Safeguarding vein minerals Id53: Waste management facility safeguarding Id55: Transport infrastructure safeguarding I
	Link to Objectives: Objective 3 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id06: Safeguarding sand and gravel Id09: Safeguarding crushed rock Id16: Safeguarding silica sand Id19: Safeguarding clay Id22: Safeguarding building stone Id31: Safeguarding shallow coal Id32: Safeguarding deep coal Id35: Safeguarding potash Id37: Safeguarding gypsum Id38: Safeguarding deep mineral resources Id40: Safeguarding vein minerals Id53: Waste management facility safeguarding Id55: Transport infrastructure safeguarding I

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment In terms of the environmental sustainability objectives there are minor benefits from this policy, as arguably it would potentially reduce the amount of development in safeguarding areas, though to some extent some of this development would simply go somewhere else (with uncertain impacts).  The assessment also picked strong benefits for the minimising resource use objective as safeguarding a broad range of minerals resources would help protect resources for possible future use. Simila
	Summary of assessment In terms of the environmental sustainability objectives there are minor benefits from this policy, as arguably it would potentially reduce the amount of development in safeguarding areas, though to some extent some of this development would simply go somewhere else (with uncertain impacts).  The assessment also picked strong benefits for the minimising resource use objective as safeguarding a broad range of minerals resources would help protect resources for possible future use. Simila


	Id71 - Consideration of applications in Mineral Consultation Areas 
	Id71 - Consideration of applications in Mineral Consultation Areas 
	Id71 - Consideration of applications in Mineral Consultation Areas 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: Where safeguarding of a particular minerals resource is identified in the Plan, this option would define the whole of that area (to the extent that it falls within NYCC) as a Minerals Consultation Area, where District/Borough Councils would be required to consult the County Council in respect of any non-exempt proposals.  

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	This option scores positively by adding additional certainty over the process of operating the Minerals Safeguarding Areas policy, thus ensuring minerals are not sterilised by development being given permission by district or borough councils. Recommendations It is recommended that this option be pursued to ensure that the Minerals Safeguarding Area policy is applied consistently across the Joint Plan area. 
	This option scores positively by adding additional certainty over the process of operating the Minerals Safeguarding Areas policy, thus ensuring minerals are not sterilised by development being given permission by district or borough councils. Recommendations It is recommended that this option be pursued to ensure that the Minerals Safeguarding Area policy is applied consistently across the Joint Plan area. 

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	12 

	Question 183) Do you agree with option 1 above? 
	Question 183) Do you agree with option 1 above? 
	Number of respondents: 11 

	Option 1: 11 SC: 1 MWI: 5  Local Authorities: 2 
	Option 1: 11 SC: 1 MWI: 5  Local Authorities: 2 
	Did Not Specify: 0 

	TR
	None: 0 

	Question 184) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to the extent of Mineral Consultation Areas, for example should any areas be excluded? 
	Question 184) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to the extent of Mineral Consultation Areas, for example should any areas be excluded? 
	Number of respondents: 1 SC: 0 MWI: 1  Local Authorities: 0 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q183: Option 1:  It is considered essential that lower tier authorities take full account of safeguarded mineral resources to ensure they are not sterilised Key Messages Q184: One realistic additional option was suggested and is summarised below: Proposed Option 2  Safeguarded mineral infrastructure and ancillary development should be included in MCAs Suggested approach Areas safeguarded for minerals infrastructure and ancillary development would be included within Mineral Consultation Areas.
	Key Messages Q183: Option 1:  It is considered essential that lower tier authorities take full account of safeguarded mineral resources to ensure they are not sterilised Key Messages Q184: One realistic additional option was suggested and is summarised below: Proposed Option 2  Safeguarded mineral infrastructure and ancillary development should be included in MCAs Suggested approach Areas safeguarded for minerals infrastructure and ancillary development would be included within Mineral Consultation Areas.

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	Summary of assessment Both options score positively by adding additional certainty over the process of operating the Minerals Safeguarding Areas policy, thus ensuring minerals are not sterilised by development being given permission by district or borough councils.  Recommendations It is recommended that the combination of both options be pursued to ensure that the Minerals Safeguarding Area policy and safeguarding of infrastructure and ancillary development is applied consistently across the Joint Plan are
	Summary of assessment Both options score positively by adding additional certainty over the process of operating the Minerals Safeguarding Areas policy, thus ensuring minerals are not sterilised by development being given permission by district or borough councils.  Recommendations It is recommended that the combination of both options be pursued to ensure that the Minerals Safeguarding Area policy and safeguarding of infrastructure and ancillary development is applied consistently across the Joint Plan are

	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 


	It is agreed that a policy mechanism would need to be in place to ensure consultation between District/Borough Councils and the mineral planning authority where development is proposed in areas safeguarded for infrastructure/ancillary development. Although not raised specifically in consultation responses, it is considered that it would be appropriate to extend this approach to where development is proposed in areas safeguarded for waste infrastructure. 
	It is agreed that a policy mechanism would need to be in place to ensure consultation between District/Borough Councils and the mineral planning authority where development is proposed in areas safeguarded for infrastructure/ancillary development. Although not raised specifically in consultation responses, it is considered that it would be appropriate to extend this approach to where development is proposed in areas safeguarded for waste infrastructure. 
	It is agreed that a policy mechanism would need to be in place to ensure consultation between District/Borough Councils and the mineral planning authority where development is proposed in areas safeguarded for infrastructure/ancillary development. Although not raised specifically in consultation responses, it is considered that it would be appropriate to extend this approach to where development is proposed in areas safeguarded for waste infrastructure. 

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	The National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) states that in those areas where a mineral planning authority has defined a Minerals Consultation Area (MCA), district councils should consult the mineral planning authority and take account of the local minerals plan before determining a planning application on any proposal for non-minerals development within the MCA. This evidence is accurate as of January 2015. 
	The National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) states that in those areas where a mineral planning authority has defined a Minerals Consultation Area (MCA), district councils should consult the mineral planning authority and take account of the local minerals plan before determining a planning application on any proposal for non-minerals development within the MCA. This evidence is accurate as of January 2015. 

	Duty to Cooperate  
	Duty to Cooperate  

	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? Yes At a general level, operation of minerals and waste safeguarding arrangements requires cooperation between district/borough councils and the minerals and waste planning authority in the two tier part of the Joint Plan area. 
	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? Yes At a general level, operation of minerals and waste safeguarding arrangements requires cooperation between district/borough councils and the minerals and waste planning authority in the two tier part of the Joint Plan area. 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	The general support for the option presented is noted.  One additional suggestion was the need to identify areas safeguarded for minerals and ancillary infrastructure as Minerals Consultation Areas, as well as areas of safeguarded resources.  It is agreed that this would be appropriate in the two-tier part of the Plan area and it would also be appropriate to follow this approach for safeguarded waste infrastructure. The SA states that both options score positively by adding additional certainty over the pro
	The general support for the option presented is noted.  One additional suggestion was the need to identify areas safeguarded for minerals and ancillary infrastructure as Minerals Consultation Areas, as well as areas of safeguarded resources.  It is agreed that this would be appropriate in the two-tier part of the Plan area and it would also be appropriate to follow this approach for safeguarded waste infrastructure. The SA states that both options score positively by adding additional certainty over the pro

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to S06: Consideration of applications in Consultation Areas 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to S06: Consideration of applications in Consultation Areas 

	Where non-exempt development is proposed in an area safeguarded on the Policies Map for minerals resources, minerals transport infrastructure, minerals ancillary infrastructure and waste infrastructure, and the proposed development site is located outside the City of York and North York Moors National Park areas, consultation with North Yorkshire County Council will be required before permission is granted. Supporting text This policy only applies in those parts of the Joint Plan area outside the City of Yo
	Where non-exempt development is proposed in an area safeguarded on the Policies Map for minerals resources, minerals transport infrastructure, minerals ancillary infrastructure and waste infrastructure, and the proposed development site is located outside the City of York and North York Moors National Park areas, consultation with North Yorkshire County Council will be required before permission is granted. Supporting text This policy only applies in those parts of the Joint Plan area outside the City of Yo

	infrastructure and ancillary development, as well as important waste management infrastructure.  It is therefore appropriate to identify, within the NYCC area, corresponding consultation areas for these safeguarded areas too. Consultation will not be required where the non-minerals or waste development proposed is included in the list of exempt forms of development.  As with minerals resource safeguarding, the purpose of consultation is to help ensure the implementation of the safeguarding policy requiremen
	infrastructure and ancillary development, as well as important waste management infrastructure.  It is therefore appropriate to identify, within the NYCC area, corresponding consultation areas for these safeguarded areas too. Consultation will not be required where the non-minerals or waste development proposed is included in the list of exempt forms of development.  As with minerals resource safeguarding, the purpose of consultation is to help ensure the implementation of the safeguarding policy requiremen

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 3 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id06: Safeguarding sand and gravel Id09: Safeguarding crushed rock Id16: Safeguarding silica sand Id19:Safeguarding clay Id22: Safeguarding building stone Id31: Safeguarding shallow coal Id32: Safeguarding deep coal Id35: Safeguarding potash Id37: Safeguarding gypsum Id38: Safeguarding deep mineral resources Id40: Safeguarding vein minerals Id53: Waste management facility safeguarding Id55: Transport Infrastructure safeguarding Id
	Link to Objectives: Objective 3 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id06: Safeguarding sand and gravel Id09: Safeguarding crushed rock Id16: Safeguarding silica sand Id19:Safeguarding clay Id22: Safeguarding building stone Id31: Safeguarding shallow coal Id32: Safeguarding deep coal Id35: Safeguarding potash Id37: Safeguarding gypsum Id38: Safeguarding deep mineral resources Id40: Safeguarding vein minerals Id53: Waste management facility safeguarding Id55: Transport Infrastructure safeguarding Id

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment In most cases this preferred option has no link with the SA objectives. However, there are positive effects in relation to three objectives. In terms of minimising resource use, this would prevent needless sterilisation of minerals resources. In terms of the historic environment building stone may be protected from sterilisation, and these benefits would also support the changing population objective. Similarly requiring consultation with the County Council over development affecting s
	Summary of assessment In most cases this preferred option has no link with the SA objectives. However, there are positive effects in relation to three objectives. In terms of minimising resource use, this would prevent needless sterilisation of minerals resources. In terms of the historic environment building stone may be protected from sterilisation, and these benefits would also support the changing population objective. Similarly requiring consultation with the County Council over development affecting s


	Id72 - Coal mining legacy 
	Id72 - Coal mining legacy 
	Id72 - Coal mining legacy 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Option 1: This option would seek to ensure that coal mining legacy issues are taken into account during assessment of development proposals which are proposed in development high risk areas identified by the Coal Authority, including those proposals falling within the responsibility of the District and Borough Councils within the Plan area. Applicants in such areas and for the relevant forms of development identified by the Coal Authority50 would be required to provide information on land stability issues a

	Option 2: 
	Option 2: 


	Table
	TR
	This option would not set out a specific policy relating to coal mining legacy issues but would refer to, and rely on, national policy in the NPPF and the advice published by the Coal Authority. The NPPF does not set out any specific policy relating to development in areas of former coal mining but does require that development is not put at unacceptable risk from land instability (para 109). OR 

	Option 3: The consideration of the legacy of coal mining would be left to be included within the local plans of the relevant District Councils given that the relevant developments being proposed are most likely to be determined by those councils.  
	Option 3: The consideration of the legacy of coal mining would be left to be included within the local plans of the relevant District Councils given that the relevant developments being proposed are most likely to be determined by those councils.  

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 

	There are unlikely to be widespread effects as a result of either of these options. However, there are some small scale effects on soil / land, climate change adaptation, health and wellbeing, flood risk and meeting the needs of the population. These effects are generally positive, however, greater uncertainty is observed under Option 2 (which is subject to changes in national policy in the long term). Option 3 is generally considered to have neutral effects on trends observed in the baseline to this assess
	There are unlikely to be widespread effects as a result of either of these options. However, there are some small scale effects on soil / land, climate change adaptation, health and wellbeing, flood risk and meeting the needs of the population. These effects are generally positive, however, greater uncertainty is observed under Option 2 (which is subject to changes in national policy in the long term). Option 3 is generally considered to have neutral effects on trends observed in the baseline to this assess

	Number of consultation responses 
	Number of consultation responses 

	Total Number of comments against id: 
	Total Number of comments against id: 
	5 

	Question 185) Do you have an initial preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Question 185) Do you have an initial preference for any of the options presented above? 
	Number of respondents: 4 

	Option 1: 3 SC: 1 
	Option 1: 3 SC: 1 
	Combination: 1 Opt. 2+3:1 

	Option 2: 0 
	Option 2: 0 
	Did Not Specify: 0 

	Option 3: 0 
	Option 3: 0 
	None: 0 

	Question 186) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to coal mining legacy? 
	Question 186) Are there any alternative options the Authorities should consider in relation to coal mining legacy? 
	Number of respondents: 1 SC: 0 MWI: 0 Local Authorities: 0 

	Brief overview of consultation responses 
	Brief overview of consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q185: Option 1:  The Plan should contain policy criteria on land instability issues arising from mining legacy  This option is valid because there is a strong correlation between waste sites and previously developed mining sites General comments on the options:  The NPPG includes additional policy advice on coal mining risks  Non-coal minerals working should also take account of ground stability issues Key Messages Q186: One suggested alternative option was put forward but it has not been t
	Key Messages Q185: Option 1:  The Plan should contain policy criteria on land instability issues arising from mining legacy  This option is valid because there is a strong correlation between waste sites and previously developed mining sites General comments on the options:  The NPPG includes additional policy advice on coal mining risks  Non-coal minerals working should also take account of ground stability issues Key Messages Q186: One suggested alternative option was put forward but it has not been t

	SA of options including alternatives 
	SA of options including alternatives 

	N/A 
	N/A 


	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities response to consultation responses 

	It is agreed that the Plan should contain policy criteria relating to mining legacy land instability, given the potential for development proposals to come forward in areas affected by former mining. Any approach should be generally in line with advice from the Coal Authority. 
	It is agreed that the Plan should contain policy criteria relating to mining legacy land instability, given the potential for development proposals to come forward in areas affected by former mining. Any approach should be generally in line with advice from the Coal Authority. 

	Evidence base update 
	Evidence base update 

	The NPPG (published since completion of Issues and Options consultation) contains a section on land stability. A Planning Authority should be concerned about land stability as failure to deal with the issue could cause harm to human health, local property and associated infrastructure and the wider environment. The planning system has an important role in considering land stability by:  Minimising the risk and effects of land stability on property, infrastructure and the public,  Helping ensure that vario
	The NPPG (published since completion of Issues and Options consultation) contains a section on land stability. A Planning Authority should be concerned about land stability as failure to deal with the issue could cause harm to human health, local property and associated infrastructure and the wider environment. The planning system has an important role in considering land stability by:  Minimising the risk and effects of land stability on property, infrastructure and the public,  Helping ensure that vario

	Duty to Cooperate  
	Duty to Cooperate  

	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? Yes At a general level addressing land instability issues arising from former mining requires a consistent approach across both NYCC and the various district/borough councils in the two tier part of the Joint Plan area. 
	Is this a duty to cooperate matter? Yes At a general level addressing land instability issues arising from former mining requires a consistent approach across both NYCC and the various district/borough councils in the two tier part of the Joint Plan area. 

	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 
	Discussion around development of preferred policy approach 

	There were only a small number of responses to this option.  The majority supported Option 1, with one supporting a combination of Option 2 and Option 3. The Coal Authority, who are responsible for mapping and providing advice on old and abandoned coal mines, considered that the Plan should contain some policy criteria based on land instability arising from mining legacy in relation to minerals and waste development, and that it is also necessary to take due account of this issue for non-coal mineral extrac
	There were only a small number of responses to this option.  The majority supported Option 1, with one supporting a combination of Option 2 and Option 3. The Coal Authority, who are responsible for mapping and providing advice on old and abandoned coal mines, considered that the Plan should contain some policy criteria based on land instability arising from mining legacy in relation to minerals and waste development, and that it is also necessary to take due account of this issue for non-coal mineral extrac

	Preferred policy approach – title changed to D13: Consideration of applications in Development High Risk Areas 
	Preferred policy approach – title changed to D13: Consideration of applications in Development High Risk Areas 

	Proposals for non-exempt development in Development High Risk Areas identified by the Coal Authority should be accompanied by a Coal Mining Risk Assessment and where necessary incorporate suitable mitigation measures in relation to land stability.  Permission will be granted where it can be demonstrated, through the Coal Mining Risk Assessment, that the development will not be at unacceptable risk. Supporting text National panning policy and guidance indicates that Planning Authorities should be concerned a
	Proposals for non-exempt development in Development High Risk Areas identified by the Coal Authority should be accompanied by a Coal Mining Risk Assessment and where necessary incorporate suitable mitigation measures in relation to land stability.  Permission will be granted where it can be demonstrated, through the Coal Mining Risk Assessment, that the development will not be at unacceptable risk. Supporting text National panning policy and guidance indicates that Planning Authorities should be concerned a

	below, as well as proposals in Development Low Risk Areas, will not require a Coal Mining Risk Assessment but the Coal Authority’s standing advice will apply and the local planning authority will include an informative note within the decision notice when granting planning permission. The exemption list is divided into two parts.  The first part is based on type of application and the second on the nature of the development proposed. Proposals only need to meet a criterion on one of the lists in order to be
	below, as well as proposals in Development Low Risk Areas, will not require a Coal Mining Risk Assessment but the Coal Authority’s standing advice will apply and the local planning authority will include an informative note within the decision notice when granting planning permission. The exemption list is divided into two parts.  The first part is based on type of application and the second on the nature of the development proposed. Proposals only need to meet a criterion on one of the lists in order to be

	Links to Objectives and Policies 
	Links to Objectives and Policies 

	Link to Objectives: Objective 9 Objective 10 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts. Id68: Sustainable design, construction and operation of development 
	Link to Objectives: Objective 9 Objective 10 Links to other relevant policies in the Plan: Id59: Local amenity and cumulative impacts. Id68: Sustainable design, construction and operation of development 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment There are unlikely to be widespread effects as a result of this policy, however, there are some small scale positive effects on soil / land, climate change adaptation, health and wellbeing, flood risk and meeting the needs of the population. This is because the policy is likely to ensure that development is less prone to land instability impacts. Recommendations No further mitigation is proposed. 
	Summary of assessment There are unlikely to be widespread effects as a result of this policy, however, there are some small scale positive effects on soil / land, climate change adaptation, health and wellbeing, flood risk and meeting the needs of the population. This is because the policy is likely to ensure that development is less prone to land instability impacts. Recommendations No further mitigation is proposed. 


	Q72- Safeguarding Oil and Gas 
	Q72- Safeguarding Oil and Gas 
	Q72- Safeguarding Oil and Gas 

	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	Options presented at Issues and options stage 
	No Options were put forward in the Issues and Options Consultation.  

	What the SA told us 
	What the SA told us 


	N/A 
	N/A 
	N/A 

	Number of Consultation Responses 
	Number of Consultation Responses 

	Question 72 : Do you agree with this approach? 
	Question 72 : Do you agree with this approach? 
	Yes: 5 (1 SC/3 MWI) 

	No: 3 
	No: 3 

	Did not Specify: 1 
	Did not Specify: 1 

	Question 73: If not, what alternatives would you suggest in relation to the safeguarding of oil and gas? 
	Question 73: If not, what alternatives would you suggest in relation to the safeguarding of oil and gas? 
	Number of respondents: 1 (1MWI) 

	Summary of Consultation responses 
	Summary of Consultation responses 

	Key Messages Q72: Three respondents disagreed with the approach. Two of those disagreed on the grounds that paragraph 143 of the NPPF requires MPAs to define mineral safeguarding areas and adopt appropriate policies in order that known locations of minerals are not needlessly sterilised. Work undertaken by BGS for NYCC and the NYMNPA on minerals safeguarding states that hydrocarbons have not been considered as locations for surface infrastructure are considered to be flexible so the resources are not suscep
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	Joint Authorities Response to Consultation responses 
	Joint Authorities Response to Consultation responses 

	The limited knowledge available of the distribution of potential underground resources of hydrocarbons suggests that it is unlikely to be practicable to safeguard them.  The potential to use directional drilling and the small surface area requirements of well sites, also helps provide a degree of flexibility in the locating of surface infrastructure, although it is acknowledged that other factors may constrain the locational flexibility for surface well sites.  Taking these factors into account, including a
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	No new evidence as of January 2015. 
	No new evidence as of January 2015. 

	Preferred Policy Approach 
	Preferred Policy Approach 

	It is not proposed to safeguard underground resources of gas in the MWJP. Surface infrastructure for gas processing is safeguarded under policy dealing with minerals infrastructure safeguarding. 
	It is not proposed to safeguard underground resources of gas in the MWJP. Surface infrastructure for gas processing is safeguarded under policy dealing with minerals infrastructure safeguarding. 

	SA/SEA 
	SA/SEA 

	Summary of assessment There are unlikely to be widespread effects as a result of this policy, however, there are some small scale positive effects on soil / land, climate change adaptation, health and wellbeing, flood risk and meeting the needs of the population. This is because the policy is likely to ensure that development is less prone to land instability impacts. Recommendations No further mitigation is proposed. 
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