
 

 

Mr Chris France 
North York Moors National Park Authority 
The Old Vicarage 
Bondgate 
Helmsley 
York  
YO62 5BP 
By email to: c.france@northyorkmoors.org.uk 
 

10 March 2014 

Dear Chris 

Response from the Campaign for National Parks to application ref: 
NYM/2014/0676/MEIA  
 
Planning Application for the winning and working of polyhalite by 
underground methods including the construction of a minehead at Dove’s 
Nest Farm involving access, maintenance and ventilation shafts, the 
landforming of associated spoil, the construction of buildings, access roads, 
car parking and helicopter landing site, attenuation ponds, landscaping, 
restoration and aftercare and associated works. In addition, the construction 
of an underground tunnel between Dove’s Nest Farm and land at Wilton that 
links to the mine below ground, comprising 1 no. shaft at Dove’s Nest Farm, 3 
no. immediate access shaft sites, each with associated landforming of 
associated spoil, the construction of buildings, access roads and car parking, 
landscaping, restoration and aftercare, and the construction of a tunnel portal 
at Wilton comprising buildings, landforming of spoil and associated works at 
Dove’s Nest Farm and Haxby Plantation, Sneaton (proposed minehead); 
underneath 252sq km of the NYMNPA (winning and working of minerals); a 
corridor extending underground from the edge of the NP boundary to Wilton 
International Complex (mineral transport system); Ladycross Plantation near 
Egton, Lockwood sites); site with eastern limits of the Wilton International 
Complex, Teeside (tunnel portal). 
 
Thank you for inviting us to comment on the above application. 

The Campaign for National Parks (CNP) is the independent national voice for the 13 
National Parks in England and Wales. Our mission is to inspire everyone to enjoy 
and look after National Parks – the nation’s green treasures. 
 
We have been following the proposals for this development closely for a number of 
years now as we are very concerned about the potential impacts of proposing such a 
significant development in a National Park. During that time we have responded to a 
number of different pre-application consultations by the applicant and to the NPA’s 
consultations on the previous planning application for the mine head which was 
submitted last year. In all these cases, we made it clear that a development of this 
nature was incompatible with the statutory purposes for National Parks and that we 

mailto:c.france@northyorkmoors.org.uk


 

2 
 

did not believe that sufficient evidence had been provided to demonstrate that the 
major development test has been passed. Having reviewed the information 
submitted with this planning application, this continues to be our view and we also 
have a number of other significant concerns about the proposals. Our concerns are 
summarised below and set out in detail in the rest of this letter. 
 
Our response focuses on the parts of the application which affect the North York 
Moors National Park, namely the minehead at Dove’s Nest Farm, the immediate 
access point at Lady Cross Plantation near Egton and the minerals transport system 
(MTS) which will run predominantly through and underneath the National Park to 
Teeside. We will be submitting a copy of our response to Redcar and Cleveland 
Borough Council and reminding them of their duty under S62 of the Environment Act 
to have regard to National Park purposes in their consideration of the proposals. 
 
We acknowledge that the applicant has given serious consideration to mitigating the 

impacts of the mine during its operational phase, such as the proposal to bury much 

of the infrastructure below ground, the decision to not process the extracted product 

on site and also the revisions made to transport the mineral. However, given the 

extended construction phase and the number of intermediate sites required to 

facilitate this, CNP are of the opinion that if anything, this application has even more 

of an impact upon the National Park than the previous one and therefore, are 

concerned that despite the revised application, nearly all the objections previously 

raised still stand. 

Summary of concerns 

CNP would like to object to this application on the following grounds: 

1. Failure to take proper account of the statutory purposes of National 

Parks.  

The applicants have not recognised the special qualities of the National Park and 

have placed too great an emphasis on one policy consideration (economic benefits) 

over the primary purpose of designation. 

2. Failure to demonstrate that the major development test has been met. 

The applicants have failed to satisfy the major development test in terms of 

demonstrating any exceptional circumstances which require the proposals to be 

developed at this location, or that the application is within the public interest. They 

have failed to evidence a robust ‘need’ (both locally and nationally) for polyhalite, 

have not fully investigated alternative sites outside the National Park and have not 

demonstrated that the harm caused by the proposals can be satisfactorily mitigated 

within the designated area.  

3. The proposals are contrary to planning policies set by the National Park 

Authority.  

The applicants have misinterpreted national planning policies which result in the 

application being contrary to a number of local development plan policies and should 

therefore be refused. 
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4. The impacts of the proposals on the landscape, visual amenity and 

biodiversity in the National Park during both construction and 

operational phases.  

The applicants have failed to demonstrate that any harm caused by the proposed 

developments will be satisfactorily mitigated and as a consequence the adverse 

effects on the landscape, visual amenity and biodiversity of the National Park will be 

significant. 

5. The impacts of the proposals on both residents and visitors to the 

National Park during both construction and operational phase 

This proposal will have significant adverse impacts upon both residents and visitors 

to the National Park during both phases of development. In particular, works 

associated with the construction of the mine at various locations and the increased 

number of vehicle movements including HGVs, will impact upon the enjoyment of the 

National Park and the qualities for which it was designated.  

6. Cumulative impact on the National Park. 

The potential cumulative impact on the National Park from a series of major 

developments, both within and outside of the National Park’s boundaries, will 

significantly alter the special qualities of the designated area which are enjoyed by 

both residents and visitors.  

7. Concerns regarding determining procedures. 

This planning application covers only part of the York Potash project. All parts of the 

project are closely related and interconnected and have significant impacts on the 

National Park which should be afforded the highest level of protection in terms of 

planning policy. It is therefore difficult to understand how a decision on one aspect of 

the project can be made in isolation. 

8. Supplementary Planning Information 2015 

The further information submitted in February 2015 does not reduce the level of 

concern felt regarding this proposal therefore, CNP maintain their full objection on all 

the above grounds. 

Detailed response 

The following sections provide further details of our concerns in relation to the 

grounds for objection set above. 

1. Failure to take proper account of the statutory purposes of National Parks 

Summary: The applicants have not recognised the special qualities of the National 

Park and have placed greater emphasis on one policy consideration over the primary 

purpose of designation. 

The 1995 Environment Act sets out two purposes for National Parks: 
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1. To conserve and enhance the natural beauty, wildlife and cultural 

heritage of the National Parks; and 

2. To promote opportunities for the understanding and enjoyment of the 

special qualities of the Parks by the public. 

It goes on to place a duty on National Park Authorities (NPAs) in pursuing the two 

purposes: “to seek to foster the economic and social well-being of local 

communities.” 

Section 62 of the Environment Act, 1995, requires all relevant authorities to: 

“…have regard to the statutory purposes in exercising or performing any functions in 

the National Park and; if it appears that there is a conflict between those purposes, 

to attach greater weight to the purpose of conserving and enhancing the natural 

beauty, wildlife and cultural heritage of the area.”  

It has become evident whilst reading the YPL submissions that the applicant is of the 

opinion that in order to fulfil its duty as stated above, the NPA must support all 

activities which would bring about economic benefits to the National Park. This has 

evidently been misinterpreted by YPL as Section 62 clearly indicates that a 

greater weight must be attached to conserving and enhancing the natural 

beauty of the area above all other factors. Ergo, the socio-economic duty must be 

pursued in ways which are compatible with the statutory purposes of the National 

Park in terms of conserving its special qualities.  

The North York Moors Management Plan 2012 replaces the 2004 Plan (referred to in 

the NPA Core Strategy Development Policies (CSDP), adopted 2008) which seeks 

to fulfil the requirements of the 1995 Act. The Management Plan contains a vision for 

the Park and lists the special qualities that have contributed to its designation as a 

protected landscape, which are those that the Development Plan (currently the 

CSDP) seeks to protect. 

The UK Government Vision and Circular 2010: The English National Parks and the 

Broads, states at para. 28 that: “The Authorities primary responsibility is to deliver 

their statutory purposes.” It goes on to state at para. 31 that:  

“Major development in or adjacent to the boundary of a Park can have a significant 

impact on the qualities for which they were designated. Government planning policy 

towards the Parks is that major development should not take place within a Park 

except in exceptional circumstances.”  

It goes on to explain the principle of the Major Development Test (MDT), which will 

be discussed below. 

The submitted Planning Statement (PS) which accompanies the planning application 

demonstrates how YPL believes the development proposals will impact on the 

Special Qualities of the National Park within paragraphs 6.8-6.50. However, the 

applicant does not appear to have understood the statutory duty of National Parks as 

they make no mention of this, other than a brief description of the 1995 Act in the 

Major Development Test Planning Statement (MDTPS). The applicant has referred 
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to paragraph 144 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (March 2012) 

on many occasions throughout the submitted documents reiterating that great weight 

should be given to the benefits of mineral extraction including to the economy. 

However, the third bullet is just as important to the planning judgement as the list of 

bullets points are to be read as a whole and not in a preferred sequential order: 

 “There are no unacceptable adverse impacts on the natural and historic 

environment, human health or aviation safety, and take into account the cumulative 

effect of multiple impacts from individual sites and/or from a number of sites in the 

locality.”  

This paragraph, alongside the existing guidance in the 2010 Circular, the 1995 

Environment Act, paragraph 115 of the NPPF and the MDT, together mean that the 

NPPF cannot be interpreted to mean that the benefits of mineral extraction 

outweigh the protection afforded to National Parks. Therefore, it is quite clear 

that the applicant does not understand the statutory purposes of National Parks. 

2. Failure to demonstrate that the major development test has been met 

Summary: The applicants have failed to satisfy the major development test in terms 

of demonstrating any exceptional circumstances which require the proposals to be 

developed at this location, or that the application is within the public interest. They 

have failed to evidence a robust ‘need’ (both locally and nationally) for polyhalite, 

have not fully investigated alternative sites outside the National Park and have not 

demonstrated that the proposals can be satisfactorily mitigated within the designated 

area. 

Policy context 

Paragraph 115 of the NPPF sets out that: 

“Great weight should be given to conserving landscape and scenic beauty in 

National Parks, The Broads and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, which have 

the highest status of protection in relation to landscape and scenic beauty. The 

conservation of wildlife and cultural heritage are important considerations in all these 

areas, and should be given great weight in National Parks and the Broads.” 

Paragraph 116 of the NPPF sets out what is known as the ‘major development test’ 

(MDT) and is set out in full below: 

“Planning permission should be refused for major developments in these designated 

areas except in exceptional circumstances and where it can be demonstrated they 

are in the public interest. Consideration of such applications should include an 

assessment of: 

1. The need for the development, in terms of any national considerations, and 

the impact of permitting it, or refusing it, upon the local economy; 

2. The cost of, and scope for, developing elsewhere outside the designated 

area, or meeting the need for it in some other way; and 
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3. Any detrimental effect on the environment, the landscape and recreational 

opportunities, and the extent to which that could be moderated.” 

The requirements of the MDT are not new and were included in previous national 

planning policy documents, namely Planning Policy Statement 7, Circular 12/96 and 

UK Government Vision and National Park Circular 2010. The first two documents are 

referred to in the NPA’s Core Strategy and Development Policies Development Plan 

Document (CSDP) which was adopted in November 2008 and pre-dates the NPPF. 

Although ‘major development’ is not defined in Annex 2 (glossary) of the NPPF, 

paragraph 5.3 of the CSDP does refer to ‘minerals workings’ as an example of 

development that might be classed as major. Core Policy E ‘Minerals’ also affirms 

that proposals for mineral development “will be considered against the major 

development test”.  

Following publication of the NPPF, the NPA published a self-assessment of the 

CSDP against the NPPF (Oct 2012). With regard to paragraph 116 of the NPPF, the 

assessment states: 

“…Specific reference to the need for the most rigorous examination and to carrying 

out the development to high environmental standards has been removed. The 

requirement for a rigorous assessment however does remain in the National Parks 

Circular, and it is considered to be a process issue which should apply to such 

proposals as a matter of course.” (Page 31) 

The publication of the NPPF cancelled a raft of planning policy. However, the UK 

Government Vision and Circular 2010: English National Parks and the Broads, was 

not superseded, therefore, paragraph 31: Major Developments (as referred to in the 

above quote) is still relevant in terms of planning policy when determining planning 

applications within National Parks. It is noted that the Circular states it is due to be 

reviewed within five years of its date of publication, however, for the purposes of 

determining this application at this current timescale this Circular should be 

given due regard by the NPA as a material consideration. 

In relation to the extraction and safeguarding of minerals set out in Paragraph 143 of 

the NPPF, the self-assessment concedes that the NPPF does not contain a specific 

presumption against major minerals development in National Parks as was set out in 

the superseded Minerals Planning Statement 1 (MPS1). However, it goes on to 

state: 

“Former MPS1 contained reference to ‘national considerations of mineral supply’ 

within the Major Development Test for minerals developments. This has now been 

lost and replaced with the more general Major Development Test in the NPPF. The 

implications are that the issue of how far a proposed development will meet a 

national need for minerals as opposed to any wider need, is now not a specific 

consideration under the Major Development Test. Nevertheless the more general 

phrase ‘national considerations’ remains within the Major Development Test and it is 

considered that minerals supply should be considered within this context.” (Page 37-

38) 
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Annex 2 of the NPPF includes a definition of the term ‘minerals of local and national 

importance’ (paragraph 143 of NPPF in relation to safeguarding minerals planning 

areas). This lists a series of minerals which are necessary to meet society’s needs 

and includes potash. For purposes of clarification, it should be stated here that the 

NPPF does not confer special status on potash and it appears alongside 

almost every other mineral found in the UK. 

The NPPF has, however, introduced a new element into national planning policy, 

that is a clear requirement to give great weight to the benefits of mineral extraction 

(including benefits to the economy) in any consideration for minerals proposals 

(paragraph 144).  The self-assessment sets out that the economic considerations will 

be assessed under the MDT and determines that paragraphs 143 and 144 of the 

NPPF, provide a high significance for decision making. It goes on to state that the 

NPA are required to continue to emphasise the approach as set out in the CSDP as 

this represents: 

“An appropriate balance between facilitating minerals development and protecting 

the National Park environment and landscape” (page 38). 

We agree with the NPA that the policies within the CSDP were written in conformity 

with PPS7 and Circular 12/96, (which set out the MDT at that time), and with MPS1 

in relation to determining minerals proposals within National Parks and that these 

policies have been carried through to the NPPF. Therefore the NPA must determine 

whether or not the development proposals as submitted constitute exceptional 

circumstances and are within the interest of the public in order to grant planning 

permission. This must be achieved by carefully balancing any benefits (including 

economic) from the mineral extraction with protecting the National Park’s special 

environment and landscape for which it was designated.  

In terms of assessing this application against the provisions of the MDT as set 

out in paragraph 116 of the NPPF, we are of the opinion that YPL have failed to 

demonstrate that this application satisfies the ‘test’ i.e. that there are exceptional 

circumstances and that the development would be in the public interest.  

Exceptional circumstances 

Exceptional circumstances would be ‘tested’ by demonstrating the need for the mine 

and the lack of any suitable alternatives for its location other than within the North 

York Moors National Park. 

Need for the development 

In terms of assessing the ‘need’ for the development, we are of the opinion that 

‘need’ refers to both a need for the mineral and a national need for the economic 

benefits a development of this magnitude could deliver. YPL has neglected to 

demonstrate any national requirement for the mineral product choosing to 

focus solely on identifying an international market and the economic benefits 

this will bring to the UK.  

YPL affirm throughout the documents submitted alongside their application that 

justifying the ‘national need’ is no longer required as part of the MDT but fails to 
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recognise the significance which must, in our opinion, be given to the term ‘national 

considerations’. Indeed the key conclusions from the CRU Report, entitled ‘Polyhalite 

Market Study’, April 2014 – a report prepared for Sirius Minerals (the parent 

company to YPL) submitted as Appendix 5 of the Appendices to the MDTPS, states 

that key target markets for YPL are the USA, Brazil, China, Africa and Europe. The 

UK or local or regional markets are not featured as a target at all.  

The MDTPS, produced by consultants Quod for YPL, lists in Chapter 4, a series of 

developments which have occurred in National Parks and other areas of designation 

which have all been assessed against the MDT with the aim of helping the NPA to 

understand how planning policies have been interpreted in order to support their 

application.  

Boulby Mine at Loftus within the North Yorkshire Moors National Park is mentioned 

twice. Boulby is currently the only mine in the UK which extracts potash (of which 

polyhalite is one type). This was originally granted permission in 1968 and Cleveland 

Potash Limited (CPL) began production at an initial rate of 350,000 tonnes per 

annum. Para. 4.8 of the same document explains that in 1998 the NPA granted 

permission to CPL for the retention of the existing potash and salt mine and an 

extension to the approved underground mine working area. The permission 

authorised the mining of potash and salt for a further period of 25 years, expiring in 

May 2023.  

Chapter 5.5.1 of the CRU Report describes the Demand for Polyhalite in the UK 

Market. (This is a relatively small chapter – only 2 paragraphs in length, when 

compared to the rest of the document which discusses the potential global demands 

and market for polyhalite and other potash products). The chapter describes how 

CPL have successfully marketed relatively small quantities of polyhalite of between 

60,000- 70,000 tonnes per annum. It goes on to state that the estimated long term 

demand for polyhalite could be between 100,000-200,000 tonnes per annum. The 

Quod MDTPS quotes from the ‘World Potash Outlook to 2028 Report’, published by 

Argus FMB Media in August 2014 at page 120: “CPL could easily expand its output 

to 1mnt/yr without having to make significant investment”. This contradicts the 

statement made by Quod in the MDTPS at para. 4.60 (page 47) that CPL would not 

be able to extend its production beyond 2025 “without, at least, significant 

investment”.  

Paragraphs 4.43-4.49 of the MDTPS, however, explains that in May 2014, CPL 

submitted a planning application (NYM/2014/0296/FL) for the extraction of polyhalite 

and associated works all situated within the current boundary of the existing Boulby 

Mine. CPL have received Government support for the development of up to 600,000 

tonnes of polyhalite per annum, through the awarding of a £4.9 million grant from the 

Government’s Regional Growth Fund, recognising the importance of polyhalite 

production. Paragraph 4.47 states how the application received planning approval in 

September 2014 and that the Officer’s report did not consider the application to be 

‘major development’ within the context of the NPPF. The report stated that should an 

application be submitted for the continued use of the mine following expiry of its 

current consent the MDT would be considered at that time.  
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A report by the UK Minerals Forum Working Group 2013-14, published in July 2014, 

entitled Future Minerals Scenarios for the UK, states within its conclusions on page 

22 that: 

“So far, the UK has generally been able to maintain adequate and steady supplies of 

the minerals needed by its economy and society within this highly protective 

environmental framework. It is hoped that this will continue to be the case over the 

period towards 2050.” 

It also sets out in Annex B – Summary Statistics, that in the UK in 2012, 900,000 

tonnes of Potash minerals were produced - an estimate from the British Geological 

Survey, and that in the same year the peak production was 1,040,000 tonnes and 

that the UK is 100% self-sufficient. This therefore questions the need for a further 

mine to be developed within the National Park to access this mineral.  

It must be remembered when determining this application that there is a difference 

between ‘need’ in terms of that of the country/community and the ‘demand’ in terms 

of developers interest. This has been tested in court in the case R (on the application 

of Cherkley Campaign Limited) V Mole Valley District Council and Longshot 

Cherkley Court Limited. In summary, the Court held that the word ‘need’ means 

‘required’ in the interests of the public and community as a whole, i.e. necessary to 

the public interest. Need does not simply mean demand or desire by private interest. 

Nor is mere proof of viability of such demand enough. The fact that the NPPF 

states in Annex 2 that potash is a mineral of national importance is not 

necessarily a reason in itself to justify ‘need’ in so much as it trumps all other 

matters in the planning balance, i.e. the fact that the proposed location of the 

mine is within a National Park. 

Throughout the documentation submitted alongside the application, YPL describe 

the proposed outputs as phases. Phase 1, on first operation will be capable of a 

mineral throughput of 6.5 Million tonnes per annum (Mtpa). Mining operations will 

then ‘ramp up’ to phase 2 so that by year 6 of operation there will be a maximum of 

13 Mtpa. The mine will continue to operate at this level for the duration of its life - 

well over 100 years according to the PS prepared by consultants Nathaniel Lichfield 

and Partners (NLP) for YPL in paragraph 5.22 bullet vi (page 46).  

Bullet viii goes on to state that YPL expect the vast majority of its product to be 

exported: 

“Approximately 125,000 tonnes of the first 6.5Mtpa and 175,000 tonnes of 13 Mtpa 

will be sold into the UK market, with the rest exported.” 

The UK market for polyhalite is predicted to be relatively small, as set out in the CRU 

report referred to above, this is expected to be between 100,000-200,000 tonnes per 

annum. In addition, Boulby has had significant investment, will be producing up to 

600,000 tonnes per annum of polyhalite and are already exporting a third of their 

output. It is CNP’s opinion that the ‘need’ for YPL’s proposals is therefore not a 

satisfactory reason to grant planning permission within a National Park.  
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As stated above, the UK Minerals Forum have published a report 

(http://www.bgs.ac.uk/ukmf/downloads/UKMineralsForumFuturesWorkingGroupFinal

Report08102014.pdf) which states that the UK is already self-sufficient in terms of 

potash. The predominant business case for the proposals is that YPL will generate 

£1.2bn of exports each year and thus bring down the UK’s trade deficit (bullet viii, 

para. 5.22, PS).  

A letter from the Agricultural Industries Confederation Limited addressed to the 

National Park, dated 19th September 2014, in relation to ‘the use of Polyhalite in the 

use of fertilisers in the UK’ has been published on the NPA’s website. The letter 

states that although the main fertiliser manufacturing members in the UK are aware 

of the product (polyhalite) which is currently available from CPL: 

“There is no consideration of this produce for use as a source of potash in the 

production of fertilisers in the UK by any of them. The main issue appears to be the 

(extremely) low K content, which would in effect require 4 times more material to 

provide the same K20% in their fertilisers as is provided by the muriate of potash 

currently used. There is no shortage of this potash from existing sources…” 

The same letter goes on to reaffirm that although the UK is an open market and 

potash is imported “it is not imported because of insufficient UK production capacity.” 

Given that there is currently no UK market ‘need’ for polyhalite CNP would 

therefore question whether the reliance on international markets for boosting 

the UK exports constitutes sufficiently exceptional circumstances in order to 

demonstrate the proposal meets the MDT.  

All of the above clearly indicates that there currently is and will continue to be, a 

viable alternative source of polyhalite, which already fully satisfies the UK market. 

Although the current permission at Boulby expires in 2023, the significant investment 

which has already taken place at the Mine suggests that there is a future 

commitment to the workings of the site. The suggestion by YPL at para. 4.60, page 

47, MDTPS, that “...should a choice between the two proposals at Boulby and at 

Sneaton, the MDT would attach the greatest weight to the proposal with the greatest 

benefits and the least impact” is not helpful to the decision maker. A choice does not 

have to be made as the proposal before the NPA is for an additional mine, sited at a 

new location, not for two new mines. Boulby is already in existence and although it is 

acknowledged there is a significant level of harm attached to the site, the NPA must 

decide whether an additional mine is within the public interest and whether it 

constitutes the exceptional circumstances required in order to permit further major 

development within the National Park.  We would also be concerned about the 

cumulative impacts on the special qualities of the National Park should YPL’s 

proposals be permitted alongside the existing Boulby Mine.  

Consideration of Alternatives 

In addition, in order to satisfy the MDT, the applicant must consider whether there 

are opportunities for the development to occur outside of the designated area. 

Currently, the only known reserves of polyhalite in the UK exist along the coastline of 

North Yorkshire and the East Riding of Yorkshire. In their submission to the NPA, the 
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estimated reserves within East Riding are not referred to by YPL in the text of any 

document submitted alongside the application, other than the Alternative Sites 

Assessment (ASA) undertaken by NLP and one sentence in the MDTPS (para. 9.5, 

page 84):  

“Across the area where polyhalite is likely to be present (that extends from Staithes 

in the north to the Winesteads area near Kingston upon Hull in the south) there are 

variations in its depth below ground...” 

In order to facilitate the search for alternative sites, SRK Consulting (SRK) were 

instructed to define estimates of the Ore Reserve in accordance with the 

internationally recognised JORC code. Paragraph 9.10 of the MDTPS, page 86 

states that SRK have reported: 

“A probable Ore Reserve as defined by the JORC code of some 250 million tonnes 

with a mean grade of 87.9% polyhalite” (purity of the mineral).  

The report goes on to state that only two locations outside the National Park 

boundary were identified as being worthy of further consideration – land in the 

vicinity of the village of Cloughton to the south of the National Park and a small 

parcel to the north of Whitby known as the Whitby enclave. Both of these sites were 

‘ruled out’ due to proximity and the potential impacts on settlements, location of 

natural gas and geographical fault lines, which due to their seismic nature could 

cause interference. SRK therefore concluded that the most appropriate location for a 

potential new mine would be at Dove’s Nest Farm within the National Park. 

CNP are of the opinion that until all alternative sites have been fully considered the 

MDT cannot be satisfied. It is not acceptable to choose the location in the 

National Park simply because it is more cost-effective than other locations. It is 

therefore considered that further investigations should be undertaken at Whitby and 

at Cloughton to determine the viability of accessing polyhalite in these locations. 

Indeed, the Guide to the Application submitted alongside the planning application, 

produced by NLP states at Point 2 of para. 6.5 (page 11) that:  

“It is estimated that only between 40 and 80 Million tonnes of mineable polyhalite is 

present in the Whitby area which is not sufficient to support a viable mining 

operation.” 

CNP fundamentally disagrees with this opinion. YPL quote within the PS (para. 5.22 

point viii, page 47) that at full production (13Mtpa), only 175,000 tonnes of the 

product will be sold to the UK market. Therefore working on the same scenario that 

YPL wish to produce 175,000 tonnes pa to sell to the UK market, even if the reserve 

at the Whitby enclave was able to produce only half the lower limit of 40 million 

tonnes as quoted above, this would still enable the life of a mine in this location to 

operate for in excess of 100 years, which should make this a viable site worthy of 

further investigation.  

Figure 1.1 on page 2 of the Summary Project Description Document (SPDD) 

produced by NLP shows the estimated extent of onshore polyhalite. Page 31 of the 

ASA introduces the Fordon Area, identified by SRK as a potential area for polyhalite 
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reserves out with the YPL resource and approximately 15 km to the south of the 

southern boundary of YPL’s area of interest, it extends from Filey to Beverley. 

Although it is recognised that within the Vale of Pickering geographical faults are 

constraints to the mining process, CNP are not satisfied that all areas outwith this 

area, in particular those within the East Riding of Yorkshire, have been fully 

investigated. Historically 11 boreholes have been drilled in the area to determine the 

presence of polyhalite. NLP state in the ASA (para. 4.6.1, page 33), that SRK has 

concluded that: 

“The three boreholes for which it has obtained detailed data intercept polyhalite in 

the Basin seam. It notes that whilst it does not have access to the full data for the 

other 8 boreholes, it is aware that these are known to contain polyhalite.” 

There has been no recent exploratory drilling in this area by YPL in order to obtain 

information about those boreholes for which data is not publicly available, therefore 

SRK assume that the polyhalite is not suitable. CNP believes it is incorrect to 

assume this scenario without up-to-date evidence to the contrary. CNP also 

question whether it would be more beneficial to the preservation of the National 

Park, to potentially explore this area further before ruling it out of the equation and 

significantly harming the quality of the National Park should these proposals be 

consented. 

Public Interest 

Whilst CNP support the need to create jobs in an area with above average levels of 

unemployment and recognise the potential economic benefits that a project which 

would deliver large numbers of additional jobs could provide, we remain to be 

convinced that the promised jobs will materialise for local workers. Figure 3 of the 

MDTPS, page 66, states that at its peak, direct employment in construction will 

equate to 1,670 workers. These workers would need to be skilled at creating mine 

infrastructure and using appropriate technologies in order to satisfy safety 

procedures when working at such levels below ground and facilitating such 

developments. Given that Boulby is the only mine of its type in the UK and is already 

operating, it is not envisaged that this work force is readily available. In a similar way, 

Figure 3 states that there will be 1,040 direct jobs when the mine is at full operation. 

It is our opinion that whilst some of these will undoubtedly go to local people, the 

majority will be undertaken by experienced engineers and managers drawn 

predominantly from outside the locality especially at first operation. 

At present, tourism is the largest employer within the National Park. Para. 7.39, of 

the MDTPS, page 71, states that:  

“A 3% loss of tourism employment during the construction phase would equate to 

150 jobs being lost. This compares to the creation of 750 well paid, mainly full time 

jobs within the Park at the Mine itself. Similarly the loss of tourism activity at £5.2m 

during the operational phase is insignificant in comparison to the £1.2bn of annual 

turnover generated by the product.” 

CNP believes that in a sparsely populated area, the loss of 150 jobs is 

significant, especially when those newly unemployed individuals would not 
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necessarily have the skills required to work at the mine, and that the £5.2m goes 

directly into the local economy, whereas the £1.2bn would not. It therefore cannot be 

argued that the mine is in the public interest. 

Mitigation 

Finally, in relation to the MDT, paragraph 116 of the NPPF also requires that 

consideration should be given to: 

“Any detrimental effect on the environment, the landscape and recreational 

opportunities, and the extent to which that could be moderated.” 

According to the MDTPS the principal development is proposed on a site of 

approximately 65ha at Dove’s Nest Farm and Haxby Plantation, i.e. the site of the 

minehead and associated buildings. The principal adverse effect arising from the 

proposals submitted by YPL relates to the landscape and visual effect of the 

development, predominantly during the five year construction phase. Temporary 

structures including: three 45m high winding towers; two 40m high generator stack; 

and a number of mobile cranes up to a height of 76m would be required to construct 

the mine and associated infrastructure over a period of 5 years (providing the project 

plan timescales are fulfilled). Existing vegetation cover and a permanent alteration to 

the existing land form would all take place within the site boundary. The MDTPS, 

(para. 8.14, page 77), reports that the Environmental Statement (ES) acknowledges: 

 “A significant adverse effect on landscape character and visual influence across 

parts of the Coastal and Moorland Landscape Character Area and from public rights 

of way.” 

CNP are concerned that the harm inflicted by the lengthy construction phase 

on the environment, including existing habitats, landscape and vegetation loss 

will be significant and believes therefore that this proposal is not appropriate 

within the National Park.  

Paragraph 3.41 of the SPDD, (page 17), suggests that the proposed development 

will generate approximately 1.2 million m³ of excavated material, with a further 0.5 

million m³ of top and sub-soils created through stripping the surface. The majority of 

this will remain at Dove’s Nest Farm, the three intermediate sites and at the minerals 

handling facility in Wilton. Approximately 0.15 million m³ will be transported off-site. It 

is proposed that a series of earth mounds will be created in order to form landscape 

features and create noise and light/visual barriers. CNP are of the opinion that the 

size and location of the size of mounds suggested will not ‘merge’ into the 

landscape. Although this area of the North York Moors is characterised in part for its 

rolling landscape features, the mound structures will be too large and will stand 

out in the landscape as being unnatural and artificial forms.  

In a similar way at the Lady Cross Plantation, it is proposed that a new earth mound 

of approximately six metres above existing ground level will be created. This is 

intended to screen the permanent above ground structures comprising a shaft cover 

building measuring 21m x 21m x 8 m high surrounded by hard standing (para. 4.25 

of the SPDD, page 24). It is again the opinion of CNP that this mound will look 
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artificial and that the permanent structure would not actually be well screened given 

the difference in heights of the proposed mound and that of the building. CNP are 

concerned that this will have a detrimental effect on local road users, visitors to the 

adjacent campsite and the users of the footpath which is required to be rerouted 

from the middle of the site during the construction phase.  The proposed landscaping 

scheme will therefore not moderate the effects on the nearby recreational 

opportunities. Increased possibilities of surface water run off discharging directly into 

existing water courses are also of concern. 

YPL have proposed a landscaping scheme which they suggest at para. 6.24 of the 

PS, page 60, will result in:  

“The creation of new ecologically valuable habitats, increasing the prevalence of 

local habitats value and diversity”.  

The document also states that by year 15 when the proposed planting matures, the 

impact on the environment and landscape will become ‘minor beneficial’ instead of 

‘minor-major adverse’ during construction periods. CNP are of the opinion that it will 

take at least 15 years for the new vegetation to mature, providing that there is 

not any replanting to be undertaken in the first or second year. The harm in 

relation to the impacts on the environment and landscape is considerable and would 

therefore remain on the adverse scale until planting and vegetation matures, nearer 

to year 15 of the project not simply at the end of the construction period.  

Concluding thoughts regarding the MDT 

CNP firmly believe that YPL’s proposals do not satisfy the MDT as set out in 

paragraph 116 of the NPPF for all of the reasons stated above.  The applicant has 

not demonstrated exceptional circumstances as to why the development should 

occur in the National Park. They have not been able to demonstrate any national 

considerations of need especially given the current operations and commitments 

demonstrated at the existing Boulby Mine, nor have they adequately considered 

alternative sites.   

They have, however, demonstrated that the environment and landscape will be 

adversely affected for a significant period of time during a prolonged construction 

phase and operational stage with inappropriate landscaping mitigation schemes. 

These proposals would cause a significant detrimental effect to the protected 

landscape and environment of this special place. Therefore CNP believe that 

this development proposal should not be granted planning permission. 

 

3. The proposals are contrary to planning policies set by the National Park 

Authority 

Summary: The applicants have misinterpreted national planning policies which 

result in the application being contrary to a number of local Development Plan 

policies and it should therefore be refused. 
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Section 38 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires planning 

applications to be determined in accordance with the Development Plan unless 

material considerations indicate otherwise.  Paragraph 14 of the NPPF, explains the 

overarching presumption in favour of sustainable development which underpins the 

whole document. For decision taking this means: 

“… Where the development plan is absent, silent or relevant policies are out-of-date, 

granting permission unless: 

- Any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly outweigh the 

benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework taken as 

a whole; or 

- Specific policies in this Framework indicate development should be 

restricted.” 

A footnote (no. 9) relates to the last bullet point, stating that such policies relate to, 

amongst others, National Parks. This exempts National Parks from the presumption 

in favour of sustainable development in terms of planning applications being granted 

by default and clarifies that planning applications within a National Park will be 

considered against the Development Plan before taking into account any material 

considerations (which would include relevant policies in the NPPF which indicate that 

development should be restricted). For purposes of clarity, para 8 of the NPPF 

makes it clear that in terms of the three roles of sustainable development: 

“These roles should not be undertaken in isolation, because they are mutually 

dependent. Economic growth can secure higher social and environmental standards 

and well-designed buildings and places can improve the lives of people and 

communities. Therefore to achieve sustainable development, economic, social and 

environmental gains should be sought jointly and simultaneously through the 

planning system.” 

This therefore proves that the MDTPS (para. 3.25, page13) submitted alongside the 

application is incorrect in its interpretation of para 19 of the NPPF in 

highlighting the role of economic development as being significant. It is 

misleading of the applicant to include this paragraph when considering the 

importance of the golden thread of sustainable development which runs through the 

NPPF, as it is found in Chapter 1 of the NPPF and not within the sustainable 

development paragraph, albeit the document should be read as a whole. There are 

many occurrences within the NPPF where the protection afforded to National 

Parks (and other areas of designation) is highlighted which the applicant fails 

to mention. 

The Development Plan for the North York Moors National Park consists solely of the 

Core Strategy and Development Policies (CSDP), adopted in 2008. In accordance 

with paragraph 216 of the NPPF, decision takers may also give weight to relevant 

policies in emerging plans according to the stage of preparation, number of 

outstanding objections and consistency with the NPPF. The NPA are currently 

preparing a Minerals and Waste Joint Plan with North Yorkshire County Council and 

the City of York Council. Once adopted, it will replace policies relating to minerals 
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and waste in the CSDP, namely Policies E and F. This document, however, is at an 

early stage of preparation (an initial Issues and Options consultation was undertaken 

in February 2014 and as a result of comments received a further Supplementary 

Sites Document is currently under consultation – February 2015) and as such carries 

little weight in decision making, therefore Policies E and F are still relevant when 

making decisions on planning applications. 

The CSDP should be read as a whole document although it is recognised that some 

policies will have more relevance to certain proposals than others. The Strategic 

Framework for future development in the National Park is provided by Core Policy A: 

Delivering National Park Purposes and Sustainable Development.  

The Quod MDTPS, highlights the first point within the policy but fails to mention the 

others. This policy must be read as a whole. The highlighted point, however, states 

that the NPA will provide:  

“a scale of development and level of activity that will not have an unacceptable 

impact on the wider landscape or the quiet enjoyment, peace and tranquillity of the 

Park, nor detract from the quality of life of local residents or the experience of 

visitors…” (para. 3.14, page 9) 

CNP would argue that this development would have an unacceptable level of harm 

on the landscape, environment and very nature of the National Park, as illustrated 

above, therefore this application is not in conformity with Core Policy A or the 

supportive text which reinforces that ‘major developments’ are not expected to be 

located within the National Park (para. 5.3). 

Core Policy C, relates directly to conserving and enhancing the natural environment 

of the National Park. CNP believe that although the minehead site at Dove’s Nest 

Farm and the intermediate site at the Lady Cross Plantation are not directly situated 

on an internationally/nationally designated protected site (other than within the 

designation of a National Park), the natural environment and ecosystems within the 

countryside surrounding them are still in need of protection. Dove’s Nest Farm is 

immediately adjoining a Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) priority habitat and CNP have 

general concerns regarding the implications that the size of the minehead, 

associated buildings and works including the loss of existing vegetation, could have 

on this ecosystem. The minehead site is also bound to the south by the B1416, 

beyond which are the Ugglebarnby Moor and Sneaton Low Moor Special Areas of 

Conservation (SAC) and Special Protection Area (SPA). CNP have similar concerns 

that the overall size of the development and magnitude of below ground activity 

could have a detrimental effect on these designated areas. 

Core Policy E relates to Minerals developments in general throughout the National 

Park. The policy states that: 

“Mineral extractions, or the re-working of former quarries will be permitted where: 

1. It is a scale appropriate for its location in the National Park and is for meeting 

a local need for building stone. 
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2. There are no suitable sources of previously used materials to meet the 

identified need. 

3. Any waste materials from extraction will be re-used or recycled wherever 

possible. 

4. A scheme of restoration and after-use of the site based upon protecting and 

enhancing the special qualities of the National Park forms an integral part of 

the proposal. 

[..] All other minerals developments will be considered against the major 

development tests. The continued extraction of potash at Boulby will be permitted 

provided that any detrimental effect on the environment, landscape or residential or 

visitor amenity is not unacceptable in the context of any overriding need for the 

development.” 

The policy focuses on local needs but sets out clearly that all other minerals 

applications will be considered against the major development test (addressed 

above) and discusses the criteria for permitting future extraction at Boulby Mine. It is 

the opinion of CNP that the applicants have inaccurately interpreted the intended 

meaning of this policy. The applicants seem to have interpreted this as implying 

a level of policy support for this proposal which does not exist. This policy is 

specific to preserving traditional building materials and to Boulby Mine and to 

suggest otherwise is premature (Boulby has not yet reached the end of its lease 

period and has plans to continue operations, as highlighted above through the 

support of a grant from the Government’s Regional Growth Fund). The supportive 

text to this policy states (para.6.36, page 44) clearly that:  

“It is not considered appropriate to safeguard other mineral resources as there is no 

policy provision for their extraction in the Park.”  

It goes on to state at para. 6.37, that:  

“The policy approach for Boulby is established out of the recognised national need 

for potash. Proposals in respect of potash extraction at Boulby will therefore be dealt 

with differently and will be considered against the general policies within the Core 

Strategy and Development Policies.” 

CNP recognise alongside the NPA that potash is a valuable fertiliser and takes many 

forms and is used widely within the agricultural sector. However, as has been 

highlighted above when discussing the MDT, Boulby satisfies the national need for 

the mineral and in 2012, the UK was 100% self-sufficient in potash production 

according to the UK Minerals Forum Working Group and British Geological Society. 

Therefore, CNP would argue that the reliance on the misinterpretation of this 

policy by YPL is misguided as this policy is explicitly referring to Boulby and 

is not a general presumption in favour of potash mining within the National 

Park on the grounds of an overriding national ‘need’. 

In addition to the above, CNP also believe that the development proposals as 

submitted by YPL, are not in conformity with a number of Development 

Policies set out in the CSDP. These include: 
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Development Policy 1: Environmental Protection. The very nature of the mining 

operation and creation of the ventilation shafts will have an adverse impact (despite 

suggested mitigation techniques) on the existing National Park, in terms of: surface 

and ground water, soil, and air quality. It will generate unacceptable levels of noise 

(in areas which are currently known for their tranquillity), vibration, activity and light 

pollution (in areas which are renowned for their dark skies). There is a potential risk 

of pollution to local water courses by contamination from soils and excavated 

materials and their treatment, especially during the construction phase, which could 

affect the health and safety of the public. The number of HGV movements 

(discussed in more detail below) is not suitable for the National Park, particularly 

during the construction phase. 

Development Policy 3 – Design. The location of the site and the ‘temporary’ 

infrastructure required to create the mine, coupled with the artificial looking large 

landscaping mounds will not enhance views out of or into the National Park and will 

therefore not contribute to the character and quality of the environment within the 

National Park. The sheer scale and height of the buildings upon completion and 

temporary towers and cranes during construction phases are not compatible with the 

surrounding area and will therefore have an adverse effect on the adjacent 

landscape and nearest residential homes and the existing settlement of Egton (which 

is designated as a Conservation Area), close to the Lady Cross Plantation. The 

landscaping scheme is not considered satisfactory and therefore is not a suitable 

development for the National Park. 

Development Policy 14: Tourism and Recreation. This policy deals with new, and the 

expansion of existing, tourism related activities. However, the policy does state that: 

“the quality of the tourism and recreation product in the National Park will be 

maintained and improved through adopting the principles of sustainable tourism.” 

This proposal will not maintain or improve exiting tourism or recreation activities 

within the National Park. If permitted, this development would have the opposite 

effect on tourism by decreasing current levels of activities in terms of the annual 

turnover produced by the sector and the number of employees. It will have a 

detrimental effect on visitors in the area and users of the Wainwright Coast to Coast 

walk and other public rights of way in the area. It will also have a negative impact on 

people wishing to access the wider countryside or people who simply wish to take in 

the views during a commute across the Moors. 

Development Policy 23: New Development and Transport. The locations for these 

proposals would result in the need for two park and ride facilities to be planned for, in 

Scarborough and Whitby, as it would not be possible to access the sites as a 

pedestrian or by cycling. An existing public right of way which crosses the centre of 

the Lady Cross Plantation will require re-routing during the construction phase (five 

years) to be reinstated during the operational phase. The main route (A171) to 

Whitby passes directly to the north of the Lady Cross Plantation, and the B1416 

passes adjacent to the Dove’s Nest Farm site, where CNP have concerns regarding 

the amenity and health and safety of users during the construction period and of the 

unnatural landscapes created as screening for the operational phase. 
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For all of the above mentioned reasons, CNP are of the opinion that this 

development proposal should be refused on the grounds of being contrary to 

development plan policies. 

 

4.   The impacts of the proposals on the landscape, visual amenity and 

biodiversity in the National Park during both construction and operational 

phases    

Summary: The applicants have failed to demonstrate that the proposed 

developments will be satisfactorily mitigated. The adverse effects on the landscape, 

visual amenity and biodiversity of the National Park will be significant and thus this 

development is not appropriate in a National Park.  

Following consultation before the publication of the 2004 Management Plan for the 

North York Moors National Park, 14 special qualities were defined within the context 

of the Park’s natural beauty, wildlife and cultural heritage (CSDP, para 3.13, page 

16). It is CNP’s opinion that should this application be awarded planning permission, 

the following list of qualities will be significantly impacted upon (although CNP 

acknowledge that to some degree all 14 qualities would be affected): 

 Great diversity of landscape, - sudden dramatic contrasts associated with this; 

 Wide sweeps of open heather moorland, - distinctive dales, valleys and inland 

headlands; 

 An abundance of forest and woodland - ancient trees and woodland rich in 

wildlife; 

 Majestic coastal cliffs and sheltered harbours - distinctive coastal headlands; 

 A special mix of upland, lowland and coastal habitats, a wide variety of wildlife 

dependent on these; 

 A rich and diverse countryside for recreation – an extensive network of public 

paths and tracks; 

 Strong feeling of remoteness – a place for spiritual refreshment; 

 Tranquillity – dark skies at night and clear unpolluted air; 

 A place of artistic, scientific and literary inspiration – a heritage of authors, 

artists, scientists and explorers. 

Landscape 

The European Landscape Convention 2000 defines landscape as:  

“An area, as perceived by people, whose character is the result of the action and 

interaction of natural and/or human factors”  

It goes on to state that not only landscapes that are recognised as being special or 

valuable should be protected, but also those which are ordinary or valuable 
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alongside those landscapes which reflect everyday lives i.e. landscapes where 

people live, work and spend leisure time which includes rural landscapes, 

townscapes & seascapes – all of which are experienced within the setting of this 

development proposal. 

The construction of the Mine at Dove’s Nest Farm requires the removal of the farm 

buildings, as well as changes to fields, hedgerows and the felling of 13ha of 

woodland (superseded Non-Technical Summary (NTS), para 2.8.2, page 21) over a 

period of 58 months (nearly 5 years). During this period it is anticipated that the 

sinking of the mine shaft, construction of underground and surface infrastructure and 

subsequent landscaping and restoration of the site will take place. In order to 

achieve this, three 45m high winding towers, two 40m high generator stacks and 

several mobile cranes up to 76m tall would be required. The Landscape and Visual 

Impact Assessment (LVIA) (ES Part 2, Appendix 12.2) considers that this will cause 

the largest degree of harm to the landscape and visual amenity of the site within the 

National Park during the lifetime of the mine (in excess of 100 years) stating that 

there would be a moderate-adverse impact on the landscape of the moorland to the 

east of the site and to the wider hinterland of the Whitby to Cloughton coastal area 

(designated as Heritage Coast). It has also predicted that there will be a major - 

adverse impact on the landscape of the Ugglebarnby Moor SAC due to its proximity 

and visibility to the moor as reported in the NTS (para 2.8). 

During the operational phase, the winding towers would be replaced by a single 

storey building covering the shaft entrance measuring 8m in height and 120m in 

length. This is a sizable ‘single story’ building. The applicants state that during the 

operational phase on the removal of the towers, the visual impacts on the landscape 

will be reduced to moderate after one year of operation and negligible by 15 years as 

plants designed for visual screening mature (para 7.38, MDTPS, page 71). CNP 

would argue that this cannot be relied upon. It is not acceptable to permit a moderate 

– adverse impact within a National Park for potentially 15 years until planting 

matures. Should planting fail, this could be a significantly longer time frame. Average 

growth rates for native tree and shrub planting should be assumed for areas within 

coastal climate conditions – full growth may never be achieved. In addition the 

movement of soil adjacent to newly planted shelter belts and hedges could damage 

planting and inhibit plant growth.  

The construction of the Lady Cross Plantation site will require the installation of a 

45m high temporary (for 5 years) winding tower and a 30m high generator stack 

alongside the use of mobile cranes up to 76m high, the construction of on-site 

facilities (a shaft cover building 21m x 21m x 8m high surrounded by an area of hard 

standing) and a new access road. A new pond / swale will be located south of the 

shaft working area and lighting to the main access point and shaft location will be 

provided. A temporary construction area will also include a concrete batching plant, 

changing / shower facilities, water tanks and treatment facilities and generator (para 

4.40, PSDD, page 24).  

In order to achieve this, permanent changes to the physical landscape will be 

required throughout the site, including the removal of large areas of the existing 
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woodland. The superseded NTS reports (para 3.6.4, page 31) that such changes 

would result in a minor-adverse impact on the Central Valley and Lower Esk Valley 

Landscape Character Area. The LVIA is reported as stating that these changes will 

be reversible for the medium to long term as the construction period ends and tall 

infrastructure is removed whilst new vegetation and planting matures. A significant 

adverse impact is acknowledged with respect to views from adjoining areas of 

moorland and local archaeological features. Within a National Park it is not 

acceptable to permit these adverse impacts to occur for such a lengthy period and to 

rely on planting schemes which may not be fully developed due to localised 

conditions and the effects of major earthworks as discussed above. 

This is contrary to paragraph 115 of the NPPF which states that National Parks 

have the highest status of protection in relation to landscape and scenic 

beauty. 

Visual amenity 

The Guidance on LVIA, 3rd edition, (Landscape Institute and Institute for 

Environmental Management and Assessment, 2013) states that visual amenity is 

about: 

“How the surroundings of individuals or groups of people may be affected by change 

in landscape and how people will be affected by changes” 

It goes on to describe this as being in practice about how people will be affected by 

changes in views and / or the visual amenity at different places and the area in which 

development may be visible. It is also related to the different groups who may 

experience views of development in terms of the places where they will be affected, 

the nature of the views and visual amenity at those points and changes in specific 

views. 

The mine’s construction phase will cause significant landscape changes which will 

affect the visual amenity of the area which will subsequently directly impact upon the 

National Park’s special qualities. Views from open moorland areas, archaeological 

features (Whitby Abbey and funeral barrows to the south east and west of the site) 

and views from public footpaths are all likely to experience a significant adverse 

effect.  

The mine site is currently screened by woodland. On the commencement of the 

construction phase moderate - adverse visual impacts are reported to be likely on 

residents in Stainsacre, Low Hawkser and High Hawkser, and at Catwick House 

Farm and Middle Rigg, whilst views from the garden at Parkdown are considered to 

be major - adverse, all of which would be in line of sight of the Mine site (para 2.8.3, 

superseded NTS, page 21). Removal of existing trees combined with the screening 

mounds which are to be created will potentially unsettle the remaining woodland in 

the area and therefore visual changes to the landscape will be experienced within 

this area. 

There would also be an adverse impact on tranquillity and maintaining dark 

skies due to the lighting scheme (both during and post construction) and the 
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increase in traffic to the site which would impact negatively on the special qualities of 

the National Park. It is noted that the Replacement Non-Technical Summary (RNTS) 

removes the requirement of the red aviation lighting to be located and operating 24 

hours a day on the winding towers and cranes at each site location for health and 

safety reasons as a result of a response to the consultation from the MOD. However, 

the remaining lighting scheme and those of construction vehicles would still 

adversely impact upon the visual amenity enjoyed by both residents and visitors to 

the Park and also on the biodiversity of the area and that found within the existing 

woodland and therefore the degree of significance of introducing the lighting as a 

result of the development. This is discussed in more detail within section 8 below. 

The lighting scheme as proposed ergo, would severely alter current dark sky 

conditions within the National Park which would impact upon the special qualities of 

the National Park. The introduction of an industrialised landscape for such a lengthy 

period (five years – providing all timescales are successfully delivered – and longer, 

potentially 15 years, in terms of vegetation planting and allowing for best-case 

growth to maturity) will significantly impact on the feeling of remoteness experienced 

by visitors to the National Park to its detriment. This experience is often the sole 

reason for visiting the Moors and would be fundamentally ruined should this proposal 

be permitted.  

Biodiversity 

Both the common pipistrelle and brown long eared bats – a European Protected 

Species, were found to be living in the buildings at Dove’s Nest Farm which are due 

to be demolished should the development be permitted. The applicant proposes to 

install a minimum of 20 bat boxes throughout the site. However, there would be a 

considerable amount of activity on the site 24 hours, 7 days per week during both 

construction and operation phases (SPDD, Para 3.44, page 16, para. 7.8, page 53) 

and also lighting during both the construction phase and operational phase where 

external lighting will be fixed to (para 3.40, SPDD, page 17) the welfare building, 

gatehouse, service shaft building, perimeter fencing, car parking and along access 

roadways and car parking areas. CNP is concerned that the bats are more likely to 

leave this habitat and find an alternative roosting point, therefore the major-

adverse impact reported in the superseded NTS is not reversible and the 

proposed mitigation is inadequate. 

Paragraph 115 of the NPPF goes on to state that: 

“The conservation of wildlife and cultural heritage are important considerations in all 

these areas, and should be given great weight in National Parks and the Broads.” 

Although the minehead site does not have a specific designation in terms of nature 

conservation, it must be remembered that it is adjacent to a BAP priority habitat, a 

SAC, and a SPA and that the area itself is designated as a National Park which 

according to paragraph 115 of the NPPF is afforded the highest level of protection, 

therefore, it is not satisfactory for the applicants to state that the habitats found 

at Dove’s Nest Farm have “no special value” (para 2.7.2, superseded NTS, page 

20). 
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All of the above points are unacceptable given the size and scale of the impacts 

upon the special qualities of the National Park. 

5.    Impacts of the proposals on both residents and visitors to the National 

Park during both construction and operation phases   

Summary: The applicants have demonstrated that this proposal will have significant 

adverse impacts upon both residents and visitors to the National Park during both 

phases of development. In particular, works associated with the construction of the 

mine at various locations and the increased number of vehicle movements including 

HGVs, will impact upon the enjoyment of the National Park and the qualities for 

which it was designated. 

Alongside the issues previously mentioned when discussing the loss of visual 

amenity within the National Park, visitors and residents will experience a vast array 

of negative impacts as a result of the development of the mine both during the 

construction and operational phases. 

Users of a variety of public rights of way (PRoWs) will be affected by both the mine 

site at Dove’s Nest Farm and the Lady Cross plantation site. The LVIA (ES Part 2, 

Appendix 12.2) reports that in particular, users of the famous Wainwright Coast to 

Coast walk, National Cycle Route 1, Moor to Sea Cycle Network and the Cinder 

track would all see some of the mine site at a variety of points along the routes. 

Views from other PRoWs including the four footpaths at Sneaton and two bridleways 

at Eskdaleside-cum-Ugglebarnby would experience a varying degree of adverse 

impacts. Users of the PRoWs in wider open and higher areas, including those found 

in the surrounding moorland, would also experience adverse visual impacts. Visitors 

to the Graystone Hills, Normanby Hill Top and Latter Gate Hills area and the 

Sneaton Low Moor/Low Moor area would experience some minor-major visual 

impacts depending upon their viewpoint. Further afield users of the Heritage Coast 

and visitors to the Whitby hinterland would also experience adverse impacts. 

At the Lady Cross Plantation, the LVIA (ES, Part 3 Appendix 12.2) states that the 

height of the construction structures would cause significant visual impacts on users 

of local PRoWs, sections of local roads and local lanes used by recreational users 

and to a number of residential properties and some plots at the nearby Lady Cross 

Caravan Park. A significant adverse impact would be felt by users of the footpath 

which currently crosses the site. YPL have indicated they would reroute this to the 

edge of the site and then reinstate the path once the operational phase commences 

which would, as stated in the LVIA, reduce the negative impacts. At this stage, the 

construction infrastructure will be replaced with a large 8m high permanent structure 

which will be fitted with lighting. The landscape will have also been reconstructed 

introducing large spoil mounds and new vegetation will have been planted. CNP 

would therefore argue that this is simply replacing one negative impact with 

another in an area which previously had neither and which is renowned for its 

peace, tranquillity and dark skies. 

The height of the infrastructure required during the construction phase would also 

cause minor-adverse impacts on users of wider recreational areas including the 
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upper northern and southern areas of the Esk Valley and public areas and properties 

at Grosmont. Villages such as Grosmont rely on tourism and the North York Moors 

Railway stops here. It is the opinion of CNP that the risk to these businesses and 

settlements within the rural North York Moors National Park by permitting this 

development to occur is too great. The applicants recognise the potential loss to 

the sector but justify it by stating in the MDTPS that: 

“The potential adverse impacts are very small on comparison to the scale of benefits 

the project will bring. A 3% loss of tourism employment during the construction 

phase would equate to around 150 jobs being lost… similarly the loss of tourism 

activity at £5.2m during the operational phase is insignificant in comparison to the 

£1.2bn of annual turnover generated by the project” (Para. 7.39, page 71). 

CNP would again argue that a £5.2m loss and 150 jobs in the sector is not 

insignificant, especially when some of these livelihoods cannot be replaced and 

the workforce would not necessarily be transferable to the mine. Equally the 

majority of the revenue delivered by the project would not be transferred back to the 

local community, therefore this statement by YPL is misleading. 

As part of the transport mitigation scheme, YPL propose the creation of two Park and 

Ride facilities (in Whitby and Scarborough) and the potential development of a 

temporary construction village and park and ride for up to 400 workers (near Whitby) 

dependent upon the preference of the contractor and the availability of overnight 

accommodation in the area at the time of the development. This implies that the 

applicant does not expect that the majority of construction workers will be 

employed from the local area. The workforce will be transported to and from the 

mine site by coach over the course of the day which will typically involve four work 

shifts. After taking the workers to the minehead along an approved traffic route, the 

buses will wait for workers from the previous shift before returning them to the village 

and / or park and ride facility.  

CNP would seek clarification on part of the above proposed travel plan. The SPDD 

states that 140 workers will be required per shift (para. 7.8, page 53), but that 

dependent upon the provider, up to six 52-seater buses will be used at any one time 

during worker shift changes (para 7.9). If the buses are to wait for the previous shift 

workforce before returning to base having initially dropped off the required number of 

shift workers at the site, why are up to six buses proposed? CNP calculations 

indicate only three buses would be required at any one time. Given that the site is 

within a designated National Park, the applicants should be seeking to ensure that all 

possible methods of reducing the detrimental impact on the area are employed.  

The superseded NTS reports (para. 2.2.1, page 16), that a desk based study was 

undertaken by YPL with the NPA and North Yorkshire County Council to determine 

how traffic from the mine site would impact on road users over the mine’s lifetime. It 

is reported that a greater than 60% increase in traffic is predicted due to the 

project, with over 100% increase in HGV numbers using A171 which will have a 

major - adverse impact on the quality of pedestrian enjoyment using road links 21, 

23, 25, 27 and 45. 
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Increased traffic in excess of 1,200 vehicles per hour, or more than 2000 HGVs 

per hour (superseded NTS para 2.2.4, page 19), during the construction period is 

expected to have a major adverse impact on the levels of intimidation felt by a 

variety of pedestrian links along the A174, A171 and A170 and a moderate-adverse 

impact on users of links along the A1053, A174 and A171. Driver delays are also 

likely to be increased at certain junctions in Whitby and Scarborough as well as on 

local roads.  

CNP would argue that such an increase in traffic levels over such a lengthy 

construction period (five years) is not acceptable within a National Park. 

Although mitigation measures are proposed in terms of re-routing pedestrian 

crossings and junction improvements on certain networks, this will not mitigate the 

amount of extra movements generated by the project which will detract from the 

visual amenity and tranquillity within the National Park for both residents and visitors. 

Para 32, third bullet of the NPPF states that all decisions should take account of the 

fact that: 

“Improvements can be undertaken within the transport network that cost effectively 

limit the significant impacts of the development. Development should only be 

prevented or refused on transport grounds where the residual cumulative impacts of 

development are severe.” 

CNP would argue that this proposal should be refused on the grounds that the 

transport elements alone would have such severe adverse impacts on the National 

Park which is afforded the highest level of protection through national policy. 

Air quality is likely to be affected at both sites through the removal of large 

volumes of subsoil and topsoil in order to construct screening mounds which 

would be expected to release dust and affect users of existing PRoWs in the 

area or nearby residences. Traffic fumes will also affect air quality as levels of 

nitrogen oxides are expected to be above the recommended ecological air quality 

levels at points tested nearest to the A171 (para. 2.5.4, superseded NTS, page 19).  

The 2012 North York Moors Management Plan outlines the need to maintain dark 

skies at night and unpolluted air in the National Park. CNP believe that if this 

project is awarded planning permission the NPA would be at risk of not 

delivering the objectives of their management plan, therefore would not be 

performing their statutory duties effectively. 

Increases in traffic caused by HGVs and workers arriving on the sites during the 

construction period are expected to result in a variety of noise effects dependent 

upon the location, time of day and day of the week. The superseded NTS states that 

adverse noise from the increase in traffic is most likely to impact upon the 

background noise of the National Park between 6am – 7am and 10pm – 11pm 

during the week and between 8am - 9 am on a weekend (para. 2.4.5. and para. 

3.2.4). Para. 2.4.5 of the superseded NTS, page 18 also indicates that during the 

operation phase (which is proposed as being well over 100 years), in periods where 

roads are generally quiet, such as Saturdays and Sundays, there may be a 
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moderate or major increase in road noise over short periods, in particular between 

5.00am and 8am and between 9pm and 10 pm on a Sunday.  

The SPDD implies that the only days construction workers will not operate are 

Christmas Day and New Year’s Day (para 7.8, page 53) meaning that residents and 

visitors to the Park are likely to be impacted upon during days which they 

would normally expect to be allowed to enjoy the tranquillity of the National 

Park, i.e. bank holidays, weekends and at night. The SPDD (para. 2.8, page 6) 

informs us that although working hours for above ground construction workers are 

planned to be seven days per week, daytime only but with weekend and night time 

work to be permitted as necessary, underground work such as shaft sinking and 

tunnel works associated with the creation of the Mineral Transport System, will occur 

on a 24 hour, seven day per week basis. 

The noise assessment undertaken by the applicants, suggests that as background 

noise levels are generally lower at night, this would result in moderate - adverse 

impacts being experienced by neighbouring properties at Dove’s Nest Farm and 

during the day at some properties whilst the welfare building is erected. 

The sinking of the shafts at both sites and the creation of the drift tunnel will 

necessitate a mixture of drill and blast techniques which cumulatively will cause an 

adverse impact upon noise levels. Vibrations from construction work at mines can 

sometimes be experienced. YPL have assessed that there would be a negligible 

impact on all receptors – meaning that no significant vibration would be felt as a 

result of the mine construction. CNP believes that this cannot be guaranteed and will 

only be determined once works are commenced which may then have a significant 

impact on the enjoyment of the Park for residents and visitors and an impact on 

existing natural ecosystems. 

The most significant adverse impacts will be as a result of the height and scale 

of the developments’ infrastructure and the loss of natural screening at 

ground level. The cumulative impacts of this and the proposed lighting and 

significant traffic impacts will have a significant adverse impact on several of 

the special qualities of the National Park which will in combination also cause a 

detrimental impact on the ability to use the National Park as an area for artistic, 

scientific and literary inspiration. It will also reduce the feelings of remoteness valued 

by some users of the Park and inhibit the enjoyment of the Park as a place for 

recreation especially by those using the PRoW networks. These are just some of the 

special qualities listed within the National Park Management Plan (2012) and 

therefore the project should be refused. 

 

6. Cumulative impact on the National Park 

Summary: The potential cumulative impact on the National Park from a series of 

major developments, both within and outside the National Park’s boundaries, will 

significantly alter the special qualities of the designated area for which it was first 

recognised and which are enjoyed by both residents and visitors. 
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Whilst this response concentrates on the two locations within the National Park 

where development has been proposed above ground (Dove’s Nest Farm and the 

Ladycross Plantation), CNP also have concerns regarding the remaining two 

intermediate sites at Lockwood Beck and Tocketts Lythe and the impact the 

proposed developments at these locations will have upon the National Park.  

It has been officially recognised that development outside the boundary of an ‘area 

of importance’ can impact adversely on the character and tranquillity of that site 

(NE243 – England’s Statutory Landscape Designations, a practical guide to your 

duty of regard). This should clearly be applied to the boundary of a National Park as 

well as any sites designated under national and European law for environmental 

value. CNP are of the opinion that the five year lengthy construction phase and 

the adverse impact at all the sites, both within and outwith the boundaries of 

the national Park, will have a severe adverse impact on the Park itself and its 

setting. CNP believe that views into and out of the Park will be damaged by a series 

of construction works which will occur in tandem along a set line of sight (following 

the route of the MTS) which will effectively harm the landscape and cumulatively 

discourage visitors to the area and its surrounds. This will in effect, introduce 

elements of the industrial landscape of Teesside to that of the National Park to 

the lasting detriment of the latter. CNP are further concerned that visitors will be 

so affected by this harm that they will not wish to return to the National Park at any 

time during the five year construction period and that this will ultimately dissuade 

them returning to the area during the operational phase, thus causing further harm to 

the tourism industry and the livelihoods of many.  

CNP share concerns raised by Natural England in their response to the NPA on 12th 

December 2014, that the five year timescale is very optimistic and that as so often is 

the case when implementing major developments, setbacks may occur and this 

would therefore increase the construction phase to in excess of five years, thus 

further impacting significantly upon the National Park. 

It is recognised that the site design of the existing Boulby Mine is not attractive and 

significantly harms its landscape setting within the National Park. RAF Fylingdales is 

also situated within the National Park. It is interesting to note that in its original 

planning permission the Planning Inspectorate allowed the RAF development to be 

constructed in response to considerations of national safety for a temporary period of 

time – for as long as it was considered necessary to the public interest and should 

this no longer be considered to be the case, the site is to be returned to its former 

state. This is a demonstration of the clear understanding of the importance of 

preserving and enhancing National Parks.  

CNP are of the opinion that just because large man-made structures already 

exist within a particular setting, this should not pre-determine that another 

large development will be able to or should co-exist within the same landscape 

setting. Should this proposal be permitted, the National Park would be in severe 

danger of losing its many special qualities for which it was originally designated. The 

cumulative impacts of all of the major developments both within and without the Park 

boundaries (all the sites connected to this proposal, Boulby Mine, RAF Fylingdales) 
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alongside the impact of the existing industrial setting of Teesside, will impact upon 

both the National Park and its setting to its significant detriment and thus be contrary 

to paragraph 115 of the NPPF. The North York Moors National Park would be in 

danger of becoming known as the ‘UK’s Industrialised National Park’. CNP therefore 

urge the NPA to refuse this application for planning permission. 

 

7.    Concern regarding determining procedures 

Summary: Whilst it is recognised that concerns regarding the determining procedure 

does not take the form of an objection to the planning application, CNP considers it 

still worthy of recording. 

As stated in the introduction to this response and set out in the overarching guide to 

the application produced by NLP on behalf of the applicants, this development 

proposal straddles two local authorities, the NPA and Redcar and Cleveland 

Borough Council. As such YPL have submitted the same documents to the two 

authorities who will be expected to determine the part of the proposals within their 

respective administrative boundaries. Redcar and Cleveland Borough Council will 

also be expected to determine a separate application for the Minerals Handling 

Facility at Wilton.  

The proposed Harbour facilities are classified as a Nationally Significant 

Infrastructure Project under the Planning Act 2008, therefore a separate 

Development Consent Order will be submitted to the Planning Inspectorate for 

examination with the final decision to grant the Order being taken by the Secretary of 

State. CNP note that an application was submitted for this last year but was 

subsequently withdrawn. 

The temporary construction workers village and Park and Ride scheme at Whitby will 

be subject to a separate temporary consent application to Scarborough Borough 

Council and a further planning application for necessary works to the Whitby Park 

and Ride facility will be submitted to the NPA. 

As all parts of the project are closely related and interconnected and have significant 

impacts on the National Park which should be afforded the highest level of protection 

in terms of planning policy, CNP find it difficult to understand how a decision on one 

aspect of the project can be made by one consenting body without having to have 

regard to the decision by another consenting body. We recognise this is not an issue 

over which the NPA has any control, however we felt it was important to register our 

concerns about this issue. 

 

8.  Supplementary Planning Information 

Summary: In February 2015, YPL submitted Supplementary Planning Information to 

the Planning Authorities for consideration when determining the application. CNP are 

of the opinion that the updates and revised amendments to the project are not 
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sufficient to lessen the strength of our objection to this proposal within the National 

Park. 

The Supplementary Environmental Information (SEI) sets out in detail the proposed 

changes to the scheme as a result of consultation with the two determining local 

planning authorities, statutory consultees and non-statutory consultees. The 

applicants propose seven key elements to the amendments which have been 

detailed below, along with the CNP response to each alteration: 

 Removal of a ventilation shaft and relocation of MTS access shaft at Dove’s Nest 

Farm. The applicant has worked with engineers in order to reduce the level of 

surface infrastructure required at the Dove’s Nest Farm site. The requirement for 

a separate exhaust ventilation shaft serving the mine at this location has been 

removed. However, the access shaft for the MTS has also been moved 

northwards by approximately 32m in order to optimise operation (SEI, para 3.2.1, 

page 19). CNP are of the opinion that a reduction in the amount of surface 

infrastructure required at the site is welcomed although it is noted that this 

reduction is minimal and will not result in a reduction of the number of tall 

structures on site during the construction phase. The relocation of the MTS 

access shaft also results in increased land-take as discussed in more detail 

below.  

 Amendments to landforms and drainage at Dove’s Nest Farm, Lady Cross 

Plantation, Lockwood Beck and Tocketts Lythe and associated alteration to 

extent of surface boundary at Dove’s Nest Farm. As a result of the amendments 

above, YPL have recalculated the quantity of spoil forecast that would be 

generated at the minehead site during the construction phase. The SEI describes 

the changes as amounting to “a net increase in spoil generated at Dove’s nest 

Farm of approximately 200,000m³” (para. 3.3.5, page 23). In order to 

accommodate this extra quantity of spoil the applicant proposes to adjust the 

height and gradients of the original proposed earth mounds and to remove the 

minor ‘valley’ that had previously been left to accommodate the exhaust 

ventilation shaft. However, of most concern to CNP are the proposals to create a 

temporary stock-pile storage area for non-hazardous non-inert (NHNI) spoil to the 

south of the welfare facility and to raise the height of the south-western mound to 

218.5m (2m higher than those originally proposed) – which would result in an 

8.5m raise in height above the nearest existing ground level. In order to achieve 

this YPL propose to extend the mound south eastwards towards the proposed 

welfare facility (which would have been retained at existing ground level prior to 

the February 2015 amendments) which results in the loss of a further 2.86ha of 

mature coniferous plantation. Also, of concern to CNP is the removal of 3.8ha of 

improved grassland to the north east corner of the site to facilitate a further 

temporary stock-pile storage area for inert materials. CNP feel that the increase 

in height of the spoil mounds will further detrimentally impact upon the 

landscape and visual amenity of the National Park and place additional 

pressures on the Ugglebarnby Moor SAC. Alongside this, the increased 

loss of habitats which will add significant adverse impact on the ecology 
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and endangered species of the National Park and thus effect its many 

special qualities. 

The SEI also explains that YPL have identified inaccuracies in survey information 

with regard to quantities of arisings at the Lady Cross Plantation from the 

construction of the shafts and tunnels being proposed at this location. Following a 

more accurate topographic survey and checking spoil capacities against this, 

YPL propose to amend the height of the spoil mounds at the Lady Cross 

Plantation upwards of 2m which would mean the creation of a mound 8m above 

existing ground level and increase the overall footprint to accommodate the extra 

material (SEI, para 3.9.5, page 33). CNP reiterate concerns raised in previous 

chapters that the mound structures will be too prominent and will stand out 

in the landscape as being unnatural and artificial forms. 

CNP acknowledges and welcomes the fact that under the amended scheme 

proposals, the applicant proposes to dispose of treated effluent via a pipeline in 

the MTS to Wilton rather than discharge it directly to the Sneaton Thorpe Beck.  

 Provision of an operation phase bridleway around Dove’s Nest Farm. YPL 

propose to construct a new 2.1km stretch of permanent bridleway (including a 2m 

wide timber bridge spanning Sneaton Thorpe Beck) as part of the operational 

phase to link exiting bridleways at Pokeham Brow and White Moor Hill. CNP have 

no objection to this proposal. 

 A minor revision to the Construction Programme. In order to facilitate the extra 

construction activities at Dove’s Nest Farm the five year construction phase has 

been extended by a further two months, however, the SEI states at para 3.7.1, 

page 30, that the amendments do not change the target first ore date or the 

completion of the shaft ‘fit-out’ stage, which will enable the company to extract up 

to 6.5mtpa at phase one of operation. CNP have already expressed concerns 

regarding the lengthy construction phase throughout the course of this 

consultation. We have stressed the significant detrimental impact that we believe 

this development proposal will have on the special qualities of the National Park 

including the impact the construction phase will have on local businesses 

especially those within the tourism sector. Therefore, CNP strongly object to 

any extension to this already optimistic timeframe which will impact at the 

local level on the immediate surroundings of the sites both in landscape 

and biodiversity terms but also on the setting of the National Park. This 

includes views into and out of the Park which will result in a heavily 

industrialised appearance when viewing the minehead and intermediate 

sites cumulatively.  

 Provisions for early polyhalite production management at Dove’s Nest Farm. It 

remains the intention of YPL to utilise the completed MTS tunnel conveyor to 

transport the early production polyhalite to the proposed handling facility in 

Wilton, Teeside. However, in response to questions raised by the NYMNPA and 

consultees a contingency strategy for transporting polyhalite off-site has been 

prepared and submitted as part of the SEI. Para 3.8.2, page 31, sets out that 

should the completion of the MTS be delayed, extraction of polyhalite to the 
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surface would be required and limited to 1,000 tonnes per 24 hours. It goes on to 

state that during daytime hours (7am-7pm) polyhalite would be discharged 

directly into an articulated tipper vehicle (29 litre capacity) to be transported 

directly to Teesside. At night polyhalite would be transported on site to the 

temporary storage facilities, which would have a capacity of 3,300 tonnes. Any 

material placed in the temporary facility overnight would be loaded onto the 

articulated tipper vehicles and transported the following day. Any polyhalite 

extracted over a weekend (between 7pm Friday and 7am Monday) will be stored 

in the temporary storage facility and progressively transported to Teeside over 

the course of the following week. Thereby polyhalite will not be transported off 

site during the weekend. YPL have estimated that given the constraints limiting 

the extraction of polyhalite to 1,000 tonnes per day over the course of seven 

days, this would mean that 250 loads would be required per week (based on 

28,000 tonnes per average payload), which equates to 50 loads per day over a 

five day working week. CNP feel that 50 extra movements per day of large 

articulated vehicles is not appropriate in the National Park. If the only 

suitable contingency plan for the removal of polyhalite is of this nature, 

CNP would urge the NPA to refuse this application for planning consent on 

the grounds that the vehicles will disturb the tranquillity of the National 

Park, impact upon the air quality and the landscape and visual amenity of 

the National Park. It has already been stated, as explained in chapter 5 of this 

report, by the superseded NTS (para 2,2,4, page 19) that the project will generate 

an increase in excess of a 60% of traffic in the National Park, an extra 50 

movements per day will only add to this burden and impact severely upon the 

special qualities of the National Park, cause delays (especially in August when 

the Park experiences the most visitors) and increase the level of intimidation felt 

by road users. 

 Amended access details at Lady Cross Plantation and an associated minor 

amendment to the minerals planning application boundary to include a new 

operational access. Following discussions with North Yorkshire County Council 

Highways Officer, YPL have amended the proposals to include a new access 

arrangement which has required an adjustment to be made to the planning 

application boundary for health and safety purposes. CNP have no further 

objection to this proposal, however, would state that the use of the existing 

access track by maintenance vehicles during the operational stage of the 

proposal will cause a potential impact to the users of the Lady Cross Caravan 

Park.  

 Alterations to the proposed lighting scheme at Dove’s Nest Farm. CNP 

acknowledge that within the SEI submitted in February 2015, (para 12.5.4, page 

156) the applicant has removed the proposal to place red aviation obstruction 

lighting from the construction winding towers as the Ministry of Defence have 

stated that this requirement is no longer necessary. The SEI does state, however, 

that additional lighting will be provided in the area where loose tipping will take 

place during the construction phases of work at the Dove’s Nest Farm site. This 

will, therefore not reduce the impact caused by the development at this site by 
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the removal of the red aviation lighting. Further information contained within the 

SEI  states that the proposed removal of a further 2.86ha of existing woodland 

cover and the adjustment in height of the spoil mounds will result in the ability to 

view orange flashing beacons and headlights from construction vehicles from 

Sneaton Low Moor Caravan Park  during operational times from the Ladycross 

Plantation and would be considered worse in the winter months when the 

remaining deciduous trees lose their cover which will result in a more adverse 

impact than previously thought prior to the amendments. CNP would therefore 

argue that this proposal is not in conformity with Core Policy C of the CSDP and 

paragraph 125 of the NPPF. 

Whilst CNP welcome the fact that YPL have listened and responded to some of the 

concerns raised through the consultation process, CNP are of the opinion that the 

amendments have not been so significant as to alter the resultant adverse 

impact of the development on the National Park for CNP to remove the 

objections as set out in the chapters above in more detail, therefore the 

strength of the objections are maintained. 

 

To summarise, CNP object to this planning application on the grounds set out 

above primarily: failure to understand the statutory purposes of National 

Parks; failure to demonstrate that the proposal satisfies the Major 

Development Test; that the proposals are contrary to planning policies set by 

the NPA; the impact of the proposals on the landscape, visual amenity, 

biodiversity, residents and visitors of the National Park during both 

construction and operational phases; the cumulative impact of a series of 

developments both within and outwith the National Park; and, that the 

amendments to the proposals submitted through the SEI do not lessen the 

significant detrimental impact caused by the proposals in the National Park.  

We have also expressed concern regarding the determining procedure although we 

recognise that this is out with the control of the NPA.  

Should any further material be submitted as part of the application process, we 

would welcome the opportunity to review it and make any further comments as 

necessary.  

Yours sincerely 
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Policy and Research Manager 
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