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Executive summary 

The Alternative Sites Assessment (ASA) has been produced by Nathaniel Lichfield and Partners (NLP) with 
contributions from several consultancies that form part of the York Potash Limited (YPL) team.  An initial 
draft was produced in May 2014 and submitted to the North York Moors National Park Authority (NYMNMP) 
for comment.  A preliminary review of the draft ASA was undertaken by Amec Foster Wheeler on behalf of 
the NYMNPA and written feedback provided to NLP in June 2014. 

Further limited consultation took place between the parties prior to the submission of the final ASA with the 
planning application on 30 September 2014.  The final ASA was not updated by the formal submission of 
Supplementary Environmental Information (SEI) on 16 February 2015.  However, a conference call was held 
between YPL, the NYMNPA and their respective key consultants on 17 March 2015 to discuss geology 
related matters and further geological information was provided with regard to a historical borehole (E3) 
three days later. 

Amec Foster Wheeler’s ASA review deals with the key issues in a sequential way, starting with the planning 
and environmental constraints, before detailed consideration is given to the specific requirements of what is 
termed the ‘Major Development Test’, i.e. ‘the scope for and cost of developing elsewhere outside the 
designated area’, as required by the second bullet point of paragraph 116 of the NPPF.   

With respect to our review of the planning and environmental constraints, we have determined that we do not 
agree with the findings of RHDHV and NLP.  Indeed rather than conclude, as they have done, that Dove’s 
Nest Farm represents the better environmental option, Amec Foster Wheeler has concluded that despite 
some environmental constraints, constructing a minehead at Ruswarp within the Whitby Enclave would have 
some very important planning and environmental advantages over the site at Dove’s Nest Farm, with 
reduced traffic and transport effects from HGVs during the construction period being a notable environmental 
factor. 

In terms of the scope for building a mine at Ruswarp, the determining issue has related to two aspects of the 
geological conditions.  The first of these relates to whether sufficient mineral resource is present within the 
Whitby Enclave to make it viable to construct a mine in this location, without the need to cross the Donovan 
Fault system to access YPL’s proven indicated resource near Dove’s Nest Farm.  YPL’s mining consultant 
SRK has undertaken a theoretical estimate of the total resource that might be present within the Whitby 
Enclave, based on three historical boreholes, and has calculated that up to 440 million tonnes of polyhalite 
mineralisation may be present at this location.  However, when typical mining constraints are considered, this 
translated to a potential mineable quantity of 40-80 million tonnes, which SRK determined was insufficient to 
finance a mine.   

Amec Foster Wheeler’s review of the geological information supplied to support SRK’s proposition indicated 
that potentially much more polyhalite might be available within the Whitby Enclave, but that the amount 
hinged on the interpretation placed on borehole E3 which was drilled in 1948.  Although, Amec Foster 
Wheeler and the NYMNPA contend that further geological investigation should have been carried out by YPL 
within the Whitby Enclave, and specifically in the vicinity of E3, to confirm the geological conditions, this did 
not happen when the YPL drilling programme was concluding in the summer of 2012, despite the provision 
of written advice to that effect from the NYMNPA at that time.  As a consequence all parties have needed to 
rely on old records, where both the mineral thickness and polyhalite purity data have severe limitations.  It 
has therefore only been with the submission of the full geological report for E3 that a consensus regarding 
the geological conditions has been achieved, and although Amec Foster Wheeler believes that the 
uncertainties should have minimised by further intrusive investigation, it can confirm that it accepts SRK’s 
interpretation, and that insufficient resources of polyhalite appear to be available within the Whitby Enclave. 

In parallel to the debate over the size and quality of the mineral resource, clarification has also been sought 
as to the vertical displacement of the Donovan Fault system that separates the Whitby Enclave from Dove’s 
Nest Farm.  Via further explanation of that available seismic data during the March 2015 conference call, 
SRK has been able to satisfy Amec Foster Wheeler that the main Donovan Fault represents a major barrier 
to mining and accordingly it is not considered viable to assume that the fault can be crossed from the Whitby 
Enclave to access the Dove’s Nest resource. 
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Therefore despite Amec Foster Wheeler’s view that the information provided in the ASA regarding the cost of 
developing a minehead outside of the National Park is inadequate, and that we consider that there are some 
very important planning and environmental advantages in developing a mine outside the National Park, the 
NYMNPA accepts that, because of the geological conditions, and the associated potential risks from gas and 
water inflow via the Donovan Fault, there is insufficient scope for developing a minehead within the Whitby 
Enclave or indeed elsewhere outside the designated area. 
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1. Introduction 

1.1 Overview 

1.1.1 The purpose of this document is to set out the details of the review undertaken by Amec Foster 
Wheeler Environment & Infrastructure UK Ltd (hereafter simply referred to Amec Foster Wheeler) 
into the final Alternative Sites Assessment (ASA) prepared by Nathanial Lichfield & Partners (NLP) 
(Ref 50303/04/HS/AY/IY) dated September 2014.   

1.1.2 Further details of how this will be achieved are set out in Section 1.3 below. 

1.2 Structure of the final ASA 

1.2.1 The structure of the final ASA is essentially the same as the draft that was issued in May 2014.  As 
such it therefore comprises the main report produced by NLP, together with a series of appendices 
made up of technical reports produced by other consultancies within the YPL team, together with a 
range of plans and other documents. 

1.2.2 In terms of the appendices, the number of these included have increased from 19 in the May 2014 
draft to 27 in the final version of the ASA.  These new appendices comprise of the following: 

 Appendix 2: Amec Foster Wheeler Preliminary Review of the Draft ASA dated 17 June 2014, 
together with Amec Foster Wheeler’s memorandum relating to an extract of an updated draft of 
SRK’s ‘Independent Report on the Potential for Polyhalite Exploration in North Yorkshire’, the 
final version of which is now Appendix 4. 

 Appendix 3: NLP tabulated response to Amec Foster Wheeler’s Appendix 2 documentation. 

 Appendix 18: Plan entitled ‘Exploration Potential of the Whitby Enclave’. 

 Appendix 20: Plan entitled ‘Harbour Options for the End Point Destination’. 

 Appendix 21: Cross-section entitled ‘Topography between Site 2 – Land at Burniston and 
Immingham Dock’. 

 Appendix 22: Plan entitled ‘North Yorkshire Moors Railway and Surrounding Lines’. 

 Appendix 25: Correspondence between Arup (letter dated 25 July 2014) and HM Principal 
Inspector of Mines (response dated 11 August 2014) regarding provision of safe emergency 
egress from the Mineral Transport System (MTS). 

 Appendix 26: MTS Route Constraints Plan. 

 Appendix 27: CD containing Mining and Environment Constraints and associated Shadow 
Mapping GIS Files. 

1.2.3 In addition to the new appendices listed in paragraph 1.2.3 above, a number of the other 
appendices have been updated.  The key documents in this respect are as follows: 

 Appendix 4 (Appendix 2 in May 2014 draft): SRK’s ‘Independent Report on the Potential for 
Polyhalite Exploration in North Yorkshire’. 

 Appendix 19 (Appendix 16 in May 2014 draft): RHDHV’s ‘Environmental Appraisal of ASA 
Shortlisted Sites’. 

 Appendix 24 (Appendix 19 in May 2014 draft): Landowner letters. 
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1.3 Purpose of this ASA review/proposed methodology 

1.3.1 Since Amec Foster Wheeler has already undertaken a detailed review of the draft ASA (Ref: 
35190CShr019Ri3), dated 17 June 2014 (see Appendix A of this report and Appendix 2 in the Final 
ASA), and followed this with a further exchange of correspondence with NLP, via Amec Foster 
Wheeler’s memorandum (ref: 35190ShrM028i2), dated 13 August 2014 (Appendix B of this report 
and Appendix 2 in the Final ASA), it is not intended to produce a further detailed review of the 
updated documentation in the same style and format.   

1.3.2 Furthermore, it is important to recognise that the main objective of the new ASA review is to 
provide the North York Moors National Park Authority (NYMNPA) with an impartial assessment of 
the final ASA.  This is in contrast to the preliminary review, where the objective was to provide YPL 
and its consultants with advice in respect of the technical contents of the ASA in order for them to 
meet the relevant requirements of paragraph 116 of the NPPF in the final planning submission. 

1.3.3 To achieve the objective set out above, it is proposed to focus on the amendments that have been 
made by the YPL team to the ASA and to assess how comprehensively these address the key 
issues that were raised in Amec Foster Wheeler’s preliminary review.  As such specific attention 
has been given to NLP’s response table that comprises Appendix 3 of the final ASA.  For ease of 
reference this document is appended to this report as Appendix C. 

1.3.4 In reviewing the NLP response table, Amec Foster Wheeler has also referred to the updated 
documentation that has been referenced in it and then provided commentary as appropriate.  
However, in doing so we have only focussed on the most important elements that are fundamental 
to addressing any potentially outstanding points of concern in the context of the requirements 
paragraph 116 of the NPPF.   

1.3.5 Accordingly, we have not considered in detail any additional information relating to the proposed 
alternative minehead sites at Cloughton and Burniston, near Scarborough.  Instead the main focus 
has been the Whitby Enclave area, and most notably land at Ruswarp, which is referred to by the 
YPL consultancy team as Site 3, or occasionally Area 3. 
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2. Assessment of NLP response 

2.1 Introduction 

2.1.1 In accordance with the proposed approach set out in Section 1.3 above, we have reviewed and 
assessed only those responses provided by NLP in Appendix 3 that are critical to the review of the 
final ASA as a whole.  In so doing we will focus only on the alternative minehead location known as 
the Whitby Enclave, and specifically on the key option, i.e. the site at Ruswarp. 

Size of mineral resource v area of interest/mineral rights area 

2.1.2 With reference to Point 6 of Section 2.3, Amec Foster Wheeler asked why it was necessary for YPL 
to promote such a large resource area, when it had access to 250 million tonnes (over 20 years 
supply at the YPL planned extraction rate) of workable mineral from its indicated resource area of 
820 million tonnes, together with a further 1.84 billion tonnes (40+ years potentially) of inferred 
resource located nearby.  

2.1.3 This was an important question because the surface footprint of the two resource areas is only 
2950 ha, which represents less than 12% of the onshore mineable area of polyhalite of 250 km2 
(25 000 ha), the vast majority of which is located within the National Park.  It is also worth noting 
that, in Section 18.4 of its first report dated January 2011 (Appendix 9), FWS confirmed that the AoI 
extended to over 1000 km2 (with 484 km2 onshore) and in Section 22.4 that mineral rights contracts 
had been acquired by YPL for an area covering 608 km2.  

Landowner constraints 

2.1.4 The YPL response to Amec Foster Wheeler’s Point 4 of Section 2.5 simply confirms that 
landowners or their agents were contacted via telephone and asked whether they wanted to sell or 
lease their land to YPL.  Unfortunately this answer does not provide sufficient additional detail to 
enable greater weight to be given to this apparent constraint.  For example, with respect to Whitby 
Enclave we would have expected the different land ownership areas required to accommodate a 
minehead to be illustrated and cross referenced with respect to whether each had been 
approached; how they had responded and whether there was any interest.  The fact that a 
landowner responds initially with a negative response to a simple telephone enquiry should not 
necessarily be considered as a blanket refusal that rules out further negotiations, whatever the 
circumstances. 

2.1.5 Paragraph 6.4.1 has been included to potentially address the request for further information 
regarding the perceived impediment arising from the use of compulsory purchase orders to acquire 
land for alternative minehead sites.  It confirms that any order would need to be made by 
Scarborough Borough Council, but that the authority has expressed verbally that it would not 
consider such an approach.  However, no further details are provided as to why this would be the 
case. 

Scope for, and cost of, developing a minehead at Whitby Enclave 

Geological investigation 

2.1.6 It is noted from the response to Points 1-3 of Section 2.6.2 of the Amec Foster Wheeler Draft ASA 
review that YPL has not acknowledged that less weight should be given to the additional 
associated costs of carrying out a geological investigation of the alternative sites in the future, i.e. 
in comparison to having undertaken it previously, as part of the original programme.  The NPA 
considers it regrettable that YPL has been unwilling to accept the limitations in its arguments in this 
respect, when clearly further detailed investigation of the geological conditions of the alternative 
sites could have been established at less cost at an earlier stage.  
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High level cost comparison 

2.1.7 It is also noted that table 5-4 of the SRK Report does not adequately address the request made in 
Point 4 of Section 2.6.2 of the Amec Foster Wheeler review.  What is required by the Major 
Development Test (MDT), and what was asked for by Amec Foster Wheeler, was a ‘high level’ cost 
comparison’ between developing a Dove’s Nest style mine design at Ruswarp.  However, instead 
all that has been provided is a comparison of pre-construction costs. 

Mineral resource and predicted mineable tonnages 

2.1.8 It is noted that SRK has estimated that, based on the limited and historical geological data, the 
quantity of the resource located to the north of the Donovan Faults, and therefore potentially 
accessible from an alternative minehead located at Ruswarp, would potentially be 440 million 
tonnes.  When subject to the consideration of various constraint factors and other adjustments, 
SRK has calculated that this resource would potentially equate to a maximum mineable tonnage of 
80 million tonnes.  This compares to the 250 million tonnes reserve estimated to be recoverable 
from the Indicated Resource of 820 million tonnes at Dove’s Nest, albeit the former has not been 
verified to international standards. 

Comparison of timescales and related costs 

2.1.9 It is noted that the answer provided to Points 7 and 8 of Section 2.6.2 mistakenly confuses the 
Cloughton and Whitby Enclave timeframes for accessing the mineral resource at Dove’s Nest.  
Indeed Table 5-2 confirms that only 9 months would be required for a minehead located at Whitby 
Enclave to access production panels to the south of the Donovan Fault.  However, this point was 
not the purpose of the question.  Instead, Amec Foster Wheeler was seeking acknowledgement 
that the 8-year timeframe was based on the assumption that it only related to accessing reserves in 
the vicinity of Dove’s Nest, and this has not been addressed in the final ASA. 

Need for ventilation shafts 

2.1.10 It is noted from the answer to Point 9 of Section 2.6.2 that Table 5-2 confirms that the proposed 
development would need to be provided with additional ventilation shafts should it wish to extend 
production into areas located more than 6 7 km away from the minehead.  This statement would 
seem to confirm that development of the southern part of the defined mineable area would only be 
possible by constructing a further shaft within the National Park.  It also suggests that a second 
ventilation further shaft would need to be located close to the coast if any of the offshore polyhalite 
reserves that form part of YPL’s overall ‘Area of Interest’ (AoI) are to be exploited, 

Comparison of geological investigations 

2.1.11 In Point 10 of Section 2.6.2, YPL was requested to put the £60 million already spent on defining the 
current Mineral Reserve into the context of the proposed expenditure for the other two sites.  
However, the inclusion of a single number in SRK’s Table 5.4, with no comparative breakdown, 
does not address the request made. 

Shaft pillar and pit bottom infrastructure 

2.1.12 In Point 11 of Section 2.6.2, YPL was requested to provide plans of a similar style to the ones 
presented for the Whitby Enclave sites (SRK Figures 5.9 and 5.10) to indicate the shaft pillar and 
how the development would radiate away from the shafts.  In its response, NLP has stated that 
such plans are provided as part of the planning application.  Amec Foster Wheeler has undertaken 
its Chapter 3 review, and is content that this request has been addressed with the submission of 
isometric 3-dimension layouts of the pit bottom development as part of the SEI. 

Spoil quantities and surface storage 

2.1.13 Point 12 raised a specific question regarding the balance of quantities of rock materials (spoil and 
polyhalite) created from excavating the additional access tunnels between Ruswarp and Dove’s 
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Nest versus the reduction in length of MTS required.  Unfortunately the general reference to the 
details being provided in Section 5.3.6 of the SRK report is unhelpful and the information contained 
there and in Table 5-2 does not address the point raised.  Furthermore, the second paragraph of 
SRK’s Section 5.3.6 implies that there is a problem with surface spoil storage capacity, which we 
assume must be incorrect given that Chapter 3 of the ES suggests no such difficulties.   

2.1.14 Further to the above, and especially following receipt of the SEI, it is considered that SRK’s Table 
5-1 is inaccurate, notably with respect to the quantities quoted with respect to the Dove’s Nest base 
case. 

Comparison of environmental effects 

Transport & traffic 

2.1.15 It is acknowledged that Table 6.1 of the RHDHV report, which uses a traffic light system to 
compare the various environmental effects, has been amended so that the transport effects of 
developing a minehead at Ruswarp have been reduced from ‘amber’ (i.e. “Presents a potential 
environmental risk that requires further investigation or specific mitigation”) to ‘green’ (i.e. “Present 
no notable environmental risks”).  Whilst Amec Foster Wheeler agrees that this change is 
appropriate and is welcomed, we are still concerned that the accompanying text downplays the 
transport and traffic advantages of developing a minehead at Ruswarp in comparison with Dove’s 
Nest and remain surprised that the rating for Dove’s Nest is still ‘amber’.   

Noise & air quality 

2.1.16 We previously expressed concern in Points 15-16 that the assessment of noise and air quality was 
overly negative and that further substantiation would be required.  Despite some amendments to 
the text, there appears to be no consideration of what could be achieved by targeted mitigation.   

2.1.17 Although paragraph 7.132 of the ASA downplays the effects on traffic on Ruswarp, paragraph 
7.137 still expresses concern regarding NO2 levels in central Whitby from traffic that would 
potentially approach the site from the east, even though any development related traffic from that 
direction would not include HGV movements.   

2.1.18 It is also of note that both noise and air quality are rated ‘amber’ at Ruswarp compared to ‘green’ at 
Dove’s Nest.  Whilst in respect of noise this is understood and accepted because of the 
comparative number of sensitive receptors in proximity to each site, the situation with respect to air 
quality is somewhat different because of the factor of the proximity of North York Moors 
SPA/SAC/SSSI to the Dove’s Nest site and the amount of traffic that would need to pass through 
central Whitby to access Dove’s Nest. 

Landscape & visual 

2.1.19 The responses provided to Points 18-20 are noted. 

Overall environmental assessment 

2.1.20 It is noted that NLP has stated (paragraph 7.232 of the ASA) that the alternative minehead sites 
“…do not present clear opportunities to accommodate the minehead with a lesser environmental 
cost than Dove’s Nest Farm”.  In coming to such a view, it is understood that NLP would have 
based its assessment on the findings of RHDHV’s September 2014 Environmental Statement 
(Part 2) and the conclusions contained therein.   

2.1.21 From Amec Foster Wheeler’s perspective, this document, together with how it has been amended 
by the SEI (dated 16 February 2015), has been the subject of a detailed review, which has been 
completed in May 2015.  This review has found that, with respect to number of key environmental 
topics, including those being apparently relied upon by NLP to come to its conclusion, the 
environmental effects that would result from the development of Dove’s Nest Farm as the 
minehead, have been understated, especially with regard to the construction period.  Accordingly, 
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whilst we accept that the development of a minehead at Ruswarp is very likely to result in 
significant adverse effects across a range of environmental topics, it would not necessarily be the 
case that in overall terms it would result in greater environmental harm than Dove’s Nest Farm.   

2.1.22 An important example of where Amec Foster Wheeler considers that the development of Dove’s 
Nest Farm will be greater than Ruswarp is with respect to traffic and transportation.  However, in its 
response to Point 22 of Section 2.6.2 of the Amec Foster Wheeler Draft ASA review, it is noted that 
NLP has maintained that the assignment of ‘amber’ to Dove’s Nest Farm in respect of traffic and 
transport is correct.  However, Amec Foster Wheeler’s ES Review has clearly demonstrated that 
many receptors will be subject to significant adverse effects and that, in this context, only the use of 
‘red’ represents a realistic outcome for the construction period.  

Onward transport options 

2.1.23 It is noted that the revised ASA now acknowledges that the Ruswarp site is located closer to 
Teesside than Dove’s Nest Farm, and that (in paragraph 7.293) it could be connected to the Lady 
Cross Plantation via the proposed MTS.   

2.1.24 A distance to Teesside of 34 km is quoted in paragraph 7.294, although in terms of a minehead at 
Ruswarp we believe this would be a slightly longer distance (~34.8 km), because of the need to 
connect via Lady Cross Plantation.   

2.1.25 NLP also outlines the need for the MTS to avoid the CPL mineral holding area and that this would 
mean following a route that would run broadly parallel to the A171.  Unfortunately we have been 
unable to locate any plan that shows the ARUP routes referred to in paragraph 7.292, but the plan 
enclosed in Appendix 27 give us an indication of the point being made, although it appears to show 
that the MTS route conflicts with Boulby’s 1998 planning application boundary.   

2.1.26 There also appears to be nothing in the SRK report (notably Table 5-1) that acknowledges that the 
shorter distance between a minehead at Ruswarp would result in the need to store less spoil above 
ground, and that this would also lead to a proportionate reduction in costs.  As a consequence, it is 
apparent that the MTS related benefits of Ruswarp being closer to Teesside are still understated.  

2.1.27 Amec Foster Wheeler’s Point 25 of Section 2.6.2 of its draft ASA review, specifically requested that 
the general constraints outlined by NLP in the draft be supported by further factual evidence 
regarding quantities (excavated volumes, travel times etc.), feasibility, cost and risk.  Unfortunately, 
this has not been carried out, and this is regrettable in the context of the specific requirements of 
the MDT. 

2.1.28 Amec Foster Wheeler’s Point 26 to Section 2.6.2 made it clear that we understood that the defined 
inferred resource area could be developed without the need for the construction of a ventilation 
shaft remote from Dove’s Nest Farm.  Whilst this is understood, what was requested was 
confirmation of the likely future timescales when such a shaft would need to be constructed.  
However, this information has not been provided. 

2.1.29 It would appear that Amec Foster Wheeler’s Point 27 to Section 2.6.2 has been misinterpreted.  All 
that was requested was a plan showing the respective MTS tunnel options relative to the geology, 
i.e. to connect the potential mineheads at Dove’s Nest and Ruswarp to Lady Cross Plantation. 
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3. Review of the Whitby Enclave alternative 

3.1 Introduction 

3.1.1 As set out in paragraph 1.3.5, Amec Foster Wheeler is satisfied that the Whitby Enclave area 
represents the only potentially realistic alternative to Dove’s Nest Farm and therefore this has 
formed the focus of this review.  Furthermore, given the much larger land area of the Ruswarp site 
(Site 3), together with its more gently undulating topography, this site has emerged as the most 
likely alternative minehead location and therefore no further consideration will be given to 
Briggswath (Site 4). 

3.1.2 In its assessment, NLP has given primary consideration to the geological constraints (as it and its 
client sees it) of locating the minehead beyond the boundaries of the National Park.  Then, having 
decided it was not feasible on these grounds, has given secondary consideration to the planning 
and environmental issues related to the proposal. 

3.1.3 However, Amec Foster Wheeler believes that the assessment should have been carried out from a 
different perspective.  Consequently we consider that, once it had been established that alternative 
sites exist outside the National Park, which have access to the target mineral(s), then because 
there is national planning policy presumption against development within National Parks, the 
advantages/disadvantages of locating outside its boundaries should be assessed (at least at a high 
level) to determine whether there is merit in undertaking further detailed evaluation. 

3.1.4 With respect to whether the target mineral exists at Whitby Enclave, NLP has confirmed (in 
paragraph 7.18 of its ASA report), with reference to the SRK assessment, that this is likely to be 
the case.  The contents of the SRK report then substantiates this point, with reference to published 
and historical geological information. 

3.1.5 Since the planning constraints are of such importance, it seems logical to examine these and the 
potential environmental constraints first.  This is therefore the approach Amec Foster Wheeler has 
taken in this review and the details are set out in Section 3.2.   

3.1.6 In so doing we have discussed each environmental topic in the context of whether the alternative 
site at Ruswarp is likely to have planning or environmental advantages over Dove’s Nest Farm.  
We have then set out the issues where the Ruswarp site compares unfavourably with Dove’s Nest, 
before outlining those where the differences are relatively marginal and ultimately can be assessed 
to be neutral between the two alternatives. 

3.1.7 Following the consideration of the planning and environmental issues we then look at the scope 
and cost of developing outside the National Park in Sections 3.2 and 3.3 respectively. 

3.2 Planning and environmental issues 

Advantages over Dove’s Nest 

Planning policy 

3.2.1 Development Plan policy for the Whitby Enclave is contained within the saved policies of the 
Scarborough Local Plan from 1999.  There are no allocations presented within the Local Plan 
relating to the Whitby Enclave.  Scarborough Borough Council is in the process of replacing the 
Local Plan, with a draft Local Plan published for consultation in 2014.  This draft plan also had no 
land allocations relevant to the site, with a small (20 unit) housing allocation on the northern edge 
of Briggswath the closest allocation. 

3.2.2 As such, the Development Plan policy which is relevant to both sites relates to the protection of the 
environment and public amenity and has similar aims. 
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3.2.3 The main difference therefore falls from the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and the 
fact that Whitby Enclave falls outside of the National Park.  The NPPF states in paragraph 115 that 
‘great weight’ should be given to the conservation of landscape and scenic beauty in National 
Parks and that the conservation of wildlife and cultural heritage should also be given great weight.  
Paragraph 116 then contains what is known as the ‘Major Development Test’, which states that 
permission for major developments in National Parks should be refused except in exceptional 
circumstances and where they are in the public interest.  The Dove’s Nest Farm site therefore 
starts from a planning policy presumption against major development proposals. 

3.2.4 As the Whitby Enclave is located outside of the National Park, there would be no such presumption 
for refusal of a major development at this location, and therefore the considerations that would be 
given to the conservation of landscape; scenic beauty; wildlife; and cultural heritage would all be 
given less weight by comparison.  In addition, other policies in the NPPF provide a supportive 
framework for major development outside of National Parks and certain other protected land and 
sites.  Whilst environmental and amenity effects would still need to be assessed and weighed 
against the positives of the development, the principle of planning policy at the Whitby Enclave 
would provide a positive framework for a major development such as a potash mine. 

Traffic and transportation 

3.2.5 Since the minehead construction site is proposed to primarily be served by HGV traffic travelling 
via the A171 from Teesside, it is clear that the alternative minehead site at Ruswarp would negate 
the need for HGVs to pass through Whitby.  This would mean that ‘high’ sensitivity links 21 
(Mayfield Road) and 23 (Helredale Road), together with the busy and at times congested Mayfield 
Road junction with the A174, would be unaffected by development related HGV traffic.   

3.2.6 Similarly, links 24 (Stainsacre Lane) and 25 (B1416), which RHDHV has assigned a ‘medium’ 
sensitivity, would be unaffected and, depending on where any site access may be located, the 
A171 west of Whitby (Link 17) would be affected less, or not at all, if the A169 (Link 18) was used 
to access the site. 

3.2.7 With regard the alternative routes that have been put forward for aggregate deliveries, it would 
seem likely that the Wykeham option to travel to the minehead site via Scarborough using links 36, 
32, 30, 28, 27 and 26, would no longer be put forward as a viable option, since in the 
circumstances it would not be appropriate to direct any aggregate deliveries through both 
Scarborough and Whitby.  This would mean that the focus of alternative sources of aggregate 
deliveries to the minehead would be from Wykeham via Pickering, i.e. using links 39, 42, 43. 19, 
18, and possibly 17.   

3.2.8 It is also noted the NLP acknowledge (in paragraph 7.157) that the proximity of the Ruswarp site to 
the Whitby Park & Ride (“…would provide the opportunity to create sustainable access links 
between the two sites”.  However, it would also appear possible for the Ruswarp site to be provided 
with sufficient parking of its own; thereby negating the need for an extension to the Whitby Park & 
Ride. 

3.2.9 Although Table 6.1 in Appendix 19 has been amended to illustrate that the two Whitby Enclave 
sites (Sites 3 & 4) are rated ‘green’, on the basis of Amec Foster Wheeler’s comprehensive review 
of traffic and transport in its ES Review dated May 2015, we consider that the ‘amber’ rating for 
Dove’s Nest (Site 5) is inaccurate and should instead be assigned ‘red’. 

Disadvantages compared to Dove’s Nest 

Noise 

3.2.10 As mentioned in paragraph 3.2.6 above, the ASA noise assessment is considered with air quality 
(and vibration) and follows a relatively simple approach by considering the number and proximity of 
receptors located in the vicinity of each alternative site.   
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3.2.11 Although a noise contour plot is provided, it again is based on a very simple approach with the 
noise contours spreading out from a centralised location where the shafts would potentially be 
located. 

3.2.12 In its summary (Table 6.1), RHDHV has assigned a ‘green’ rating to Dove’s Nest and an ‘amber’ 
rating to Ruswarp; the difference mainly appearing to be due to the proximity of the latter site to 
nearby settlements.  Although Amec Foster Wheeler believes that there could be scope to 
minimise noise levels for receptors during the construction phase by good site design and the 
implementation of mitigation measures, it accepts that the risks of adverse noise effects being 
experienced by receptors is greater at Ruswarp than at Dove’s Nest.  Notwithstanding this overall 
conclusion, Amec Foster Wheeler’s review of the noise assessment of the minehead at Dove’s 
Nest Farm has found many flaws with the methodology used by WSP and RHDHV and we have 
concluded that ‘significant’ effects  

Likely neutral issues 

Air quality 

3.2.13 Section 5.3.2 of the RHDHV ‘Environmental Appraisal of ASA Shortlisted Sites’ considers the 
subject of air quality with noise.  The following sub-sections deal with the different types of air 
quality receptors. 

Ecological receptors 

3.2.14 In the third paragraph RHDHV states that there are no designated ecological receptors nearby and 
confirms that the boundary of the site is located approximately 2.5 km from the closest point of the 
Whitby Saltwick SSSI and that no impact is likely.  This is direct contrast to Dove’s Nest where the 
Ugglebarmby Moor SPA & SSSI is located in the immediate proximity of the site.  As such it can 
only be concluded that, in terms of ecological air quality receptors, the Ruswarp site must have 
advantages over Dove’s Nest, although as a consequence of the proposal in the February 2015 
SEI to equip the temporary generators with ‘Selective Catalytic Reduction’ (SCR), Amec Foster 
Wheeler agrees that any residual environmental effects would be ‘not significant’ in EIA terms. 

Human receptors – Construction and operational phase emissions 

3.2.15 The remainder of the RHDHV ASA air quality assessment relates to human receptors.  In terms of 
site sources of air quality emissions, the focus is on the proximity of residential receptors to the 
Ruswarp site, noting in the 4th paragraph that “…construction and operational phase dust 
emissions have the potential to impact on all nearby receptor locations within 350 m of the area 
boundary”.  It is also estimated that for Area 3–Ruswarp, this amounts to 50 properties, with the 
nearest one located within 20 m of the site boundary. 

3.2.16 In respect of human receptors, the focus of the assessment relates to emissions of dust.  Although 
it is accepted that there are a much greater number of residential receptors in the vicinity of 
Ruswarp, and that accordingly Dove’s Nest is more advantageously located in this respect, it does 
not necessarily mean that the potential air quality effects from construction operations (in particular) 
cannot be effectively mitigated (through design and operational measures such as the use of 
suppression techniques) to ensure that any adverse effects would be made ‘not significant’ in EIA 
terms.  Of course whether this is would be achieved in practice for either site option depends on 
the approach taken by YPL’s contractors. 

Human receptors - traffic-related emissions 

3.2.17 Despite the concerns raised by Amec Foster Wheeler under Point 17 of Section 2.6.2 of the 
Preliminary Review of the ASA in this respect, the 5th paragraph of RHDHV’s Section 5.3.2 has not 
been amended and therefore still implies that additional development generated traffic represents 
an air quality issue for the Ruswarp alternative site.   
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3.2.18 However, in comparison with Dove’s Nest, where construction HGVs (the main source of diesel 
emissions) would need to pass through Whitby, and specifically close to the A174 air quality 
monitoring station located ~250 m north of the Mayfield Road junction where historical levels of 
NO2 are known to be elevated, this would not be the case for the Ruswarp site.  The retained 
RHDHV text is therefore clearly misleading and it is Amec Foster Wheeler’s view that the air quality 
effects of emissions from development related traffic would be less at Ruswarp than at Dove’s 
Nest.   

Conclusion 

3.2.19 Despite the proximity of many more residential receptors to the alternative site at Ruswarp, on 
balance when all types of emissions and sensitive receptors are taken into account, it is considered 
that the development of a minehead at the Ruswarp site is no more likely to cause adverse air 
quality effects than the same development at Dove’s Nest.   

Recreation & amenity (PRoW) 

3.2.20 RHDHV provides some baseline information regarding existing PRoW provision in the vicinity of 
the Ruswarp in Section 5.3.4 of Appendix 19.  It also lists local recreation groups within 2 km of the 
Ruswarp site boundary in the accompanying Table 5.5.  In Table 6.1, both the Ruswarp and Dove’s 
Nest sites are rated ‘amber’ and, on balance, Amec Foster Wheeler accepts this conclusion on the 
basis that important (albeit different) recreation features would be adversely affected by the two 
minehead site locations. 

Landscape and visual 

3.2.21 The landscape and visual assessment (LVIA) undertaken by Estell Warren with respect to the 
minehead at Dove’s nest Farm has concluded that many ‘significant’ adverse landscape effects 
would be sustained on a number of landscape receptors during the 58 month construction phase at 
Dove’s Nest Farm, including two landscape character areas and five of the fourteen special 
qualities of the NYMNP.  Significant adverse visual effects are also predicted by Estell Warren 
during the construction phase on a wide range of visual receptors, including residents in the 
settlements of Stainsacre and Low Hawsker/High Hawsker, as well as a small proportion of 
individual properties and a range of recreational receptors.  On this basis, it is difficult to see how 
RHDHV has assigned only an ‘amber’ rating for Dove’s Nest Farm in Table 6.1, and a ‘red’ rating is 
therefore considered more appropriate in the circumstances. 

3.2.22 Estell Warren has also undertaken a high level assessment of the landscape and visual effects of 
the Ruswarp site.  Although Amec Foster Wheeler has not undertaken a detailed review of this 
work, it is noted that RHDHV has also allocated an ‘amber’ rating, stating “After Dove’s Nest this 
site could be a second preference on the basis that mitigation could take longer to be effective and 
would entail a change from existing valley side landscape character to one of a wooded nature.”  
Whilst Amec Foster Wheeler accepts that, depending on any actual design that might in theory be 
adopted, the development of this site is also likely to result in significant adverse landscape and 
visual effects, it does have the benefit of lying outside the designated landscape are of the National 
Park.  It is therefore questionable that it would represent a second choice to Dove’s Nest in 
landscape and visual terms although, in the absence of Amec Foster Wheeler undertaking a more 
detailed review of the LVIA assessment of the Whitby Enclave, we have accepted that landscape 
and visual should be considered as a neutral issue. 

Ecology 

3.2.23 Ecology has not been the subject of detailed consideration by Amec Foster Wheeler as part of its 
ES Review and so no comment is made in the context of comparing the Ruswarp and Dove’s 
Nests sites in this ASA review.  RHDHV’s assignment of ‘amber’ ratings for both sites is therefore 
accepted on this basis.  
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Cultural heritage 

3.2.24 Similarly cultural heritage has not been the subject of detailed consideration by Amec Foster 
Wheeler as part of its ES Review and therefore no comment is made in the context of comparing 
the Ruswarp and Dove’s Nests sites in this ASA review.  RHDHV’s assignment of ‘amber’ ratings 
for both sites is therefore accepted on this basis. 

Flood risk/hydrology 

3.2.25 The Ruswarp site has been assigned an ‘amber’ environmental rating, compared to ‘green’ for 
Dove’s Nest.  Amec Foster Wheeler questioned this assessment in its preliminary review of the 
Draft ASA report, but the NLP response offers little further information, other than to state that 
drainage channels “…represent a potential flood risk on site”.  Given the change in elevation 
between this site and the receiving River Esk, it is unclear why this should be the case and, in the 
absence of more detail, Amec Foster Wheeler considers that there is little difference between 
Dove’s Nest and Ruswarp to warrant the different classification. 

3.2.26 In terms of other hydrological issues that have been raised as issues in respect of Dove’s Nest, i.e. 
sensitivity of fish species in an upstream section of the receiving Sneaton Thorpe Beck and the 
proposals for dealing with surface water runoff during the construction period, RHDHV has not 
undertaken a comparable assessment. 

3.2.27 In conclusion, on the basis of the above and the evidence provided by RHDHV, it is considered that 
the hydrological risks of developing minehead at Ruswarp are no greater than Dove’s Nest and 
may even be less if they were assessed in detail. 

Hydrogeology 

3.2.28 RHDHV has given no consideration to hydrogeology in its review of environmental risks, although it 
does state with respect to ‘soils and land quality’ that there are “No groundwater or ground 
contaminant risks”.  However, we know from our review of ‘Geology and hydrogeology’ chapters of 
the ES, as updated by SEI, that groundwater related mitigation is required at Dove’s Nest Farm.  In 
the absence of an assessment of hydrogeology in the ASA, we can therefore only assume that 
there is little difference between the two sites in this respect and the ratings of ‘amber’ are correct. 

Soils and land quality 

3.2.29 RHDHV and NLP confirm that the Agricultural Land Classification (ALC) for the Ruswarp site 
ranges from ‘good’ (Grade 3) to ‘poor’ (Grade 4) and as such the site is not unduly constrained with 
regard to soil and land quality.  However, the brief commentary in Table 6.1 provides no further 
commentary.  Amec Foster Wheeler has raised a number of concerns regarding the proposals for 
soil handling at the minehead and MTS sites as part of its ES Review of the development 
proposals, including in respect of the availability of sufficient volumes of suitable clay at shallow 
depths to provide a low permeability basal lining to the permanent waste facilities that will be 
required at the minehead sites.   

3.2.30 The lining is required to minimise the risk of groundwater and surface water contamination from 
leachate potentially generated from the permanent storage of Non-inert, Non-hazardous (NiNh) 
spoil mainly obtained from the MTS tunnel arisings.  Since the MTS tunnel would be of shorter 
length at Ruswarp than at Dove’s Nest the storage requirement would be reduced, although in the 
absence of any details regarding the availability of clay it is not possible for Amec Foster Wheeler 
to assess the comparable risks. 

Summary and conclusions 

3.2.31 Amec Foster Wheeler has reviewed the key planning and environmental constraints that potentially 
affect the Ruswarp alternative minehead site and YPL’s preferred minehead site at Dove’s Nest 
Farm.   
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3.2.32 NLP has concluded with respect to Ruswarp (in paragraph 7.162) that “As a potential alternative 
minehead site, it is clear that development could not proceed without harmful environmental 
effects, the combination of which would significantly detract from its suitability.”  However, whilst it 
is likely that, depending on the precise details of a site design and the effectiveness of any 
incorporated mitigation measures that might be proposed, some potentially harmful environmental 
effects would arise from the development of Ruswarp as an alternative minehead, it is clear that in 
most aspects it would cause no more environmental harm than Dove’s Nest Farm and indeed with 
respect to traffic and transport it represents a far better option.  However unfortunately, YPL and its 
consultants appear to have consistently underestimated the importance of this factor, which has 
been downplayed from the beginning of the project. 

3.2.33 In the one environmental aspect where Amec Foster Wheeler agrees that there is greater risk of 
adverse environmental effects, i.e. noise, it is difficult to know without further design and modelling 
work precisely how many receptors would potentially experience significant adverse effects in EIA 
terms.  Indeed, RHDHV appears to acknowledge this with its rating of noise at Ruswarp as ‘amber’ 
using its traffic light system of Table 6.1.  The situation is also complicated by what Amec Foster 
Wheeler considers to be important inadequacies with the WSP and RHDHV assessment 
methodologies adopted in the noise chapter of minehead ES.   

3.2.34 In conclusion, Amec Foster Wheeler considers that in overall terms Ruswarp represents a 
marginally better planning and environmental proposition than Dove’s Nest Farm, not least 
because it is located outside the National Park.  This is not to say that adverse environmental 
effects would not have arisen from its potential development, but that (on balance) a minehead 
development at Ruswarp is less likely to result in significant environmental effects in EIA terms 
than the equivalent at Dove’s Nest Farm.   

3.2.35 Furthermore, and most importantly, given Ruswarp’s location outside the National Park, Amec 
Foster Wheeler considers that, if an impartial assessment of the planning and environmental 
benefits and disbenefits of this alternative site had been undertaken at the beginning of the project, 
then this alone should have prompted YPL to more fully investigate the geological conditions at the 
site, in order to determine whether there was scope for developing a minehead at this location and, 
if so, whether it would be economically viable. 

3.3 Scope for developing outside the National Park 

Geology & resource 

Background to geological investigations 

3.3.1 The availability of historical drilling information acquired between the 1930s and 1960s enabled 
YPL to be aware of the existence of potash minerals (including polyhalite) in the ‘Area of Interest’ 
(AoI), which extend south from the CPL mineral rights area along the eastern edge of the National 
Park broadly between Whitby and Scarborough. 

3.3.2 YPL’s consultants (FWS) used the data from these boreholes, together with other historical 
exploration information to determine the extent of the AoI; initially via the preparation of a 
conceptual geological model.   

3.3.3 Originally the intention was to gain as much information as possible on all of the potash minerals, 
i.e. sylvite (mined by CPL at Boulby from the Boulby Potash seam) and polyhalite).  However, 
polyhalite has become the main target mineral of interest because it was concluded (see paragraph 
4.20) by FWS that due to “…the degree of small scale variation in thickness and grade of sylvite in 
the area”, this “meant that it would be almost impossible to prove the Mineral Reserve from the 
surface”. 
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York Potash drilling programme 

3.3.4 On completion of the conceptual model in early 2011, FWS was commissioned to determine 
possible drill sites.  Paragraph 4.24 confirms that over 50 were considered and evaluated on the 
basis of their ability to add to the existing geological knowledge; environmental effects; and land 
ownership.  Unfortunately, only the location of the sites that were drilled is provided, although to 
provide context it would have been useful to know where all of the originally considered borehole 
sites are located.  

3.3.5 A series of boreholes, including parent and daughter holes, were drilled by YPL at eight locations 
and Appendix 10 of the ASA shows the general locations of these at small scale.  All of these 
boreholes are located onshore at the northern end of the AoI, although none are located to the 
north of the Donovan Fault system and therefore within the Whitby Enclave.  

3.3.6 The progression of YPL’s borehole exploration programme was generally southwards from the first 
borehole (SM1) drilled at Pasture Beck, near High Hawsker, in July 2011 and the second (SM2) at 
Howlett Hall, ~1.5 km north of Dove’s Nest Farm.  SM3 at Raikes Lane, immediately east of Dove’s 
Nest followed and produced encouraging results, but SM4 at Juggers Howe (~7 km southeast of 
Dove’s Nest) is thinner and of less purity (5.1 m at 89.4% polyhalite) than was found in the 
boreholes further north. 

3.3.7 SM6 at Newton House Plantation (~3 km south of Dove’s Nest) showed that the shelf polyhalite 
seam thins and deteriorates further (3.8 m at 83.1% polyhalite), and SM9 at Maybeck indicates that 
the shelf seam splits into four thin leaves (1.41-5.09 m thick) of low purity (34.2-74.3% polyhalite). 

3.3.8 Based on these results, paragraph 4.31 confirms that YPL “…decided to focus its efforts on better 
defining and expanding on the successful results already obtained”.  Boreholes SM7 at Mortar Hall 
(1 km northeast of Dove’s Nest) and SM11 at Dove’s Nest followed and both found good 
thicknesses of high grade polyhalite. 

Geological investigation of the Whitby Enclave 

3.3.9 Appendix 18 of the NLP ASA, together with Figure 3-5 of the SRK report (Appendix 4) show that 
three boreholes were drilled within the Whitby Enclave area on the edge of the National Park.  The 
boreholes were drilled in 1939 (E2), 1948 (E3) and 1963 (E12) and these have informed the basis 
of SRK’s knowledge of the polyhalite resource in this area.  According to SRK, the 3 historical 
boreholes are all located between the two Donovan faults.  However, this represents a different 
interpretation than the one provided by FWS Consultants, which placed these boreholes to the 
south of the first Donovan Fault.   

3.3.10 The three historical boreholes were drilled within the Whitby Enclave by three different companies 
and were mainly targeted at potential oil and gas exploration rather than potash/polyhalite.   

3.3.11 The geological interpretation provided by YPL in the SRK report shows that the boundary between 
Dove’s Nest resource and the Whitby Enclave is the first Donovan Fault, which SRK states (in the 
first paragraph on page 70 of its report) has a maximum vertical offset of ~150 m to the north.  
Figure 5-7 of the SRK report also shows the location of the Whitby Enclave (and Dove’s Nest) sites 
relative to the main faults in the area and the alignment of Donovan faults is consistent with NLP’s 
Appendix 18 drawing entitled ‘Exploration Potential at Whitby Enclave’.  Figure 5 6 shows the sites 
relative to the Dove’s Nest resource areas. 

3.3.12 It is also noted from the Section 5.3.10 (fourth paragraph on page 88) that the extent of SRK’s 
knowledge of “…the Donovan fault system is derived from large scale mapping and the 
interpretation of drill hole SM1.”  

3.3.13 The Ruswarp site is shown by SRK on Figure 5-7 to be located to the north of the second Donovan 
Fault, which is aligned broadly parallel and ~1.5 m to the north of the first fault.  No details of the 
vertical offset of this fault to the south appear to have been provided in SRK’s report.  Furthermore 
it is apparent that no geological boreholes are therefore located within the Whitby Enclave area to 
the north of the second Donovan Fault, where the Ruswarp minehead site would be located. 
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3.3.14 In simple terms, we understand from the descriptions that the area between the two Donovan faults 
represents a geological trough feature, and therefore the polyhalite is at a lower elevation than the 
adjacent Dove’s Nest resource area immediately to the south.   

3.3.15 The ASA also contains two FWS reports in Appendix 9 and 11).  The first of these is the ‘Potash 
Exploration Study’ dated January 2011 and the second the ‘Supplementary Geological Report’ 
dated April 2013.  The second FWS report provides a notably different interpretation of the 
Donovan Fault system to that reported by SRK and therefore NLP.  Specifically, as illustrated on 
Drawings 2 and 3 of the second FWS report, the two faults are located and aligned quite differently 
with the result that FWS show borehole E12 as being located on the southern side of the first 
(southern) Donovan Fault, with borehole E3 coinciding with the same fault.  The second Donovan 
Fault is also located further north and shown to bisect the Ruswarp site rather than be located to 
the south of it.  Furthermore, in terms of throw, FWS indicates that the main Donovan Fault 
(Brotherton Formation) has a maximum throw of 95 m (not 150 m as indicated by SRK), but 1 km 
further east (coinciding with the B1416) this is shown to have reduced to only 25 m. 

3.3.16 Because of the apparent discrepancy in the position of the Donovan Fault, Amec Foster Wheeler 
sought further clarification from YPL and, as part of conference call held on 17 March 2015, SRK 
confirmed that its interpretation (rather than the one provided by FWS) was the definitive one.  The 
discussions centred on the extent of the geological displacement caused by the fault.  SRK stated 
that it had a preference for using the seismic data, rather than the evidence from the recent and 
historical boreholes and confirmed that it had 5-6 seismic lines that crossed the Donovan Fault, 
although only two were presented with the application, including YP04 (Figure 12 in Appendix 11). 

3.3.17 SRK also confirmed that, with respect to all of the 125 displacements within the indicated and 
inferred resource areas (referred to in the second paragraph on page 21 in Section 2.6.4 of its 
report), all of the throws, which range from 15 m to 60 m in extent, related to seismic information at 
the top of the Kirkham Abbey Formation.  The comparison with the throw of the Donovan Fault 
(estimated by SRK to be 150 m at the top Kirkham Abbey Formation), should therefore be viewed 
in this context.  SRK further explained that it had used the Kirkham Abbey Formation as the marker 
throughout its report, because of the difficulty of identifying a geological horizon within the 
evaporites.  It also identified the Peak Fault, Vale of Pickering Fault and potentially the Whitby Fault 
as barriers that pose barriers to mining.  

3.3.18 Amec Foster Wheeler accepted this explanation and on this basis agreed that, like the other major 
faults in the area, the Donovan Fault represented a significant barrier to mining.  Consequently, we 
are now content to rule out the viability of a minehead being sunk within the Whitby Enclave for the 
purpose of working the indicated and inferred resources located to the south of the main (first) 
Donovan Fault. 

Estimation of polyhalite mineral resources 

Dove’s Nest Farm Area 

3.3.19 SRK has identified an ‘Indicated Mineral Resource’ (shown as red outline on Figures 3 5 and 5-6 of 
SRK report), which accords to the internationally recognised JORC code.  The indicated resource 
covers a geographical area of 1230 ha and is estimated to contain a polyhalite resource of 
820 million tonnes from the shelf seam only.  According to Table 2-2 of the SRK report, the mean 
thickness of polyhalite within this area is 12.8 m and the mean grade is 87.3%.  As part of the 
conference call held on 17 March 2015, the average polyhalite thickness of the shelf seam shown 
in Table 2-2 were discussed with SRK, who were able to confirm that it related to the average 
thickness of both the indicated and inferred areas and that the average thickness was much 
greater than 12.8 m within the indicated area.  Indeed based on an area of 12.3 ha, Amec Foster 
Wheeler has calculated that the average thickness of polyhalite within the indicated area would be 
~24 m. 

3.3.20 In Section 2.6.5 of its report, SRK has then applied a series of mine design and constraint factors 
that have had the effect of reducing the 820 million tonne resource to a JORC code compliant ore 
reserve of 250 million tonnes at 87.9% grade. 
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3.3.21 SRK has also identified an ‘Inferred Mineral Resource’ (shown as an amber outline on Figures 3 5 
and 5-6 of SRK report), which also accords to the internationally recognised JORC code.  The 
inferred resource comprises estimated resources in each of the polyhalite seams as follows: 

 Shelf seam: A polyhalite resource of 840 million tonnes over an area of 2950 ha.  The mean 
grade is 85.7%. 

 Basin seam: A polyhalite resource of 1000 million (or 1 billion) tonnes.  Although not delineated 
separately in the SRK report, it is assumed that this is located under the eastern part of the 
inferred resource area only.  SRK estimate that the resource area covers 1380 ha and has a 
mean thickness of 14.8 m.  Its mean polyhalite grade is stated to be 84.7%. 

3.3.22 The total polyhalite resource at Dove’s Nest is stated to be 2.66 billion tonnes, although the inferred 
resource element has not been used to calculate recoverable reserves. 

Whitby Enclave area 

3.3.23 NPL confirm in paragraph 4.53 of its ASA report that “…the Whitby area assessed by SRK 
comprises 1350 ha of land located directly north of the mineral reserve area identified by YPL in 
the area around Dove’s Nest Farm”. 

3.3.24 At 1350 ha the Whitby area is slightly larger than the inferred resource of 1230 ha. 

3.3.25 SRK has evaluated the available historical geological information, which it describes as being of 
“poor quality”.  It has then carried out an evaluation of what it describes (fifth paragraph of 3.3.2) as 
“…the best intersections from a mineable/economic viewpoint” and has summarised the results for 
the three boreholes in Table 3-1 of its report.  Copies of extracts from the driller’s logs for boreholes 
E2, E12 and E3 are also enclosed in Appendix A of the SRK report. 

3.3.26 Table 3-1 and the accompanying text confirms that, whilst SRK has interpreted that boreholes E2 
and E12 contain favourable thicknesses and grades of polyhalite (15 m/90% and 10 m/80% 
respectively), borehole E3 has not.   

3.3.27 With respect to E3, SRK has concluded that potentially economic grades only extend over a 
thickness of 4ft, “…which would not be mineable”.  It therefore reports a thickness of 51 m at 30% 
grade. 

3.3.28 Amec Foster Wheeler has reviewed the available information from the drillers log for borehole E3 
that has been incorporated into Appendix A of the SRK report and has noted the following: 

 Page 34 of the log states that polyhalite with anhydrite is present over a band ranging in depth 
from 4722 to  5097 ft (~1439 to 1553 mbgl).   

 With reference to the same depth range on page 35, the band is described as “Mixture of grey 
anhydrite and grey polyhalite – both appear to be massive.  The proportion of polyhalite to 
anhydrite varies from band to band, but polyhalite predominates according to chemical 
analysis”. 

 On page 47 of the log under the heading of ‘Polyhalite’, it is stated that “It is perhaps 
unfortunate that very few cores were obtained over this range and that we had to rely on the 
drillings to determine the extent of the bed.”  It also says that that “…the Calcium Chloride 
drilling fluid extracted quite a considerable amount of potash from the Polyhalite”, with the result 
“…that all the drillings which have been examined contain less Polyhalite and therefore less 
potash – than was originally present”.  The text on page 47 of the log then goes onto say that “It 
was not possible by mineralogical examination of drillings to determine how much potash was 
originally present in the chippings because it had been replaced by gypsum”.   

 With respect to the mineral analyses that have been obtained, the text suggests that these give 
a very good indication of the extent and nature of the polyhalite bed.  A table that summarises 
the analysis of a 4 ft long core taken at 5032 to 5036 ft (~1533.8 to 1535 m) and this confirms 
that K2O levels range from 11.47-13.97%, which SRK has suggested represents a polyhalite 
grade of 80%.  However, in the third paragraph of Section 6.7 on page 14 of the FWS report 
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‘Potash Exploration Target Study’ dated January 2011 (Appendix 9 of the ASA), FWS converts 
11% K to 85.2% polyhalite. 

3.3.29 Given the documentation presented with respect of borehole E3, it has been difficult for Amec 
Foster Wheeler to reconcile SRK’s conclusion that only 4 ft of polyhalite (i.e. the same 4 ft as the 
core referred to in the driller log) is of mineable quality or that, as a consequence, it feels that the 
alternative is to report a thickness of 51 m at 30%.  To address this issue (and others) a conference 
call was held between the key interested parties (SRK, Amec Foster Wheeler, YPL, NLP and the 
NYMNPA) on 17 March 2015.  As a consequence of the discussions, full details of the E3 drillers 
log/report from 1948 was released to Amec Foster Wheeler’s specialist geologist for review.   

3.3.30 To support its case regarding the nature of E3 and the indication that it provides with respect to 
polyhalite thickness and grade, SRK stated that the original drillers had provided notes of the visual 
inspection carried out at the time.  In overall terms, Amec Foster Wheeler broadly concurs with the 
observations made by SRK, especially with respect to the upper parts of the polyhalite horizon.  
With respect to the horizon from 4992-5040 ft depth, our geologist considers that the visual 
estimation of polyhalite increases to 50% or more, and that in respect of the 4ft calculates that its 
contains an average polyhalite content of 81.43%.  However, because of the problems with the 
drilling fluid at the time, which displaced the potash mineralisation, uncertainties remain in respect 
of how representative the records are of the actual geology. 

3.3.31 Although SRK has reservations regarding the thickness and grade of the polyhalite located in the 
Whitby area, at Amec Foster Wheeler’s request (on behalf of the NYMNPA) it has undertaken an 
assessment of the potential resource of polyhalite located there.   

3.3.32 In the first two paragraphs from the top of page 36 of its report, SRK also states that further drilling 
would be needed to not only “…determine whether this is actually present”, but also to give 
“…confidence to the interpretations made”.  Amec Foster Wheeler concurs with this view, but has 
noted that 50 potential sites were originally considered for further exploration.  During the 17 March 
2015 conference call, the YPL team were asked whether any of these were targeted at the Whitby 
Enclave area as a whole, or the Ruswarp site in particular.  Unfortunately, no one from the YPL 
team involved in the conference call had an answer to this question. 

3.3.33 Amec Foster Wheeler also asked SRK whether (if it free rein to investigate further) it would advise 
YPL to target a new borehole near E3.  SRK gave a clear negative response to this question, citing 
both the evidence of E3 and the preference to investigate further west (in the inferred area) as a 
priority.  However, faced with the same circumstances as SRK, Amec Foster Wheeler would have 
advised differently, assuming that access to a suitable site near E3 could have been obtained.  
This is not only because of the uncertainties surrounding the characterisation of E3, but also 
because acquiring a better understanding of the geology of Whitby Enclave is considered a 
pre-requisite of the MDT and for developing a minehead inside the National Park. 

3.3.34 Notwithstanding its obvious concerns regarding the geology of the Whitby Enclave, SRK has 
estimated that a potentially mineable quantity of 40-80 million tonnes may be present in the Whitby 
area.  This is based on polyhalite mineralisation being present in the range from 220 to 440 million 
tonnes.  However, SRK concedes that the potential total mineralisation could increase to 
700 million tonnes, based on the thickness recorded at E3, although its assessment of grade 
means that as a mean this would only be 63%, which it confirms “…would not be economic to 
exploit”. 

3.3.35 SRK then explains that its lower mineable estimate is based on only the western part of what it 
describes as the “disturbed” (i.e. the zone between the two faults) providing a “…good thickness of 
good grade polyhalite”, based on the assumption that the polyhalite mineralisation in boreholes E2 
and E12 is replicated across this area.  The upper bound figure of 80 million tonnes then assumes 
that similar thickness and grade of polyhalite to E2 and E12 extends across the eastern half of this 
area. 

3.3.36 Unfortunately, unlike its estimates for the indicated and inferred areas, SRK has not provided its 
assumptions regarding polyhalite thickness or mean grade with the ES documentation.  However, 
the details presented in Table 3-2 and the text in the bullet points beneath it, suggest that SRK is 
expecting more of any mineralisation to fall below the cut off.   
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3.3.37 It is unclear if the quantities of polyhalite that could be present to the north of the second Donovan 
fault are included in the 220-440 million tonne estimate, but it does not appear so from the 
information provided. 

3.3.38 Table 3-2 provides a useful summary of the reductions made to the polyhalite mineralisation 
estimates to obtain the mineable figures.  This was included following a request made by Amec 
Foster Wheeler as part of the preliminary review of the draft ASA.   

Conclusions regarding mineral resources 

3.3.39 The polyhalite resources at Dove’s Nest have been established by recent exploration drilling 
undertaken by YPL, with the result that SRK’s interpretation and mineral estimation is JORC 
compliant.   

3.3.40 SRK’s estimations of polyhalite resources at Whitby Enclave are based on its interpretation of 
written records from 3 historical boreholes drilled between 1939 and 1963, i.e. 50-75 years ago.  
Although Amec Foster Wheeler had concerns regarding SRK’s interpretation of the historical 
records relating to borehole E3, for the reason outlined above, it has been re-assured by the 
discussions that have taken place on 17 March 2015, and the subsequent submission of the 
complete available records for borehole E3 on 20 March 2015.   

3.3.41 In summary Amec Foster Wheeler accepts that, based on the available information, SRK’s 
maximum available resource calculation for the Whitby Enclave of 440 million tonnes, which 
equates to a potential mineable reserve of 80 million tonnes, represents a reasonable estimate.  
Amec Foster Wheeler also accepts that these quantities are insufficient to justify on their own the 
construction of a minehead within the Whitby Enclave. 

Mining feasibility 

Presence of gas 

3.3.42 NLP deals with the constraint of the potential presence of gas at a high level in paragraphs 
5.7-5.12.  Amec Foster Wheeler agrees with the premise that where the presence of gas combines 
with a mining prospect, then the former would represent a major constraint, such that mining would 
not be able to go ahead. 

3.3.43 In applying the gas constraint, Amec Foster Wheeler also agrees with the NLP approach that the 
known presence of gas, or an active interest in gas exploration, should be used to determine the 
extent of the constraint. 

3.3.44 No gas related constraints have been applied by SRK or NLP to the Whitby Enclave area as part of 
this assessment. 

Faulting 

Shaft sinking constraint 

3.3.45 Faulting represents a constraint to mining.  Specifically, because of the risks of poor ground 
conditions; water and gas ingress, with the resultant associated health & safety risks, together with 
the practical problems associated with the displacement of the mineral horizons, it is best practice 
to avoid sinking shafts through faults, or strata located in the immediate vicinity of faults. 

3.3.46 To address the above constraint, in respect of the Whitby Enclave, YPL has adopted shaft sinking 
exclusion zones of 100 m and 50 m respectively with regard to the first and second Donovan faults.  
Amec Foster Wheeler understands and agrees with this approach. 
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Tunnelling constraint 

3.3.47 SRK has also outlined (page 63 under ‘General comments’) how major faults can be barriers to 
tunnelling and why “…it is considered best practice, where possible, to avoid a mine layout that 
requires a shaft or permanent access development through a major fault”.  However, it then adds 
the proviso in bold that, “…while it is generally possible to mine in the vicinity of, and in some 
cases through, major faults, this is typically done once the mine has been established and 
has the ability to conduct extensive exploration from underground”. 

3.3.48 Amec Foster Wheeler accepts that the Donovan Fault system represents a potential constraint and 
understands why SRK and YPL would prefer not to have to negotiate it in order to get access to its 
target mineral resource near Dove’s Nest.  However, notwithstanding this view, it needs to be 
remembered that SRK accepts that its knowledge of the fault is limited.  Furthermore, although as 
part of this review, Amec Foster Wheeler noted inconsistencies between the FWS and SRK 
interpretations of the Donovan Fault system and the barrier that it potentially represents to 
tunnelling, these have now been resolved. 

3.3.49 In order to better understand the fault system, SRK states (second paragraph under the heading of 
‘Whitby Enclave’ on page 75), that “…an investigation would need to be undertaken to characterise 
the rock mass in and around the Donovan Fault, so that a plan to negotiate this fault could be 
made”.  Such an investigation “…would require a drilling programme from surface of at least three, 
and probably up to six boreholes, and may include a seismic survey”.  Amec Foster Wheeler 
agrees with this view and notes that, if such an investigation had been carried out previously, it 
would have enabled YPL to much more definitive regarding the potential of developing a minehead 
within the Whitby Enclave. 

Hydrogeological constraint 

3.3.50 Aside of the potential risks of groundwater ingress from fault zones, SRK has not identified any 
additional hydrogeological constraint associated with the potential development of a minehead in 
the Whitby Enclave at Ruswarp. 

Resource depth constraint 

3.3.51 The depth of the top of the polyhalite has been indicated to be ~1500 m below the surface at 
Dove’s Nest Farm.  Given the elevation of the site, this puts the mineral at ~1300 m below 
ordnance datum (mBOD).  The northern fringe of the Dove’s Nest polyhalite resource (as indicated 
by boreholes SM2 and SM7) is less deep (~1425-1435 mbgl), but the difference is mainly 
accounted by the lower elevation of the surface topography, and therefore the mineral at a similar 
elevation relative to ordnance datum. 

3.3.52 Table 4.1 in the NLP report provides details of the recorded base of the polyhalite at the 
3 boreholes located on the north side of the first Donovan Fault, together with the three historical 
western boreholes located on the southern side of the fault.  Although this information refers to the 
base (rather than top) of the polyhalite, when the recorded thicknesss is taken into account, the top 
of the polyhalite is 1364 mbgl at E2 and 1373 mbgl at E12.  The surface level of the boreholes is 
not stated, but from the locational details provided in Appendix 18 of the ASA suggests that the top 
of the mineral ranges from 1244 mBOD and 1323 mBOD respectively.  This is similar to the levels 
of the mineral on the southern side of the fault.  This is surprising in the context of the apparent 
displacement of the first Donovan Fault, and potentially warrants further examination by FWS/SRK. 

3.3.53 Conversely the declared throw of the first Donovan fault is apparent with the depths of the 
polyhalite recorded in borehole E3.  The drillers log confirms that the top of the polyhalite is at a 
depth of 4722 ft (1439 m).  With the surface elevation of the borehole appearing to be at 
~70 mAOD), as indicated by FWS Figure 10 from Appendix 11, this would give an elevation of 
~1370 mBOD. 

3.3.54 In paragraph 5.41 of its ASA report, NLP confirms that “The technical and engineering work 
completed to date provides for a suitable ventilation system to facilitate a good working 
environment at depths of 1500 m to 1600 m”. 
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3.3.55 On the basis of the commentary outlined above, Amec Foster Wheeler considers that depth should 
not be a constraint to the potential development of the Whitby Enclave, although further geological 
investigation would be required to resolve the apparent discrepancies in the level of the shelf 
polyhalite horizon.  Indeed the polyhalite within the Whitby Enclave appears to be at a shallower 
depth than the mineral at Dove’s Nest Farm.   

3.3.56 In addition, given that the Ruswarp site is located within 7 km of the entire ‘Indicated’ resource 
area, there would be no need to construct a ventilation shaft within the National Park to exploit this 
reserve of polyhalite from a minehead built within the Whitby Enclave.  

Onward transport options 

3.3.57 With respect to the ASA, Amec Foster Wheeler has accepted (on behalf of the NYNMPA) that the 
HGV and Rail options for mineral (polyhalite) transportation are not feasible on practical, financial 
or environmental grounds.  This is despite the fact that the Esk Valley Railway is located 
immediately south of the land of interest to the Ruswarp site.   

3.3.58 Amec Foster Wheeler also accepts that the pipeline option, which formed the onward transport 
proposals for the first scheme, is no longer considered viable by YPL and accordingly has been 
replaced by the MTS. 

3.3.59 With regard to the MTS itself, since it appears that there is no impediment of connecting Ruswarp 
to the first proposed intermediate MTS site at Lady Cross, and it is located ~1.7 km closer than the 
minehead site at Dove’s Nest, it is clear that this alternative minehead site has some spoil disposal 
and cost advantages over the preferred option.  However, these have not been quantified by YPL’s 
consultants. 

Comparison of physicals and timescales 

Physicals 

3.3.60 It is unclear what SRK is referring to in the opening sentence of the second paragraph of 
Section 5.3.6 regarding “…insufficient capacity in the waste dump design at Dove’s Nest to 
accommodate all the waste material from the shaft sinking, underground development, the first 
6  km of the Mineral Transport System and other surface excavations that is assumed to be stored 
there”, since with the exception of the Non-inert, Non-hazardous (NiNh) spoil, which requires 
off-site disposal, the current proposals for the minehead include for site storage of the remaining 
spoil.  The NPA is therefore unaware of any specific problems with storage capacity at Dove’s Nest 
Farm, and therefore can only assume that the above text is out of date. 

3.3.61 Table 5-1 of the SRK report provides a summary (both best and worst case for each site) of what it 
terms as the ‘physicals’ (distances, quantities, etc.) between the main alternative site options and 
Dove’s Nest Farm.  However, only Site 3 (Ruswarp) is discussed as part of this review. 

3.3.62 With respect to the contents of Table-5-1 we comment as follows: 

 Shaft depth:  It is noted that similar depths are given, but given the elevation of Ruswarp; the 
evidence of two of the historical boreholes; and the fact that the shafts would be located on the 
north side of the second Donovan Fault, would suggest that shafts constructed there might be 
less deep than the equivalent at Dove’s Nest Farm. 

 MTS:  Quantities are quoted with respect to all sites in terms of a 6 km length of excavation.  It 
is unclear why this is so, but in reality since Ruswarp is located ~1.7 km closer to the first 
intermediate site at Lady Cross Plantation, the quantity of spoil requiring storage at the 
minehead should be notably (over 20%) less. 

 Excavated material from the shafts:  It is unclear why an additional ~60,000 m3 of waste 
should be produced by shafts at Ruswarp compared to Dove’s Nest.  Based on Amec Foster 
Wheeler’s comments in the first bullet above, we would expect the difference to be negligible or 
even reversed. 
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 Shaft bottom development excavations:  It is unclear why SRK has assumed that the worst 
case option for Ruswarp would result in an additional 237,900 m3 in waste materials.   

 Access development to indicated resource:  Since Dove’s Nest is already located within the 
‘Indicated’ resource area, the best and worst case scenarios for Ruswarp relate to additional 
waste produced by cross-horizon drivages through the two Donovan faults.  However, these 
quantities are only applicable in the context of needing to access YPL’s ‘Indicated’ resource to 
finance the construction of the mine, and not if sufficient quantities of polyhalite are sourced 
within the Whitby Enclave area itself. 

3.3.63 Based on the above listed headings, SRK has estimated that a Ruswarp minehead would need to 
store between 413,000 m3 and 926,000 m3 (when bulkage is included) more spoil at the surface 
than Dove’s Nest.  However, for the reasons outlined above, Amec Foster Wheeler is concerned 
about the accuracy of SRK figures and the assumptions that appear to underpin them.   

Timescales 

3.3.64 SRK provides a qualitative comparison in Table 5-2 of the timescale differences between the sites 
as follows: 

 Pre-construction activities:  As of June 2014, SRK has stated that 47 months will be required 
for pre-construction activities at Ruswarp, compared to 12 months at Dove’s Nest.  Table 5-3 
confirms that the additional time is required to evaluate the mineral resource and design the ore 
reserve (27 months) and then complete the engineering (20 months).  The engineering work 
includes a period of 8 months of investigations on the regional faults, which incorporates six 
months of design work for the roadways that will cross the faults. 

 Access development to the mineral resource:  SRK has estimated an additional period of 
9 months will be required to drive the access roadways southeast through the Donovan Fault 
system to access the ‘Indicated’ resource in the vicinity of Dove’s Nest Farm.   

3.3.65 Based on the above timescales, SRK has estimated that it would take an additional three (best 
case) or four years to develop a mine at Ruswarp, compared to its proposed minehead at Dove’s 
Nest Farm.  Whilst the reasons for this are understood, the main reason for the additional time 
requirement relates to the fact that a detailed geological investigation of Whitby Enclave has not 
been undertaken previously, i.e. as an extension to the drilling programme carried out to the south 
to determine the ‘Indicated’ and ‘Inferred’ resource areas  

Cost of developing outside the National Park 

Introduction 

3.3.66 SRK has prepared an economic comparison between the main alternative sites and Dove’s Nest 
and this is set out in Section 5.3.7 of its report.  However, once again for the purposes of this 
review, Amec Foster Wheeler has only considered the site at Ruswarp (Whitby Enclave) as an 
alternative minehead location. 

Comparison of pre-construction costs 

3.3.67 The economic comparison undertaken by SRK only deals with the pre-development costs.  
Consequently SRK uses the same tasks that were summarised in Table 5-3 for costing purposes. 

3.3.68 Table 5-4 of the SRK report provides a summary of the cost comparison.  With respect to the 
Whitby Enclave alternative, the key headlines are as follows: 

 £17 million for a drilling programme (based on 5-6 boreholes at £2.4 million for each parent 
hole; plus 0.62 million per daughter hole; plus £1 million for data analysis etc. 

 £9.2 million for investigations of the regional faults. 



 

 27 © Amec Foster Wheeler Environment & Infrastructure UK Limited 

                      
                      

   

May 2015 
Doc Ref. 35190CShrR048i6  

 £38 million for indirect YPL expenditure (compared to £10 million for Dove’s Nest).  This is 
based on the current annual operation costs of YPL of £9.5 million, with the difference due to 
the additional 35 months (i.e. 47 months compared to 12 months for Dove’s Nest) that the 
investigation programme will take to carry out. 

3.3.69 In total SRK has calculated that the pre-construction costs for developing a minehead within the 
Whitby Enclave to be £76 million.  This compares to a further £19 million (as of June 2014) at 
Dove’s Nest.  This amounts to an additional £57 million, which is broadly in line with the £60 million 
SRK states was spent on exploration activities at Dove’s Nest Farm. 

3.3.70 Whilst Amec Foster Wheeler appreciates that the pre-construction costs referred to in the 
immediately preceding paragraphs represent real additional costs to YPL in June 2014, and indeed 
that the difference in costs between the two site options may have been increased further with the 
passage of the last 10 months (i.e. to April 2015), it is clear that an substantial element of the 
additional costs would have been avoided had the exploration work for the Whitby Enclave been 
carried out concurrently or immediately following the equivalent exploration work in the JORC 
resource areas further south. 

3.3.71 Amec Foster Wheeler raised its concerns (point 4 of Section 2.6.2) regarding the inclusion of the 
YPL overhead costs in its June 2014 review of the draft ASA, but this point was not addressed in 
the final ASA report submitted with the planning application. 

3.3.72 If the exploration for the two minehead options had been undertaken as a single extended 
programme, then it would appear that much (if not all) of the additional indirect YPL costs of 
£28 million would have been avoided. 

Comparison of construction and operating costs 

3.3.73 As highlighted in paragraph 3.3.64 above, SRK has not undertaken an assessment of the 
comparative construction costs between the two minehead sites, even at a high level.  However, 
without getting into the detail, Amec Foster Wheeler is unaware of any major reason why 
substantial additional construction costs would need to be incurred to deliver a Dove’s Nest style 
minehead at Ruswarp.  Moreover, it would appear from the comparison of the ‘physicals’ that 
elements, such as reduced MTS length, together with other factors, such as the reduced haulage 
distance for construction materials, could lead to lower construction costs overall.   

3.3.74 It is also worth noting that, as NLP has acknowledged in Section 7.133 of the ASA, that the location 
of the Ruswarp site immediately south of the Whitby Park & Ride offers advantages in respect of 
employee transportation once the mine is operational.  Furthermore, although not discussed in the 
ASA, it is unclear why a minehead at Ruswarp would need to rely on the Whitby Park & Ride at all 
for employees to travel to/from work, when there would appear to be no obvious impediment why it 
could not be provided with its own car parking provision for all of the workforce, with the apparent 
long-term cost saving benefits that such an approach would presumably generate.   

3.3.75 In addition to the point raised in above, it would also seem that is a minehead design at Ruswarp 
could incorporate sufficient parking space for its workforce once the mine was operational, it could 
also potentially do so during the construction stage as well.  Such an approach might therefore 
provide additional practical, environmental and financial advantages over the current proposals to 
operate a construction period Park & Ride facility in the vicinity of the Whitby Business Park, off 
Stainsacre Lane on the east side of Whitby. 

3.3.76 In summary, it is Amec Foster Wheeler’s opinion that a high level cost comparison between the two 
ASA minehead sites should have been carried out and its absence represents an omission. 
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4. Overall conclusions 

4.1 NLP response to preliminary draft ASA review 

4.1.1 Section 2 of this report provides an assessment of NLP’s response to Amec Foster Wheeler’s 
preliminary review (dated June 2014) of NLP’s Draft Alternative Sites Assessment report.  Whilst a 
number of the points raised by Amec Foster Wheeler have been addressed in full, it is regrettable 
that many have only been partially addressed or not dealt with at all.  Consequently many of the 
points raised previously have become points of discussion again in this report. 

4.2 Planning and environmental constraints 

4.2.1 Amec Foster Wheeler has undertaken a review of the planning and environmental constraints that 
apply to the Whitby Enclave area, and specifically the Ruswarp site, to compare it as a minehead 
location against YPL’s chosen minehead location at Dove’s Nest Farm.   

4.2.2 This review has found that, in addition to the clear national planning policy benefits of being located 
outside the boundaries of the North York Moors National Park, the Ruswarp site also has at least 
one important environmental advantage over Dove’s Nest Farm; namely the clear transport and 
traffic benefits.  These notably relate to the construction period of just under 5 years, but would also 
be potentially important in terms of the operational period, by virtue of simplifying the long-term 
access needs of the workforce, as well as materials and other supplies. 

4.2.3 With respect to the other environmental issues, only noise is likely to be a bigger problem at 
Ruswarp, with most other topics being considered to lead to similar levels of effects, albeit they 
would potentially adversely affect different receptors.   

4.2.4 Given Amec Foster Wheeler’s conclusions regarding the planning and specific environmental 
advantages of potentially using the Ruswarp site as a minehead location compared to Dove’s Nest 
it is considered that, had a comprehensive and impartial high level review of the environmental 
benefits and dis-benefits of locating a mine outside the boundaries of the North York Moors 
National Park been undertaken at the outset of the project, it should have led YPL to the conclusion 
that it needed to give detailed consideration to undertaking an intrusive geological investigation of 
the Whitby Enclave area at a much earlier stage of the project.   

4.2.5 Indeed, the NYMNPA was aware of the risk of not undertaking an intrusive geological investigation 
of the potential alternative sites when the drilling programme was being undertaken.  Indeed, the 
Director of Planning wrote to YPL’s Head of Planning on 4 July 2012 to that effect.  Specifically, it 
was stated in that letter that “We note that not all of the planning permissions for the test drill have 
been activated.  If data does not exist from these or other sources to eliminate the feasibility of a 
minehead outside the Park when the scope to obtain data was present, the Authority may be 
forced to conclude that insufficient steps were taken to justify a proposed location within the Park.”  

4.2.6 Despite the letter from the NYMNPA no intrusive investigation was undertaken by YPL.  
Notwithstanding this point, it is acknowledged that YPL was being advised by a largely different 
planning and environmental consultancy team when the drilling programme commenced in 2011 
and in 2012 when it was suspended.  In addition, it is also evident that what has emerged has one 
of the most important environmental issues, i.e. construction HGV traffic, was not considered 
comprehensively in the first planning application, notably in terms of the HGV demand 
requirements of the proposed development. 

4.3 Scope for, and cost of developing outside the National Park 

4.3.1 Having established that the Ruswarp site has some very important planning and important 
environmental advantages over Dove’s Nest Farm, it is evident from Amec Foster Wheeler’s review 
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of the ASA scope, that two geological and mining related issues constrain the development of the 
Whitby Enclave, as follows: 

 The availability of the sufficient polyhalite in proximity to the potential minehead at Ruswarp to 
enable a minehead at this location to be financially viable in its own right, or alternatively; 

 The ability of a minehead located at Ruswarp to practically and safely gain access to the JORC 
validated resources located on the southern side of the Donovan Fault system near Dove’s Nest 
Farm.   

4.3.2 With respect to the first bullet point and the potential tonnage of polyhalite that might be present 
within the Whitby Enclave, SRK’s estimates have been based on very limited data taken from 
historical boreholes; the most recent of which was drilled over 50 years ago.  SRK has evaluated 
the available information, and has concluded that the maximum mineable quantity at Whitby 
Enclave would be 80 million tonnes, whilst adding that it was more likely to be 40 million tonnes. 

4.3.3 Based on the evidence provided in the planning application, which was not updated by the SEI, 
Amec Foster Wheeler was concerned about SRK’s interpretation of the drilling information relating 
to borehole E3, and specifically the details and explanations given in the drillers log for the limited 
availability of core sampling and accurate quality data relating to this borehole, which was drilled in 
1948.  We were also concerned about the apparent differences in geological interpretation between 
FWS and SRK, which has not been explained in either SRK’s later report or the ASA.  However, 
the further discussions between the parties that took place via the conference call of 17 March 
2015, together with our review of the subsequently provided complete borehole log/report for E3, 
has confirmed that there is unlikely to be sufficient polyhalite present within the Whitby Enclave to 
support a stand-alone minehead constructed in that location.   

4.3.4 With regard to the second bullet point outlined in paragraph 4.3.1, Amec Foster Wheeler 
acknowledges that there are clear disadvantages in needing to drive a series of main roadways 
through unproven geological terrain containing a major fault system, where the main geological 
structure (the first Donovan Fault) is considered by SRK to have a throw of up to 150 m at its 
maximum extent.  Once again despite concerns about the lack of information regarding the fault 
system provided with the planning application, and notably the differing interpretations placed on it 
by YPL’s consultants (FWS and SRK) regarding location, alignment and throw, the discussions that 
took place on 17 March 2015 have convinced Amec Foster Wheeler that the Donovan Fault 
represents a major barrier to mining.  Furthermore we consider that it is reasonable to concur with 
SRK that the financing of a minehead at the Whitby Enclave on the basis that it would need to 
cross the Donovan Fault in order to access sufficient reserves of polyhalite, is unrealistic.   

4.3.5 Regarding the scope, it is concluded that, whilst it is Amec Foster Wheeler’s position that (contrary 
to the opinions of NLP and RHDHV), there is evidence that a minehead located at Ruswarp within 
Whitby Enclave would have some important planning and environmental advantages over the 
minehead location at Dove’s Nest Farm, it is accepted that the likely geological conditions preclude 
such a development being viable.  With the possibility of a minehead already ruled out by the 
NYMNPA to the south of the National Park (i.e. at Cloughton Surrounds), on this basis it is agreed 
that there is insufficient scope for developing a minehead outside the National Park. 

4.3.6 With respect to the cost of developing a minehead outside of the National Park, although Amec 
Foster Wheeler considers that the cost case has not been sufficiently made in the ASA, this 
element of the Major Development Test no longer has any bearing on the conclusions to be drawn.  
Therefore it is accepted that the requirements of this element of the Major Development Test have 
been satisfied. 
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York Potash Minehead EIA:  Preliminary 
Review of Draft Alternative Sites 
Assessment 

1. Purpose of this Report 

This document has been produced by AMEC to provide preliminary feedback on the draft 
Alternative Sites Assessment (ASA) prepared by Nathanial Lichfield & Partners (NLP) (Ref 
50303/04/HS/IY) dated May 2014.  This will be carried out in Section 2 of this report, with 
reference to the headings used in the ASA. 

The draft ASA was issued prior to Leeds workshop held on 20 May 2014 and contains a total of 
19 Appendices.  These include two particularly notable reports; SRK’s ‘Independent Report on 
the Potential for Polyhalite Exploration in North Yorkshire’ dated April 2014 (Appendix 2) and 
Royal Haskoning DHV’s (RHDHV) ‘Environmental Appraisal of ASA Shortlisted Sites’, dated 
28 April 2014 (Appendix 16), together with several other reports and plans etc, which will be 
referred to as appropriate during the review.  Unfortunately, due to time constraints, the draft 
ASA was not presented at the Leeds workshop, but instead its principle author (Hugh Scanlon 
of NLP) gave the presentation at a specifically arranged meeting held in Helmsley on 
12 June 2014.  

This report will not specifically make reference to draft Chapter 2 of the ES (‘Consideration of 
the Alternatives’) that has also produced by RHDHV, and which will be commented upon 
separately in AMEC’s review of the first five chapters of the ES (AMEC Ref: 
35190CShr18Ri3).   

The approach adopted for this report accords with the other preliminary reviews that have been 
produced, and therefore this report is not intended to represent AMEC’s definitive position with 
regard to the ASA, but instead has the objective of providing YP and its consultants with 
preliminary advice with respect to gaps that may exist within the information submitted, so that 
these can be addressed prior to the submission of the final version with the planning application.  

2. Draft Alternative Sites Assessment 

2.1 Introduction 

Setting aside the references included in the Executive Summary, paragraph 1.12 makes the first 
of the very many references to SRK’s ‘independence’ which are regularly distributed 
throughout the report.  Indeed the title of the SRK report also describes itself as ‘Independent’ 
and although the NPA and AMEC understand the point that is being made, we suggest that it is 
only necessary to introduce SRK in this way at the beginning of the NLP report.   
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2.2 Previous Alternative Sites Assessment 

1. With respect to paragraph 2.9, AMEC has previously requested details of the Boulby Potash 
licence are to be shown on a plan.  This request remains outstanding and it would be 
appreciated if this information could be provided with the ASA.  This is particularly 
important given the statement in the third paragraph of Section 2.3 of the SRK report, which 
says that “The northern limit of the AOI was set at or about [AMEC emphasis] the southern 
limit of CPL’s mineral licences”.  

2.3 Stage 1:  Defining the Polyhalite 

It is noted that this section of the report provides a summary of the previously submitted 
information, e.g. the FWS reports (Appendices 7 & 9), together with the new report (SRK April 
2014).  Since we have previously commented on the FWS report, we have focused on the 
contents of the SRK report.  

2. Paragraph 4.28 provides some further context as to why YPL decided not to continue with 
its drilling programme between borehole SM9 and the legacy Lockton boreholes.  However, 
paragraph 4.29 does not specifically mention the point, which was previously made by 
AMEC, that the most easterly and northeasterly boreholes of the Lockton boreholes (L3 and 
LE1) had not shown such a trend and instead indicated the presence of considerable 
thicknesses of shelf seam polyhalite.   

3. Section 2.4 of the SRK report provides more detail regarding the process of defining the 
mineral resource and specifically the exploration drilling and how it was re-appraised as the 
results from the early boreholes were received and interpreted.  It is also clear from this text 
that, after the completion of SM4, YPL made a commercial judgement to concentrate its 
financial resources on the northern part of the AOI (near Dove’s Nest), where it had already 
identified mineable thicknesses of polyhalite.  Although the rationale behind such a decision 
is understood, AMEC and the NPA believe that the ASA and SRK reports would benefit 
from being clearer on the fundamental reasons for not drilling boreholes to the south of 
SM4.  We also believe that these reports should address the question as to whether YPL had 
considered ‘the cost of, and scope for’ locating a minehead site outside the limits of a 
National Park, prior to making its decision to focus its exploration efforts in the vicinity of 
Dove’s Nest Farm.   

4. With reference to point 2 above, it is clearly not correct to say, as SRK does in the second 
paragraph on page 12, that “All the data now available (including the historical data from 
the Eskdale and Lockton regions) was suggesting that the Shelf seam was becoming 
progressively thinner southwards from Eskdale to SM4 and splitting up in the vicinity of 
Lockton”.  This sentence should therefore be amended to reflect the actual position. 

5. In paragraph 4.41, the YPL Mineral Resource is defined as being 2.66 billion tonnes of 
polyhalite with a mean grade [of polyhalite ore] of 85.7%, with the shelf seam contributing 
62% of the total.  These numbers are given more context, with respect to the overall AOI, 
by referencing Section 2.6 of the SRK report and specifically Table 2.2 and Figures 3.4, 3.5 
and 3.6.  It would be useful for this table, together with one or more of these figures to be 
used in the ASA.   

6. The data summarised in Table 2.2 confirms that the JORC reported resources are substantial 
within a relatively small geographical area (compared to the overall AOI) located in the 
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vicinity of Dove’s Nest Farm.  Indeed it is stated that the ‘indicated’ resource amounts to 
820 million tonnes (Mt) of polyhalite ore at a mean grade of 87.3% (i.e. equivalent to 
710 Mt of pure polyhalite).  With such a large ‘indicated’ resource and a further 1.84 billion 
tonnes of ‘inferred’ resource nearby, it would be beneficial for YPL to explain why it 
continues to promote an AOI of such large geographical extent, and a planning application 
boundary for the mine that is broadly consistent with it. 

7. It would be helpful if the Mineral Resource Estimation outlined in Section 2.6 provided 
more information on the parameters used, and the assumptions made, within the JORC 
assessment to calculate the ‘indicated’ and ‘inferred’ resource estimations that are 
summarised in Table 2.2.  In particular it would be useful to understand how the mean 
thicknesses have been derived from the available borehole data and for details of the size 
(expressed in hectares or square kilometres) of the resource areas to be included in the table.  

8. In addition to point 6 above, it is noted that Table 4.9 of the August 2012 YP report entitled 
‘Requirement or the York Potash Project to be within North York Moors National Park’ 
provided details of the mean grade for the overall polyhalite seam thickness, together with 
the high grade portion.  It would therefore be useful that when responding to point 6, SRK 
or NLP explain how the apparent variable quality of the polyhalite seam has been factored 
into the resource estimations. 

9. It is also noted from Figure 3.5, that the ‘inferred’ resource estimations, comprising both the 
shelf and basin seams, appear to be based on borehole evidence from two YP boreholes 
(SM6 and SM9) and three historical boreholes (E5, E11, and E13).  However, there are no 
details regarding the latter in Table 2.1.  Reference to the August 2012 report (mentioned 
above) confirms that the dates of these boreholes are given in Table 4.2 and the polyhalite 
thicknesses are given in Table 4.4, although no quality information is presented.  Given the 
age and original purpose of these boreholes (i.e. drilled for oil & gas exploration), it would 
be useful to know the parameters used in the resource calculations, together with any 
assumptions made. 

10. It was understood from an answer provided by Mike Armitage of SRK, during the Leeds 
Workshop of 20 May 2014, that the 820 Mt ‘indicated’ resource is estimated to translate to 
a mineable output of ~250 million tonnes.  It would be useful for the NPA to know the 
assumptions that underpin this conversion rate, including details of the assumed maximum 
mineable thickness of the polyhalite horizon. 

11. With regard to the potential polyhalite resources at Whitby Enclave, Table 3.1 includes 
limited details of the historical boreholes that are located between the two Donovan faults, 
including polyhalite thicknesses and qualities.  However, it is noted that the thickness data 
presented does not tally with the details included in Table 4.4 of the August 2012 report and 
clarification regarding the differences would be appreciated.   

12. Further to point 10 above, it is also assumed that the quality information given in Table 3.1 
has resulted from some re-analysis of the historical records.  If so, is it possible that there 
are potentially richer sub-horizons of polyhalite within the overall seam thickness at E3?  It 
is also noted that borehole E5 (located to the south of the main Donovan Fault), has similar 
thickness characteristics to E3, but it is unclear from the information presented whether it is 
showing similar quality trends to E3. 

13. With further reference to the Leeds workshop, it is understood that Mike Armitage had 
suggested that the polyhalite resource to the north of the main Donovan Fault could be of 
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the order of 600 Mt.  Although it is appreciated that this is an estimate based on limited 
geological data (i.e. three legacy boreholes), and that it would not be JORC compliant, for 
completeness it would be useful for Section 3.3.2 of the SRK report to include a reasoned 
estimate based on the available data, together with the relevant caveats as appropriate. 

2.4 Stage 2:  High Level Assessment of Constraints on 
Minehead Construction and Operation 

1. It is understood from the ASA presentation held at Helmsley on 12 June 2014 that Stage 2 
Mining Constraints plan information (Appendix 12) will be made available as GIS layer 
files to enable the data to be reviewed by AMEC in more detail at a suitable scale. 

2. AMEC notes the key mining constraints that have been applied and agrees that these are 
appropriate to the sieving process. 

2.5 Stage 3:  High Level Assessment of Environmental 
and Sustainability Criteria 

1. Similar to point 1 in Section 2.4 above, it is understood from the contents of Hugh 
Scanlon’s ASA presentation that Stage 2 Environmental Constraints plan information 
(Appendix 13) will be made available as GIS layer files to enable the data to be reviewed in 
more detail at a suitable scale. 

2. With reference to paragraph 6.5, it was noted from Hugh Scanlon’s ASA presentation that 
the reference to National Parks was elevated from fifth to first in the bullet point list.  This 
change is appropriate given the importance of this designation in the context of this 
application and we trust that paragraph 6.5 will be amended in the final version. 

3. It is noted that paragraph 6.31 refers to “...the implications of locating a minehead within or 
in close proximity to a city, town or village”.  However, whilst proximity to residential 
properties clearly increases the risks of environmental effects, it is not appropriate to use 
this as a definitive constraint and therefore AMEC agrees with the conclusion outlined in 
the last sentence of paragraph 6.3.5.   

4. Paragraph 6.32 refers to four other considerations, including the limitations of acquiring 
agreement from landowners and this point is also picked up in paragraph 7.276.  In this 
respect we note that letters from landowners (or their agents) have been included in 
Appendix 19.  However, in themselves they provide little context regarding the discussions 
that may have taken place between the parties, and further information on this will be 
required if they are to carry more weight within the ASA.   

5. Further to point 4 above, paragraph 6.41 acknowledges that compulsory powers exist, but 
counter this by stating that they represent “...an impediment”.  Further explanation as to the 
extent that they are an impediment would be useful. 

6. It is understood that NPL has decided to include alternative development sites within the 
National Park (paragraphs 6.56-6.59) for completeness, although it is worth noting that this 
is not necessary from the NPA’s perspective. 
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2.6 Stage 4:  Detailed Assessment of Shortlisted Sites 

2.6.1 Overview 

As YPL and NLP will be aware from the discussions that took place at the 12 June ASA 
meeting, it is evident that the potential alternative minehead locations at Cloughton are 
emerging as less viable options than the alternatives at Whitby Enclave.  AMEC has therefore 
focussed most comment on the Whitby Enclave alternatives, and specifically the larger site near 
Ruswarp.  Unfortunately this site has been referred to as ‘Site 1’ in the main ASA report; as 
‘Area 3’ on the RHDHV drawings in its ‘Environmental Assessment of Shortlisted Minehead 
Sites’ report; as and as ‘Site 4’ in the SRK report; and as Site 3 on the Estell Warren ZTV 
drawings in Appendix 17.  Consistent referencing between all of the reports would be 
appreciated.   

Despite the focus on Ruswarp, it also remains appropriate for the YPL team to consider the 
Cloughton options, and notably the site at Lindhead Gorse in this report, not least because it 
enables the company to deal with the issues raised as part of the review of the previous 
application.  The referencing problem referred to above also relates to this site. 

2.6.2 Whitby Enclave (Ruswarp Site) 

Area Prospects Assessment 
1. It is stated in paragraph 7.6 that “SRK has advised that a programme of investigative 

drilling would require 6 to 7 boreholes to be drilled...to provide a sufficient amount of 
information to prepare a Mineral Resource estimate, as defined by the JORC code”.  From 
Section 5.3.7 of the SRK report, we understand that six boreholes equates to three ‘parent’ 
and three ‘daughter’ holes.  From Tables 5.3 and 5.4 respectively of the SRK report, it is 
understood that this would require a drilling and results interpretation phase lasting 
20 months and costing an estimated £16.1 million.  We also understand from the ASA 
presentation that these costs do not include the YPL overhead costs, which have been 
estimated to be nearly £800,000/month. 

2. Whilst the NPA appreciates that the cost and delay to the project would now be substantial 
and cannot be readily borne by YPL at this stage of the project’s development, this response 
in itself does not really appropriately address the ‘cost of’ requirement of the MDT.  
Furthermore, as raised with respect to point 2 of Section 2.3 above, the interested parties 
have to consider whether it is appropriate to justify not investigating the feasibility of the 
minehead alternatives (in terms of the availability of the polyhalite resource), just because 
such an investigation would take time and considerable financial resources to complete.  
This is not a straightforward consideration, especially when it could be argued that such an 
investigation could have been undertaken previously; thereby minimising the problems now 
cited in respect to delay and the associated costs associated with that delay. 

3. Having made the above points, the NPA does acknowledge that the clock cannot be turned 
back regarding this issue.  However, for its part, YPL should acknowledge that its handling 
of this issue reduces the weight that should be attributed to this point and this should be 
reflected in the presentation of the subject in the ASA and supporting documentation.   

4. To fully address the ‘cost of’ requirement of the MDT, the NPA requires YPL and its 
consultants to undertake a high level cost comparison of developing a Dove’s Nest style 
mine design at both Ruswarp and Dove’s Nest Farm itself.  It is appropriate for such a study 
to include the direct costs associated with additional investigative programme at Ruswarp 



Technical Note 
6 
 

 
 

© AMEC Environment & Infrastructure UK Limited 
17 June 2014 
\\Sal-Fs12\Shared\Projects\35190 GOS Revised Potash Application\Docs\Task 04 - Alternative Sites\35190n019i3 .Docx 
 

within any cost comparison table, although the NPA and AMEC is of the opinion that 
assessment should only make secondary reference to the additional YPL overhead costs 
resulting from not carrying out the investigative work earlier. 

5. With reference to the first bullet point on page 33 of the SRK report, paragraph 7.8 states 
that “there would be insufficient material here to support a viable mining operation on its 
own and any such operation located here would need to develop through the Donovan Fault 
to access the Mineral Resource already delineated to the south by YPL”.  As mentioned in 
point 12 of Section 2.3 above, this general statement should be supported by an estimated 
quantity of the total reserve, based on the evidence currently available, together with details 
of what this is likely to mean in terms of the size of a mineable polyhalite reserve. 

6. Paragraph 7.13 suggests that the polyhalite resource located between the two Donovan 
faults “would be the subject of disturbance and may have undergone significant salt flow 
and folding, complicating the geometry of the seams and making it difficult to define the 
Mineral Resource and mine the area”.  From the second paragraph of Section 3.3.2 on 
page 32 of the SRK report, it is suggested that evidence for this statement is provided by the 
seismic surveys of this area.  However, paragraph 7.13 cites borehole E3 as the evidence of 
this although, as mentioned in point 11 of Section 2.3 above, borehole E5 (located within 
SRK’s ‘inferred’ resource area) appears to have similar thickness characteristics, albeit no 
quality information has been presented in either report.  In summary, whilst it is accepted 
that there is a risk that the polyhalite resource at Whitby Enclave may be degraded in some 
way, the case for this seems to be based on limited historical information and therefore 
appears to be inconclusive.  Further substantiation of the available evidence should 
therefore be provided to give more weight to this point. 

Scope to Accommodate Mining Operations and the Associated Costs 
7. It is stated in bullet 5 of paragraph 7.49 that “The pre-production period could take as long 

as 8 years if workable mineral resources are not discovered in the immediate vicinity of the 
sinking of the shaft.”  However, this would only be the case if the shafts at Whitby Enclave 
were being sunk purely to access polyhalite resources south of the Donovan Fault, rather 
than to mine reserves immediately beyond the shaft pillars further north.  If so the need to 
spend time investigating those resources in detail would be negated.   

8. Further to point 7 above, Table 5.2 of the SRK report states that the roadways required to 
connect the Ruswarp minehead site to the mineral resource to the south of the Donovan 
Faults would be 1900 m long, and that the anticipated timescales for this work, assuming 
acceptable tunnelling conditions, would be 9 months?  Given this, clarification over the 
calculation of the 8-year timescale, referred to in paragraph 7.49, should be provided.   

9. It is stated in bullet 6 of paragraph 7.49 that “...an additional ventilation shaft would be 
required and this would likely have to be located within the NYNMP.”  SRK’s Table 5.2 
refers to this being “...required for future mine workings located in the NYNMP”, but is not 
specific as to whether these workings would be located within the identified ‘indicated’ or 
‘inferred’ resource areas, or beyond.  To support this point, details of the maximum distance 
that the workings can extend away from the main shafts should be provided. 

10. In paragraph 7.54 it is stated that YPL had already spent £60 million in defining the current 
Mineral Reserve.  To put this in the context of the alternative sites, it would be useful if 
Table 7.1 (SRK’s Table 5.4) includes a third column with the comparable costs for Dove’s 
Nest Farm. 



Technical Note 
7 
 

 
 

© AMEC Environment & Infrastructure UK Limited 
17 June 2014 
\\Sal-Fs12\Shared\Projects\35190 GOS Revised Potash Application\Docs\Task 04 - Alternative Sites\35190n019i3 .Docx 
 

11. In addition to the points raised above, SRK’s Section 5 entitled ‘Assessment of Shortlisted 
Minehead Sites’ contains some useful commentary and accompanying plans, which show 
the alternative sites relative to key geological features, together with shaft infrastructure 
layouts, including the proposed shaft pillars.  However, similar layout information is not 
currently provided for Dove’s Nest Farm and this would be a useful addition to the report, 
especially if it is proposed to radiate away from the shafts in several directions during the 
early development of the mine. 

12. With reference to Tables 5.1 and 5.2 of the SRK report, it is stated that the amount of waste 
rock that would need to be excavated at Ruswarp would be 487,800 m3 (Best case) 
compared to 213,700 m3 at Dove’s Nest.  We understand that this is mainly due to the 
1900 m development tunnels that need to be driven through the Donovan Faults, which 
would contribute 284,000 m3.  Whilst this potentially represents an important consideration 
in terms of both the additional cost and the associated landscape and visual effects for the 
minehead design, it is noted that these figures do not take account of the reduced length of 
the first section of the MTS, i.e. Ruswarp is located ~1.5 km closer to Lady Cross Plantation 
than Dove’s Nest Farm.  It is also unclear why main shafts at Ruswarp result in a greater 
quantity of waste rock despite being 20 m shorter in depth, and whether these numbers 
account for a potentially reduced depth of MTS shaft at this location. 

13. Further to point 12 above, it could be argued that similar drivages would also be required if 
a mine at Dove’s Nest subsequently expanded northwards to exploit reserves of polyhalite 
to the north of the Donovan Faults.  This issue should therefore be considered as part of any 
comparison regarding waste production between the two minehead options. 

Potential Environmental Effects of Development 
14. With regard to transport and access, paragraph 7.64 states that “Any traffic impacts upon 

Whitby and Scarborough further to the east and south respectively would therefore be 
limited.”  We believe this sentence underplays the potential difference that the Whitby 
Enclave option would potentially make (compared to the Dove’s Nest site) in terms of 
traffic and transportation, especially in the context of the effects from HGVs during the 
construction period.  The potential comparable benefits should therefore be acknowledged 
and outlined more clearly, especially once the transport assessment for the minehead ES has 
been completed. 

15. The contents of paragraph 7.66 is considered to be overly negative in the context of the 
potential adverse effects on residential properties from noise and air quality, with the 
emphasis being placed on a 500 m buffer zone from the site boundary.  The residential 
locations to the south and east within the zone are located at much lower elevations than 
most of the prospective site and, with an access most likely to be located in the northwest of 
the Ruswarp site, there should be opportunity to provide potentially effective mitigation 
during the construction phase.   

16. Figure 5.6 of the RHDHV report provides an illustration of the potential noise effects from 
a minehead at Ruswarp during both the construction and operational phases.  Although it is 
unclear what assumptions these plans have been based on, they do not suggest that a noise 
problem is anticipated during either phase of the development.  Further explanation of the 
basis of the noise calculations and contour plots would be useful to help understand the 
concerns expressed by NLP. 
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17. Paragraph 7.67 refers to the potential NO2 problem, as recorded at the monitoring station 
near to the A174 (located ~250-300 m north of the Mayfield Road junction) in Whitby.  
AMEC is unsure why this has been mentioned in the context of the Ruswarp site, since the 
monitoring station is located ~1.4 km to the east of its northeast corner and construction 
HGV traffic for this site travelling east along the A171 from Teesside would not pass 
through Whitby.  Clarification is therefore sought as to whether YPL considers the potential 
air quality issues associated with central Whitby to be typical of the Ruswarp site as well. 

18. There appears to be some inconsistency between the various plans (e.g. RHDHV Figure 5.6; 
SRK Figure 5.9, and Estell Warren Site 3 ZTVs), as where the focus of the environmental 
effects will be.  Clarity with respect to the location of the shafts, and consistency between 
the various documents, would be appreciated. 

19. Although AMEC has not reviewed the ‘Landscape and Visual Impacts Assessment of the 
ASA Shortlisted Sites’ (Appendix 17) in detail at this stage, it is noted that Estell Warren has 
concluded that, based on the criteria used, that Dove’s Nest Farm (Site 5) has been adjudged 
to be preferable to Ruswarp (Site 3), albeit it is noted that the latter is considered to be the 
second preference.  This is also despite the fact that the former is located within the 
National Park, and the latter not, with the reasoning for the conclusion seemingly mainly 
based on the conclusion that the mitigation measures for the operational mine “could take 
considerably longer to become effective and would entail a significant change from existing 
open valley side landscape character to one of a wooded nature”.  For such a conclusion to 
be accepted and indeed to be used as an important differentiator in the context of this ASA, 
it is likely that NPA will require additional evidence to be provided.  It may also be 
appropriate for YPL’s consultants to consider whether its outline proposals for operational 
mitigation (i.e. provision of woodland) are the most appropriate given its stated landscape 
character and visibility characteristics. 

20. Paragraph 7.84 refers to the “...approximate 45 m downward slope across the site from the 
western to the eastern boundary”, and the fact that “The land would therefore have to be 
re-graded and re-profiled, at least in part, to accommodate the above ground mining 
buildings and associated infrastructure”.  This is judged unfavourably in comparison to the 
Dove’s Nest Farm site, but such an approach seems oversimplistic, and it would be more 
useful to compare existing gradients and the suitability of the topography to accommodate a 
the required infrastructure for a similar minehead, together with the associated spoil 
mounding, taking into account the relative spoils handling requirements of the two sites (see 
point 12 of this section above).  With this in mind, it should be noted that SRK considers the 
site topography at Ruswarp (see Table 5.2) to be favourable for the construction of the 
sunken headframes. 

21. With reference to paragraph, it is difficult to reconcile the evidence presented in the ASA 
with the conclusion that “...it is clear that development could not proceed without harmful 
environmental effects, the combination of which would significantly detract from its 
suitability”.  Whilst some harmful effects may inevitably result from development of 
Ruswarp, the question to be considered here is how it compares with Dove’s Nest Farm, 
which is also likely to cause harmful environmental effects.   

22. Turning to paragraph 7.214, NLP concludes “this comparative assessment demonstrates 
that when environmental issues are assessed in isolation, the comparative impacts of 
bringing forward development at the alternative locations do not present opportunities to 
accommodate the minehead with a lesser environmental cost.  In contrast, environmental 
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impacts associated with these alternatives, taken as a whole, are likely to be of a higher 
significance, and would result in significant harm to the character and landscape setting of 
the NYMNP.”  It is assumed that this conclusion is a least partially based on RHDHV’s 
Table 6.1, which itself is based on a traffic light system.  However, we have a number of 
concerns relating to this table given the evidence presented, subject to the outcome of the 
EIA for the Dove’s Nest minehead development, including the following: 

• Transport & access: Area 5 being attributed as amber; 

• Noise: Area 3 (&4) being attributed as red; 

• Air: Area 3 being attributed amber, with “Access routes have air quality concern”, being 
listed as one of the reasons (see point 17 above for further comment); 

• Flood Risk: Area 3 being attributed as amber compared to green for Dove’s Nest because 
“Onsite drains present technical constraint”; 

• Landscape: Area 3 (&4) being attributed as red, compared to amber for Dove’s Nest (see 
point 19 above). 

• Heritage and PRoW: Given as negative reasons in the summary, despite having comparable 
ratings to Dove’s Nest within Table 6.1. 

Other Considerations: Onward Transport Option 
23. It is noted that paragraph 7.215 refers to the MTS between Dove’s Nest and Wilton as being 

37.5 km long, which is the length that we had previously been aware of.  However, in the 
penultimate row of SRK’s Table 5.2, this distance is quoted as 36.5 km and confirmation of 
this distance would be useful. 

24. This subject is discussed in paragraphs 7.215 to 7.226, but there is no commentary here that 
reflects the fact that the Whitby Enclave sites are located closer to Teesside, even though 
this is acknowledged in paragraph 7.274, with the caveat that a direct route would entail 
locating “...an intermediate site within European-protected designated land”.  The distance 
issue is discussed in paragraphs 7.272 and 7.274, but no consideration is given to 
connecting with the first selected intermediate site at Lady Cross Plantation, which would 
appear to reduce the comparable distance for the first section of MTS by 1.5 km.  Indeed 
Table 5.1 of the SRK report, which compares the ‘Physicals’ (i.e. distances, quantities etc) 
between Dove’s Nest and Ruswarp (SRK Site 4) is still referring to a comparable pipeline 
lengths, although Table 5.2 refers to the MTS without specifying the likely reduction in 
tunnel length?  Clarity regarding the comparable MTS distances should therefore be 
provided. 

25. Paragraphs 7.221-7.223 focus on the use of tunnels from remote locations to access the 
mineral resources at depth.  Various constraints (e.g. mine ventilation, worker health and 
safety, travel to work times etc) are cited in general terms only, but the commentary is not 
supported in the NLP report by any factual evidence of what this means in terms of 
quantification or feasibility, cost, risk etc.  Table 5.2 of the SRK report provides some 
details in terms of relative tunnel distances to the indicated resource area from Whitby and 
Cloughton, together with waste excavations, timescales etc, but this is not translated into 
estimated additional travel times and extra costs.   

26. Further to point 25 above, the commentary should also take account of the fact that a 
minehead located at Dove’s Nest will also at some point in time face similar development 
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constraints to develop beyond the currently defined ‘inferred’ resource area, but stress that 
the likely timescales involved. 

27. Paragraph 7.221 implies that there could be a problem with unstable and unpredictable 
geology, but there is no apparent distinction between Whitby and Cloughton, or directly 
relevant discussion of this point.  A plan showing the comparable potential route of an MTS 
from Ruswarp and Dove’s Nest, perhaps with reference to the key geological features (i.e. 
major faults, Cleveland Dyke etc, would be a potentially helpful addition to the ASA.  

2.6.3 Cloughton Surrounds (Lindhead Gorse Site) 

Introduction 
As outlined in Section 2.6.1 above it has become clear that from a number of perspectives that 
the two site options at Cloughton are more constrained than the Whitby alternatives.  We have 
therefore sought not to review this location in the same level of detail, although would 
recommend that the points earlier in the report may be equally relevant and applicable to 
Cloughton, and should be taken into account when the report is updated. 

Having said this, potentially one of the most significant impediments to locating a minehead 
development near Cloughton is the constraint imposed by onward transportation to a suitable 
endpoint destination and therefore we have highlighted some areas where the provision of 
additional information would benefit the report.   

Other Considerations: Onward Transport Options 
1. The discussion of the onward transport options in paragraphs 7.215 to 7.220 focus on the 

merits of the tunnel over the pipeline, but aside of providing some introduction to later 
discussion regarding pipeline options south from Cloughton, it is unclear what purpose this 
text provides, especially since routing a pipeline across the National Park has been ruled out 
by YPL for environmental reasons.   

2. With reference to points 25 and 26 in Section 2.6.2 above, Cloughton is clearly a lot further 
from the current ‘indicated’ and ‘inferred’ resource areas than Whitby and it is suggested 
that this is highlighted more clearly within the text and illustrated on plans, potentially by 
combining and expanding Figures 5.3 and 5.4 of the SRK report and thereby show the key 
geological features. 

3. Similarly to point 27 in Section 2.6.2 above, a plan showing the comparable potential route 
of an MTS from Lindhead Gorse and Dove’s Nest, perhaps with reference to the key 
geological features (i.e. major faults, Cleveland Dyke etc, together with the main ecological 
designations within the National Park would be a potentially helpful addition to the ASA.   

4. Further to point 3 above, it would also be helpful to accompany the suggested Cloughton 
MTS options plan with a cross-section to illustrate the depth and potential geological 
constraints associated with this option. 

5. With reference to paragraph 7.229 and Table 7.2, it would help provide context if the 
relative locations of the Teesside and Hull Port options and Whitby, Cloughton and Dove’s 
Nest minehead locations were shown on a plan. 

6. Discussion of the port option at Hull starts from paragraph 7.231 and includes some 
commentary regarding the geology (MTS option) in paragraph 7.232 and topography 
(pipeline) in paragraph 7.237.  To highlight the points made, the text would once again 
benefit from the accompaniment of a simplified plan.   
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7. Further to the point made in point 6 above, there would be also be merit in highlighting all 
of the transport options constraints associated with the use of the Cloughton: Lindhead 
Gorse alternative minehead site on one or more plans, as appropriate to their production at a 
readable scale.  This would help the reader quickly identify the locations of the main 
constraints that have been described in the text. 

8. At the outset of the discussion regarding rail access, i.e. from paragraph 7.245 onwards, it 
would be useful to provide an accompanying plan that shows the existing rail network 
within this part of North Yorkshire, together with the routes of former lines.  The illustration 
of the Boulby rail route arrangements on this plan would also be helpful to provide context 
and this plan should come before the more detailed constraints plan referred to in point 7 
above.  The plan could also be used to support the capacity issues text set out in 
paragraphs 7.263-7.266. 

9. With respect to the rail options, it is noted from paragraph 7.254 and the plans in 
Appendix 18 that consideration has been given to the creation of a new southern rail line to 
connect the two Cloughton sites to the main line at Seamer.  This summary highlights the 
difficulties of creating a completely new route, although the existing plans are not sized to 
be at a defined measureable scale at a given print size and such an amendment would be 
helpful. 

10. Paragraph 7.272 states that “Arup, on behalf of YPL, has established MTS routes from 
Whitby and Cloughton to Teesside to enable Royal Haskoning DHV to undertake a high 
level comparative environmental assessment...”  As mentioned above (point 27 of 
Section 2.6.2 and point 3 of Section 2.6.3) plans showing these routes are not currently 
included in the RHDHV report, but it would be helpful if they could be in any updated 
version.  Such plans should be reproduced at an appropriately readable scale. 

3. ASA Conclusions 

Given that AMEC has set out a comprehensive list of issues that would benefit from additional 
consideration, description and illustration, which may lead to amendments to at least some of 
the conclusions that have been drawn, it would be inappropriate to comment in details on the 
overall ASA conclusions at this stage.  However, we would caution against the conclusions 
introducing new issues or ones that we believe have been addressed by the work that has been 
undertaken by the YPL team in the preparation of this ASA and the supporting appendices. 

For example, paragraph 8.9 opens with the statement that “At Whitby, ignoring the proximity of 
the faulting to the short-listed sites that itself prejudices the ability to sink a shaft and establish 
a pillar of support to protect the integrity of the mine...”  However, whilst this represented part 
of the ASA submitted with the 2013 application, the further work undertaken by SRK for the 
new ASA has confirmed that the Donovan Faults do not pass through the site and that there is 
no impediment to sinking a shaft at this location because of the presence of faults. 

Finally, it will be important to ensure that the conclusions set out in the final ASA are entirely 
consistent with the findings of the updated report.  It is also advised that these focus on the key 
points and that if more minor points are to be made to support the case that the minehead for the 
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To Justin Gartland 

Chairman 

Nathaniel Lichfield & Partners 
 

From Trevor Parkin 
 

Date 13 August 2014 Our Reference S35190ShrM028i2/TJP/dcf 
 

Copy Chris France, NYMPNA 

Mark Hill, NYMNPA 

Jane Davies, NYMNPA 

Neil Marlborough, AMEC 
 

Subject YORK POTASH:  ALTERNATIVE SITES ASSESSMENT - WHITBY ENCLAVE  

 

1. INTRODUCTION 

This memorandum has been prepared to formally respond to your request (email of 6 August 

2014) for feedback regarding and extract from what we assume is an updated version of the 

SRK Report from April 2014 entitled „An Independent Report on the Potential for Polyhalite 

Exploration in North Yorkshire, England with particular reference to the York Potash project‟  

We understand that this extract has been prepared to provide further information regarding 

the potential mineable polyhalite resource north of the Donovan Fault, which is the resource 

that would potentially be directly accessible from any shafts sunk at the Whitby Enclave 

alternative minehead location. 

In order to provide a comprehensive response, we have referred back to AMEC’s 

„Preliminary Review of Draft Alternative Sites Assessment‟ dated 17 June 2014 (AMEC Ref: 

35190n019i3) to determine how well the points raised then, with respect to Whitby Enclave, 

have been addressed by the new information, and whether the SRK submission would be 

enhanced by the provision of additional information and/or explanation.   

For ease of reference we have used the sub-headings used in the extract and numbered 

each of the points that we have made. 

2. FEEDBACK ON SRK EXTRACT  

2.1 AVAILABLE DATA 

Under this heading on page 1, Table 3-1 from the earlier report is presented again.  

Table 3-1 was the subject of comment by AMEC in paragraphs 11 and 12 of Section 2.3 the 

June 2014 review.  Specifically we noted that that the thickness data presented did not tally 

with the details included in Table 4.4 of the August 2012 report and sought clarification 

regarding the differences. 
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We also enquired whether the quality information referred to in Table 3-1 had resulted from 

“some re-analysis of the historical records”.  Although SRK make some statements regarding 

the quality of resource, notably with reference to borehole E3 with the suggestion that “...the 

only potentially economic grades extend over a thickness of only 4ft”, the points raised by 

AMEC have not been specifically addressed.  Furthermore it is stated later in the extract 

(second paragraph on page 4) that “...it should be noted that not only is there very little data 

but also that this data is of poor quality. The three drillholes were not sampled on a 

continuous basis but rather just chip sampled in sections that appeared of interest and the 

logging is relatively simple. As a result of this the determination of the length of polyhalite 

intersections and their grades is subjective.”  Given this and the age of this borehole, i.e. 

Table 4.4 of the August 2012 report states it was drilled in 1948, it would be helpful for SRK 

to elaborate on its conclusions regarding the polyhalite thickness and grade.   

2.2 MINERAL RESOURCE/ORE RESERVE POTENTIAL 

This section provides a useful commentary as to how SRK has estimated the quantity of 

„potentially mineable material‟ to the north of the Donovan Fault.  For ease of reference our 

understanding of the key points is summarised as follows: 

 The total polyhalite mineralisation is 700 million tonnes (Mt), but this has been graded at 

only 63% purity because of borehole E3; 

 At economic grades, this equates to 200-400 Mt, which has been converted to a 

„potentially mineable tonnage‟ of 40-80 Mt, based on the same approach that SRK 

“...used to derive the Probable Ore Reserve of 250Mt reported for the area to the south 

of the Donovan Fault from the Shelf Seam Indicated Mineral Resource of 820Mt”; 

 Five factors have been used to calculate the „potentially mineable tonnage‟, including; 

 losses due to shaft pillar (20 Mt);  

 losses under villages (8-21 Mt);  

 losses immediately north of the Donovan Fault due to geological disturbance (70% of 

unspecified tonnage);  

 loss in tonnage due to reduction in polyhalite purity (40%); 

 loss due to mine stability pillars (47.3%). 

In order to provide better clarity to the calculations, it would be useful if the above information 

is presented in a summary table to show how they have been derived.  The table should also 

show how the tonnages for Whitby Enclave compare to the proposed development at Dove’s 

Nest Farm.  It would also be very helpful if some of the geological information from Figure 3.5 

is overlaid over the 1:25,000 OS background (shown in readable greyscale) to give the 

comparison of the two alternatives better context.  At this scale, the entire area of Whitby 

Enclave, together with the Dove’s Nest Inferred Mineral Resource would fit on an A2 size 

plan and the information to be shown should include the following: 
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 Key faults (Donovan 1&2; Whitby, Pasture Beck, South) and the Cleveland Dyke, 
 including disturbance zones where significant levels of resource losses are expected; 

 Locations of YPL and relevant legacy boreholes; 

 Extents of Whitby Enclave target areas and Dove’s Nest Indicated  and Inferred Mineral 
resource areas; 

 Shaft pillars, including an indicative location at Whitby Enclave; 

 Urban areas subject to resource sterilisation. 

In addition to the above, we had previously requested, via paragraphs 7 and 9 of the 
June 2014 review, details of the parameters used, and assumptions made, within the JORC 
assessment.  Perhaps this is contained elsewhere within the updated SRK report, and if so 
please accept my apologies for repeating the request, but otherwise it would be useful to 
receive this information in order to consider it in the context of this document exchange. 

2.3 SRK COMMENTS 

It is noted in the first of the updated bullet points that the number of drillholes required to 
determine the polyhalite resource at Whitby Enclave has reduced from 6-7 in the April 
version of the report to 5-6 in the latest extract, the cost of the drilling has increased from 
£15 million to £17 million.  Why is this the case? 

It is noted in the third bullet point that a reserve of 80 million tonnes is considered to be 
“...insufficient to pay back the construction costs of establishing a mining operation on its own 
and any such operation located here would need to develop through the Donovan Fault to 
access the Mineral Resource already delineated to the south of this by YPL.”  To put this 
statement into context for the NPA members, it would be useful to know the tonnage that 
SRK believe the reserve would need to be in order to provide payback for the construction 
costs.   

With reference to the third bullet point, SRK state that “...before a decision could be made to 
establish a mine in this location [Whitby Enclave], a significant amount of work would need to 
be undertaken to determine the best approach to develop through this and also to then 
determine if the material to the south could be included in the mining plan i.e. while the 
material to the south of the fault may be reportable as a Mineral Resource for a shaft also 
sunk to the south, this may not be possible if the shaft was located to the north.”  The key 
wording in this text is highlighted since, again for context, it would be useful to know what 
additional work SRK envisages would be required to include the polyhalite material (to the 
south of the Donovan Fault) in any mine plan for a minehead located at Whitby Enclave and 
why it might not be possible for this material to be reportable as a mineral resource. 
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AMEC: Preliminary Review of Draft Alternative Sites Assessment 17/06/2014 

 

AMEC Ref AMEC Comment Action Taken 

2.1 Remove repeated references to SRK’s 

“independence”. 

SRK assessment has been undertaken independently, but the ASA has removed 

references as requested. 

2.2 Provide a plan of Boulby Potash licence area. Southern boundary of Boulby Potash 1998 Planning Application Boundary area is 

now shown within the SRK report Figures 2.1 and 3.5.  This is considered to 

represent an appropriate boundary to delineate the Boulby Mine, for the purposes 

of this ASA.  Note that YPL does not have an up-to-date plan of the detailed extent 

of CPL’s mineral rights, which typically are confidential.  

2.3.2 ASA paragraph 4.28 - 4.29, should make 

appropriate reference to the Lockton 

boreholes (LE1 and L3) that indicate thick 

polyhalite. 

The ASA has been updated to reflect how the intersections found in the Lockton 

boreholes supported the decision not to further explore areas to the south of SM4. 

Cross reference is made to the SRK report in this regard, that explains the inferior 

nature of the polyhalite found in this area generally.  

2.3.3 Demonstrate a clear reasoning for not drilling 

boreholes to the south of SM4 and address 

the question as to whether YPL had 

considered ‘the cost of, and scope for’  

locating a minehead site outside the limits of a 

National Park, prior to making its decisions to 

focus its exploration efforts in the vicinity of 

Dove’s Nest farm. 

The ASA provides an accurate account of the exploration process that resulted in 

the selection of Dove’s Nest Farm as the appropriate minehead site for the project.  

The NP status of the site was known to YPL at this time and the policy implications 

associated with this was understood.  

2.3.4 Amend sentence on SRK report page 12 to 

reflect thick polyhalite at Lockton boreholes. 

Page 11 of the SRK report now includes a description of the polyhalite 

encountered at Lockton Boreholes. 
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2.3.5 To provide a context to the defined YPL 

mineral resource, following ASA paragraph 

4.41 include table 2.2 and figure 3.4/3.5/3.6 

from SRK report. 

Section 4 of the ASA now incorporates the figures as requested.  

2.3.6 Justify the pursuance of such a large mining 

area. 

As described in the Planning Statement that accompanies the application 

submission, the boundary of the proposed application is consistent with onshore 

mineral rights agreements. 

2.3.7-9 Provide more information on the parameters 

used, and the assumptions made within the 

JORC assessment (in particular the mean 

thickness, variable quality and interpretation of 

historic boreholes). 

Section 2.6.3 and 2.6.4 of the SRK report now includes a methodology on the 

techniques and parameters used to derive the indicated and inferred mineral 

resource estimate. 

2.3.10 Provide more information on the assumptions 

on mineable output conversion rate. 

Section 2.6.5 of the SRK report now provides a description of the application of 

factors to derive the ore reserve estimate. 

2.3.11 Clarify inconsistencies in SRK table 3.1 with 

August 2012 report table 4.4. 

As now stated in section 3.3.2 of the SRK report, the thickness and grade of 

polyhalite found in table 3.1 represents SRK’s interpretation of the information 

available and reflects its independent view of the potentially economic 

intersections of polyhalite in these historic holes.  The August 2012 report reflected 

FWS’s interpretation and was produced prior to SRK’s resource estimate and did 

not benefit from the work done to derive this. It should also be noted that the 

limited information available relating to the historical drilling means that different 

geologists will derive different interpretations. 

2.3.12-13 SRK section 3.3.2 to include an estimate of 

resource to north of Donovan Fault and 

consider whether it is possible that there are 

potentially richer sub-horizons of polyhalite 

within the overall seam thickness at E3. 

Section 3.3.2 of the SRK Report now provides its estimate of the mineable 

tonnage that could be present to the north of the Donovan Fault. Two scenarios 

are provided – one which assumed that a higher grade polyhalite is present in E3, 

despite evidence to the contrary.  Also see 7.18-7.33 of the ASA that summarises 

these findings. 



 

P3/12  7103035v4 Nathaniel Lichfield & Partners Limited 
Registered Office: 14 Regent’s Wharf, 
All Saints Street, London N1 9RL 

Registered in England No. 2778116 
Please visit our website for further 

Information and contact details 

www.nlpplanning.com 
 

AMEC Ref AMEC Comment Action Taken 

2.4.1, 2.5.1 NLP to provide the combined mining and 

environmental constraints map and associated 

shadow map as GIS files.  

This has been included within Appendix 27 of the ASA as requested. 

2.5.2 Move National Parks to the top of list in ASA 

paragraph 6.5. 

The ASA text has been adjusted as requested.  

2.5.3 Do not use proximity to residential properties 

as a definitive constraint in ASA paragraph 

6.31. 

As described in paragraph 6.30 and 6.35, proximity to residential development is 

not considered as a definitive constraint within stage 3 of the ASA and 

accompanying RHDHV report. However, the proximity of residential receptors is 

an environmental constraint as in the detailed shortlisted site assessment 

undertaken in Section 7.0 of the ASA. 

2.5.4 To add weight provide context for discussions 

with landowners in ASA. 

As appropriate, landowners and their agents where contacted via telephone to 

enquire whether they would be interested in selling or leasing land to York Potash. 

The responses appended to the ASA are direct responses to this request. 

2.5.5 Provide explanation of the ‘impediment’ 

arising from potential use of compulsory 

purchase orders in ASA. 

Paragraph 6.41 of the ASA now includes a brief description of the available 

compulsory purchase order process and the implications arising from having to 

rely on such a process.  

2.5.6 It is not necessary to consider development 

alternatives within the National Park in 

paragraphs 6.56-6.69. 

Noted. However this section provides context for the EIA.  

2.6.1 Provide consistent site referencing between all 

of the reports. 

Noted. Site referencing within the ASA and SRK report have been adjusted.  

2.6.2.2-3 When discussing the cost and delay of 

investigative drilling it should be 

acknowledged that an investigation could 

have been undertaken previously and 

therefore reduces the weight that should be 

As appropriate, the costings provided at Table 5-4 of the SRK Report, present real 

costs to a company, wishing to take forward a project at either Cloughton or 

Whitby Enclave and hence remain relevant for the purposes of assessment in 

accordance with Paragraph 116 of the NPPF. 



 

P4/12  7103035v4 Nathaniel Lichfield & Partners Limited 
Registered Office: 14 Regent’s Wharf, 
All Saints Street, London N1 9RL 

Registered in England No. 2778116 
Please visit our website for further 

Information and contact details 

www.nlpplanning.com 
 

AMEC Ref AMEC Comment Action Taken 

attributed to this point. 

2.6.2.1-4 To address MDT ‘cost of’ requirements, 

undertake a high level cost comparison of a 

Dove’s Nest style mine design at Ruswarp 

and Dove’s Nest farm (including costs of 

investigative drilling and only making 

secondary reference to additional YPL 

overhead costs). 

Table 5-4 of the SRK report now includes estimated pre-construction costs for 

Dove’s Nest Farm. 

2.6.2.5 Support statement in first bullet point on page 

33 of SRK report with an estimated quantity of 

total reserve. 

Page 36 (Table 3-2) of the SRK report now includes an estimated quantity of total 

mineable tonnage that could be present though of course this is not a reserve. 

2.6.2.6 ASA to confirm the reference in paragraph 

7.13 is based upon the E3 borehole rather 

than seismic surveys (as suggested in 3.3.2 of 

SRK report). 

The ASA (Paragraph 7.22) now provides further information on the predicted 

nature of polyhalite between the Donovan Faults, drawing upon SRK’s Report. 

2.6.2.6 Further evidence required to give weight to the 

assumption of a degraded resource at Whitby 

Enclave as suggested in SRK section 3.3.2. 

Section 3.3.2 of the SRK report now provides further reasoning to the assumption 

that the area between the Donovan Fault 1 and Donovan Fault 2 is structurally 

disturbed. 

2.6.2.7 The pre-production period referenced in ASA 

paragraph 7.49 (now paragraph 7.56) bullet 5 

is only correct if being sunk to access 

resource south of the Donovan Fault.  

As demonstrated by SRK report (Table 5-2); two pre-production scenarios have 

been established. The best case scenario of 8 years assumes that mineable 

mineral resources are discovered at the Whitby shaft location. If this is not the 

case then an additional 67 months would be required to access the Mineral 

Resource south of the Donovan Faults leading to a total period to access 

mineralisation of up to 14 years. 

2.6.2.8 Clarify whether this timescale (quoted at 

paragraph 7.49 (now paragraph 7.56)) 

incorporates the required roadways (as stated 

As described above, the 8 year timescale represents the best case scenario and 

therefore does not incorporate the potential requirement of roadways to the 

indicated mineral resource.  
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in table 5.2 of SRK report). 

2.6.2.9 Detail the maximum working distances from 

shaft without requiring an additional ventilation 

shaft. 

Table 5-2 of the SRK report now clarifies the estimated working distances for 

additional ventilation shafts. 

2.6.2.10 SRK to include Dove’s Nest Farm in estimated 

pre-construction costs table 5.4. 

Table 5.4 of the SRK report now includes pre-construction costs for Dove’s Nest 

Farm. 

2.6.2.11 Within section 5, provide plans and 

commentary for the potential layout of Dove’s 

Nest Farm. 

Below ground layout plans for Dove’s Nest Farm have been provided as part of 

the planning submission. 

2.6.2.12-13 Include calculations in tables 5.1 and 5.2 for 

the reduction of waste rock due to a shorter 

and shallower MTS at Whitby and a potential 

for increase in waste at Dove’s Nest Farm due 

to a northern expansion. 

Section 5.3.6 of the SRK report now details the assumptions made in calculating 

waste rock generation. 

 

2.6.2.14 In ASA paragraph 7.64 should specifically 

acknowledge the transport benefits of locating 

a minehead at Whitby 

As requested, text within the ASA and RHDHV reports have been adjusted to 

reflect potential transport benefits at Whitby Enclave.  The summary matrix has all 

of the Whitby Enclave sites showing green for transport. 

2.6.2.15 The RHDHV Report has overplayed noise 

impacts and does not consider the lower 

elevation of sensitive receptors. It should also 

consider opportunities for mitigation 

measures. 

The number of residential receptors within the 500m buffer has been used to give 

an indication on the potential noise impacts. Topography has been included in the 

creation of the noise contour maps (note Figure 5.6). In response to suggestions 

that the noise impact has been overplayed, the noise contour maps have been 

recolored so that 70dB now appears yellow and text within the ASA has been 

reworded to directly reflect the RHDHV report. As described in Section 5.3.2 of the 

RHDHV report, mitigation measures have the potential to remove noise impacts 

during operations; however during construction, impacts would be inevitable. The 

ASA has been updated to clarify this point. In terms of construction vibration 

mitigation measures, whilst it is not possible to specify an exact list of appropriate 
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measures, RHDHV have included a list of likely best management practice to be 

implemented within Section 5.3.2. 

2.6.2.16 Detail the assumptions taken in creating the 

noise contour figures. 

The methods of producing the contour maps are explained in Section 4.2 of the 

RHDHV report. As described in the response to point 2.6.2.15, the number of 

residential receptors within the 500m buffer has been used to give an indication on 

the potential noise impacts. As now stated in the ASA, Figure 5.6 shows that 

construction noise would be likely to extend to all receptors within the 500m buffer 

(190 residential properties) and beyond.  

2.6.2.17 Clarify whether construction traffic would pass 

the air quality monitoring station mentioned in 

paragraph 7.67. 

Paragraph 7.67 (now 7.132) refers to possible HGV routes associated with a 

Ruswarp site. It indicates that if the A171 east of the site and the A174 in Whitby 

were to be affected, then there are locations along such access roads with 

proximate residential receptors and in some areas elevated levels of NO2. It is 

accepted that HGV traffic for this site travelling east along the A171 from Teesside 

would not need to pass through Whitby. However, without a full transport 

assessment of construction traffic origins and destinations, the review of the 

Ruswarp site would not have been complete without consideration of the possible 

traffic effects to the east of the site. The ASA clearly does not state that air quality 

issues associated with central Whitby are typical of the Ruswarp site.  

2.6.2.18 Provide a consistent location of shaft sites 

when considering environmental effects 

throughout plans. 

It is acknowledged that there is discrepancy in the location used as the basis for 

different assessments conducted within the earlier draft of ASA and its 

accompanying documents. For the noise assessments these points were chosen 

to represent the midpoint of the redline boundary (i.e. the average location for the 

peak noise output). Similarly, for the ZTVs Estell Warren adopted a single, 

centrally located point as established in Section 2 Methodology. As described in 

Section 4.2 of the SRK report the minehead locations were determined by the 

impact of the infrastructure on the surface environment and the proximity to the 

Mineral Resource. 

2.6.2.19 Underplayed role of National Park in The Park’s position is acknowledged with regards to impacts on the National Park. 
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assessment. Additional evidence, other that 

the length of time for mitigation measures to 

take effect, is required to demonstrate that 

Dove’s Nest Farm is preferable to Ruswarp. 

Consider whether outline proposals for 

mitigation are the most appropriate given the 

landscape character and visibility 

characteristics. 

However, it is reiterated that the impact on the National Park is not the only 

concern when assessing the visual impacts of a scheme. In response to the 

request for additional evidence, a more detailed landscape assessment has been 

undertaken for Site 3 (Whitby Enclave) option. This assessment provides a more 

detailed comparison and assessment of mitigation options with the optimum 

alternative from a landscape assessment. The outcomes of this updated 

assessment are included in the updated ASA, RHDHV report and the Appended 

Landscape and Visual Effects Assessment. 

2.6.2.20 Adjust ASA paragraph 7.84 to compare 

existing gradients and the suitability to 

accommodate a minehead and spoil 

mounding whilst taking account of SRK’s view 

that Ruswarp is suitable for a sunken 

headframe (table 5.2). 

Paragraph 7.84 of the ASA (now 7.155) accurately identifies a need for some re-

profiling of the site, but this point is not overplayed in the assessment. Note that 

the worked up scheme for Ruswarp, which is assessing the in landscape and 

visual work provided at Appendix B of Appendix 19 of the ASA, incorporates a 

sunken headframe design. 

2.6.2.21 Reconsider ASA with regard to Whitby 

Enclave alternative sites. Consider how each 

site compares with Dove’s Nest Farm. 

Ignoring the context of the mining prospects section of the ASA that dismisses 

both Whitby sites as future mining projects; NLP remain of the opinion that 

minehead development at either alternative sites at Ruswarp or Briggswath could 

only proceed whilst delivering harmful environmental effects which would detract 

from the overall sustainability of the project. As requested, the ASA now includes a 

section which summarises the comparative environmental impacts of alternative 

sites to that of Dove’s Nest Farm. This can be found in paragraphs 7.219-7.222. 

2.6.2.22 Address concerns on table 6.1 including:- 

i. Transport & access: Area 5 (Dove’s 

Nest Farm) being attributed as amber; 

ii. Noise: Area 3 (Ruswarp) and 4 

(Briggswath) being attributed as red; 

iii. Air: Area 3 (Ruswarp) being attributed 

i. Amber is correct and is in keeping with the findings of the planning 

application Environmental Statement. Text regarding the Dove’s Nest farm 

site (Paragraph 5.5.1 of RHDHV report) has been amended to make this 

point clearer by stating that HGV demand will route via Whitby, but this is in 

the context of the higher background traffic follows (i.e. >400 HGVs per 

day). 

ii. The concern regarding classifying Sites 3 (Ruswarp) and 4 (Briggswath) 
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amber (see point 2.20 above) 

iv. Flood Risk: Area 3 (Ruswarp) being 

attributed as amber compared to green 

for Dove’s Nest Farm; 

v. Landscape: Area 3 (Ruswarp) and 4 

(Briggswath) being attributed as red, 

compared to amber for Dove’s Nest 

Farm; and 

vi. Heritage and PRoW: comparable 

ratings to Dove’s Nest Farm in table 

6.1. 

are acknowledged. Therefore these have been reclassified as amber, 

requiring further investigation. 

iii. This point is addressed in response to 2.6.2.17. Colour-coding is retained. 

iv. Drainage channels are mentioned for Area 3 (Ruswarp) as they represent 

a potential flood risk onsite, which would need to be managed during 

construction process. Amber represents a potential environmental risk 

which requires further investigation. Therefore colour-coding has been 

retained. 

v. As a result of the more detailed assessment of the Whitby Enclave 

alternative at site 3 (Ruswarp), landscape impacts have been reclassified 

as amber at this site as a result of the improved mitigation options 

available. Site impacts for site 4 (Briggswath) retained due to potentially 

high impacts on landscape features and poor mitigation options. 

vi. Potential heritage setting impacts are the same for all sites and this is 

represented in the summary row of Table 6.1. Recreation and amenity 

impacts are marked as amber for all sites – this is due to the potential need 

for PRoW diversion for Areas 1-4 and for impact upon a Sustrans route for 

Area 5. The reason for the potential impact on the Sustrans route is not 

covered in the summary is because it is related to the area’s traffic 

impacts, which are already mentioned in the summary row. The summary 

text for Area 5 has been amended to make this clearer.  

2.6.2.23 Within SRK table 5.2: amend Dove’s Nest 

Farm MTS length as 37.5km. 

The SRK report has been updated (36.5 km is the correct length of the tunnel).  

2.6.2.24 When discussing onward transport options in 

ASA, reflect that Whitby is closer than Dove’s 

Nest Farm and clarify the distances. 

Direct distances are clearly acknowledged in ASA table 7.2. Commentary has 

been added at 7.295. 

2.6.2.24 Remove pipeline length and replace with MTS The SRK report has been updated to reflect the MTS transport option. 
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length in table 5.1. 

2.6.2.25 Quantify the assumptions in discounting the 

use of tunnels to access the resource from 

remote locations, referenced in ASA 

paragraphs 7.221-3.  

As stated in the ASA, a tunnel structure used as a primary access to win and work 

the resource could not be considered a sensible alternative to the traditional shaft 

access to the mine (see paragraphs 7.238-7.241).  Further detailed works relating 

to potential cost and risk has therefore not been undertaken. 

2.6.2.26 Consider the need for future additional 

ventilation structures at Dove’s Nest Farm. 

As now explained in SRK table 5.2, an additional ventilation shaft is not required 

by the current mine plan to access the defined Ore Reserve.  

2.6.2.27 In relation to ASA paragraph 7.221 Provide a 

plan(s) showing the potential MTS routes from 

Ruswarp, Lindhead Gorse and Dove’s Nest 

Farm, referencing key geological features. 

As stated above in response to AMEC comment 2.6.2.25, the use of a tunnel 

structure to access, win and work the resource could not be considered a sensible 

alternative and therefore further works have not been undertaken. 

2.6.3.1 Consider removing the comparison of the 

pipeline to the MTS in ASA (paragraphs 7.215 

to 7.220). 

Noted.  However this section provides context for the remainder of the report, 

highlighting why pipeline alternatives for any of the sites should not be considered 

in detail. 

2.6.3.2 Highlight Cloughton’s distance from resource 

areas. Could be achieved by combining and 

expanding figures 5.3 and 5.4 of SRK report. 

Given the above comments, as it is in excess of 14km from the Indicated 

Resource, it is clear that any development at either Cloughton short listed site has 

no means of accessing this area. It is considered that the existing plans provide 

sufficient clarity in this regard; however, the introduction of Appendix 18 may prove 

helpful.  

2.6.3.3 Provide a plan(s) showing the potential MTS 

routes from Lindhead Gorse (Cloughton) and 

Dove’s Nest farm, referencing key geological 

features. 

A plan of the MTS route is included within the planning application submission. For 

reasons provided in the text (paragraphs 7.250-7.254 and 7.296) an MTS from 

Cloughton is not seen as a viable option to either Teesside or Hull, therefore is it 

not considered that mapping a potential route adds value to the ASA. However, a 

plan has now been provided (Appendix 20) which located the alternative sites, 

Dove’s Nest farm and both Hull and Teesside destination options.   
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2.6.3.4 Further to 2.6.3.3provide a cross section that 

illustrates the depth and geological constraints 

associated with a Cloughton MTS option. 

See response to AMEC ref 2.6.2.27, 2.6.3.2 and 2.6.3.3. 

2.6.3.5 Supplement ASA table 7.2 with a plan of 

Teesside and Hull port options with the 

Whitby, Cloughton and Dove’s Nest farm sites 

illustrated. 

This has been provided at Appendix 20. 

2.6.3.6 Provide a cross section of topography and 

geology for Cloughton to Hull route. 

The ASA now provides a geological map (Figure 7.1) of the area and 

topographical profiles of direct routes between Cloughton and Immingham Dock 

are provided in Appendix 21. 

2.6.3.7 Highlight all Cloughton transport option 

constraints on one plan. 

NLP believe the plans included in the ASA are suitable to identify the constraints 

described in the text. 

2.6.3.8 Provide a plan of the existing and former rail 

network to support ASA paragraphs 7.263-

7.266. 

 The ASA appends a plan as requested (Appendix 22). 

2.6.3.9 Supply higher quality rail alignment plans with 

recognisable scales. 

The plans have been appended at higher quality and now include a scale bar 

(Appendix 23). 

2.6.3.10 Provide MTS from Whitby and Cloughton to 

Teesside. 

The potential MTS route from Whitby to Teesside is discussed within ASA 

paragraphs 8.34-8.36. The MTS route from Cloughton to Teesside was 

established by Arup on a straight line bases. For reasons described in ASA 

paragraph 7.296, this option is not considered viable, therefore more detailed 

assessment has not been undertaken and the inclusion of such a plan would not 

add value.  

3 Remove reference to the immediate presence 

of faulting at Whitby in paragraph 8.9 as SRK 

have confirmed a shaft could be sunk in this 

The ASA text is correct in stating that faulting is in the proximity of the shortlisted 

sites. The fault zones do in fact encroach within the boundary of site 2 (Land at 

Burniston). 



 

P11/12  7103035v4 Nathaniel Lichfield & Partners Limited 
Registered Office: 14 Regent’s Wharf, 
All Saints Street, London N1 9RL 

Registered in England No. 2778116 
Please visit our website for further 

Information and contact details 

www.nlpplanning.com 
 

AMEC Ref AMEC Comment Action Taken 

location. 

3 Review conclusion to ensure no new issues 

are introduced. 

Stated conclusions are consistent with main body of report. 

3 Ensure the conclusion focuses on key point 

and if minor points are being made then 

provide appropriate levels of context. 

Conclusions focus on the inability to create a minehead development at any 

alternative location, providing a comprehensive review of justification. 

AMEC: Alternative Sites Assessment – Whitby Enclave Memorandum 13/08/2014 

AMEC Ref AMEC Comment Action Taken 

2.1 With regards to borehole E3, SRK to elaborate 

on its conclusions regarding the polyhalite 

thickness and grade. 

This has been updated. Please see Section 3.3.2 of the SRK report. 

2.2 Present the information regarding the 

estimates quantity of potentially mineable 

material north of the Donovan Fault alongside 

a comparison of Dove’s Nest Farm. 

A full account of the estimates of mineable polyhalite that could be present within 

the Whitby Enclave is now provided (see SRK Table 3-2). 

2.2 Highlight specified geological information on 

OS background. 

This has been provided at Appendix 18 of the ASA. 

2.2 Provide details of the parameters used, and 

the assumptions made within the JORC 

assessment. 

Section 2.6.3 and 2.6.4 of the SRK report now includes a methodology on the 

techniques and parameters used to establish the indicated and inferred mineral 

resource estimation. 

2.3 Why has the number of drillholes required to 

determine the polyhalite resource at Whitby 

Enclave been reduced? 

SRK is unsure of the number of drillholes that will be required as this will depend 

upon the results obtained and in particular the extent to which continuity of 

polyhalite thickness and grade is established.  SRK has now edited its report to 

convey better this uncertainty. 
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2.3 What tonnage would be needed to provide 

payback for mine construction costs? 

Note SRK’s consideration of this within section 3.3.2. 

2.3 What additional work would be required to 

include polyhalite south of the Donovan Fault 

in a mine plan for a minehead located at 

Whitby Enclave? 

See ASA text paragraphs 7.29-7.32 that clearly explains why such an eventuality 

is not a sensible, achievable or deliverable mine plan for a Whitby Enclave 

minehead. 

2.3 Why might it not be possible for polyhalite 

south of the Donovan Fault to be reported as 

a Mineral Resource? 

SRK has included extra text in its report to explain this. Specifically though this is 

because while it may be practically and economically viable to extract this material 

from a shaft located on the same (south) side of the fault (and so in this case it 

could be reported as a Mineral Resource) it may not be so if the access 

development is required to develop through this( in which case it could not). The 

key point is that for something to be reported as resource there must be 

reasonable potential for it to be economically mined. 
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