
North York Moors National Park Authority 
Planning Committee Site Visit 

 
31 May 2013 

 
Public minutes of the Site Visit held at Dove’s Nest Farm/Haxby Plantation, 

Sneaton 
 
Members Present: Mr J R Bailey, Mr M Bowes, Mr D Chance, Ms A Fisher, Mrs J Frank, Mr 
D Hugill, Mr D C Jeffels, Mr J Ritchie, Mr G H Simpson, Ms S Oswald, Mrs C Patmore, Mr A 
Scott, Mr R I Thompson, Mr H Tindall, Dr P Wheeler 
 
Apologies: Mr B Suthers, Mr B Briggs, Mr T Sanderson, Mr B Griffiths, Mr J Walker  
 
Consultees Present: Helen Watson, Highway Authority; Sam Kipling, Environment Agency; 
Meryl Leung, Environment Agency; David Clayden, Natural England 
 
Apologies: Janet Horne, Redcar & Cleveland Borough Council; Alan Chumbley, Marine 
Management Organisation 
 
National Park Authority Officers and Representatives Present: Andy Wilson, Chris 
France, Mark Hill, Jane Davies, Peter Jones, David Smith, Wendy Strangeway, Neil 
Marlborough, AMEC Environment & Infrastructure UK Ltd 
 
Parish Councillors Present:Rose Stainthorpe, Sneaton Parish Council; Mike Shardlow, 
Sneaton Parish Council; Bill Stewart, Sneaton Parish Council; Stephanie Slater, Hawsker-
cum-Stainsacre 
Apologies: David Tate, Eskdaleside-cum-Ugglebarnby 
 
District Ward Councillor Present: Councillor Coulson 
 
Applicant/Supporters Present: Graham Clarke, Gareth Edmunds, Chris Fraser, Richard 
Hunt, Will Woods 
 
Objectors Present: Albert Elliott, Dalton Peake, Dr David Cunion, John Stamp 
 
40/13 Planning application NYM/2013/0062/MEIA 

The winning and working of potash (polyhalite) by underground methods from 
25,300 hectares of land together with construction of mine including sinking of 
2 no. deep shafts, retention/disposal/removal/landform modification of 
associated spoil, construction of buildings including welfare/office block and 
minehead primary processing buildings, access roads and car parking, 
helicopter emergency landing site, attenuation ponds and landscaping 
restoration and aftercare. 

 
Members assembled at the entrance to Dove’s Nest Farm. The York Potash Health 
and Safety Manager spoke briefly about health and safety matters and the Site Visit 
started at 2.10pm. 
 
The Chair of the Authority asked Members to be mindful of the Code of Conduct for 
Site Visits and reminded everyone that the purpose of the site visit was to look at the 
physical aspects of the site and the proposed development, not to debate issues or 
make decisions. 
 



Members moved further down the access road to a central location in the site and the 
Director of Planning asked the Head of Development Management to outline the key 
features of the planning application.  
 
These were described as the winning and working of minerals over a large area (253 
km2) at the eastern side of the National Park and development of the 60ha mine 
head site at Dove’s Nest Farm/Haxby Plantation, with a smaller 40ha area affected 
by surface development. 
 
Views into the site are limited by its elevated position on the coastal plateau and 
trees which provide screening when viewed from the west. The tilt of the plateau 
means that the site is visible in middle distance views from the east. The tree canopy 
in Haxby Plantation is approximately 15 metres and the proposed buildings have 
been designed to be below this height – around 10 metres for the minehead and 
processing buildings and 12-13 metres for the welfare building. 
 
Access to the site would be through the existing little used entrance to Haxby 
Plantation. The proposed route for construction traffic would be from Guisborough 
using the A171 and turning right into the B1416. Off-site highways improvements 
include a right turn lane at this junction, minor road widening works on the A171 at 
Normanby and a contribution to traffic light control improvements at Prospect Hill, 
Whitby. There would be a Park and Ride scheme for the workforce when the mine is 
in operation, using spare capacity at Scarborough and a proposed extension to the 
Whitby scheme.  
 
There would be two mine shafts and a ventilation shaft in the northern part of the site, 
the shafts being sunk from 90 metres deep chambers. A series of large processing 
buildings would be at the centre of the site (their position had been marked out on 
site by the applicant) covering an area of approximately 210 metres x 55 metres and 
designed to have an ‘agricultural’ feel, being constructed of stone filled gabions with 
timber boarding beneath grey metal sheet roofing. All these buildings are now part of 
the planning application to be considered by the National Park Authority and a 
visualisation of the underground structures linking the mine shafts and the ore 
processing facilities was presented. 
 
The welfare facilities would be in a large crescent shaped building in a clearing within 
Haxby Plantation with a security gatehouse, helicopter landing pad, parking area and 
materials lay down area at the rear.  
 
Timber louvres would be used to reduce light pollution and tunnel access to the 
shafts would limit surface activity on the site when the mine was in operation. The 
building would be seen as a geometric form within the plantation when viewed from 
the east. 
 
Excavated material from the mine shafts and sub-surface chambers would be 
retained on site in mounds and bunds. Material would be moved around the site 
during various construction phases before being incorporated into the final 
landscaping scheme which includes lagoons designed to minimise surface water run-
off to agricultural rates and planting on the sides of the earth mounds. The mounds 
would be up to 12 metres above existing ground level and the largest would wrap 
around the buildings at the northern and central part of the site. A 4-15% bulking 
factor had been assumed and it would be important to achieve this, otherwise there 
would be more material to accommodate on the site. 
 
 



The Head of Development Management noted various site-related matters that would 
need to be considered by Members. The first was the effect that construction of the 
sub-surface chambers would have on the hydrology of the local area. The 
Environment Agency had submitted a holding objection because of uncertainties 
about hydrology and queries regarding the proposals for foul drainage. The second 
was the potential impact on RAF Fylingdales from subsidence and vibration during 
construction or operation. The Ministry of Defence were minded to deal with this 
issue through planning conditions and a meeting was arranged to establish whether 
this would be possible. The third matter was the impact that noise from shaft 
construction and earth moving equipment would have on neighbouring properties. 
Discussions would be held with the Scarborough Environmental Health Officer about 
conditions that might be needed to mitigate the impact on neighbours. 
Members’ raised questions on the following topics: 
 

1. Was the approach to the design of the mine shaft and processing buildings 
different from the contemporary approach adopted for the welfare building? 
Officers responded that the welfare building was the public part of the 
development whereas there would be little activity around the production 
buildings and a more functional approach had been adopted, using details 
commonly found on large agricultural buildings. 
 

2. Could there be a further explanation of the amounts of spoil that would be 
excavated and would need to be accommodated in the earth mounds? Mr 
Marlborough confirmed that the total amount of spoil was 1.1 million cubic 
metres of spoil but a small amount of rock salt and silvinite would be taken off 
site to be sold. There would also be ‘double handling’ of material as it was 
moved around the site during the phased construction. 
 

3. Excluding the wooded area of Haxby Plantation, how much of the site would 
not have spoil spread across it? Mr Marlborough responded that material 
would have to be moved around the site as the construction progressed. The 
northern mound would contain a lot of material while work was undertaken at 
the centre of the site but would later be reduced in size. It was only the belt 
plantations and small areas near the eastern boundary that would not have 
spoil spread across them at some point. 
 

4. Would any further tipping be allowed on site during the production period, for 
instance waste material from excavations or extracted mineral if there was a 
blockage within the pipeline? Officers responded that that there was no 
expectation of waste material from the mineral extraction and the planning 
application did not include any provision for surface storage of mineral or 
waste material. If a request were made for material to be stored on site, the 
Authority’s approach would depend on the circumstances; a minor change 
could be dealt with as a non-material amendment but a significant change 
would require a new planning application. The lay down area at the rear of the 
welfare building was for materials being delivered to site.  
 

5. Was there any further information on the concerns regarding light and noise 
pollution? Officers responded that the design included several features 
intended to reduce light pollution. Noise was a potentially significant issue and 
the Authority was awaiting detailed comments from the Environmental Health 
Officer. 
 

6. Would there be any shrinkage of the earth mounds over time due to the 
bulkage factor that had to be allowed for? Mr Marlborough responded that this 
should not happen if the mounds were constructed properly. 



7. Would the proposed design with the underground chambers be acceptable? 
Officers responded that a letter had been received from HM Inspectorate of 
Mines saying that they had no concerns with the proposed mine design. 
 

The Chair of the Authority offered the applicant the opportunity to correct any 
information given and the following points were made by Mr Hunt of York Potash: 
 

• 76 car parking spaces were proposed for the parking area (rather than 100). 
 

• Excavated spoil would be compacted so the applicant was confident that the 
upper limit of 15% for bulking was realistic. 
 

• The transport assessment had assumed a ‘worst case’ scenario and a 25% 
contingency had been included in the figures. 
 

• There would be no by-products from the mining operation and the excavated 
mineral would stay underground until it reached Teesside. 
 

• The application includes a detailed phasing plan showing the movement of 
spoil on site. 
 

• The design of the mine shaft and processing buildings had drawn on 
guidance on new agricultural buildings contained in Part 5 of the National 
Park Authority’s Design Guide. 
 

The Chief Executive of the Authority reported that he had spoken to Mr Bowe at 
North Yorkshire County Council on 30 May 2013. Despite increases in the forecast 
traffic movements, the Highway Authority considered that these could be dealt with 
by mitigation and did not have any objections to the proposals. 
 
Statutory consultees were asked for any comments. Ms Watson confirmed that the 
Highway Authority had had concerns about the estimated numbers of construction 
vehicles and the overlap of minehead and pipeline construction traffic at busy times 
but was confident that any effects could be mitigated by highways improvements. 
The Authority had asked the applicant for further figures and, when asked whether 
this was new information, Ms Watson indicated that it concerned the methodology 
that had been used in the transport assessment. A methodology had now been 
agreed that would produce a robust transport assessment.  
Mr Kipling confirmed that the Environment Agency had two outstanding objections 
relating to foul drainage and groundwater.  
 
At present there was insufficient information to understand the impact on 
groundwater flows and therefore the impact on the adjacent designated moorland, 
groundwater-fed springs and Sneaton Thorpe Beck. Construction of the sub-surface 
chambers would lead to an increase in groundwater flows upstream and a reduction 
in flows downstream and mitigation measures would be required. Further information 
was expected from the applicant to proved sufficient understanding of the local 
hydrogeology to have confidence in the proposed mitigation. Mr Kipling confirmed 
that this would be additional survey and monitoring information together with 
clarification of earlier information and the EA would give high priority to its response 
to the new details. Further details were also expected for the non-mains treatment 
package for foul drainage. 
 
 
 



Parish Councillors and others present were asked whether they had any comments 
or questions. 
 
Mr Shardlow of Sneaton Parish Council noted that the information received from York 
Potash had been marvellous but, in the light of recent adverse publicity, it was 
important for everyone that facts should be correct. 
 
Mr Peake, Chair of the local CPRE branch asked whether there would be any 
hydrological effects on the near-by ancient woodland. Officers commented that the 
further hydrogeological information to be provided would enable this question to be 
answered. 
Councillor Coulson commented on the fact that the site was currently clearly visible 
from the main road. 
 
Dr Cunion asked about the scope of the outstanding York Potash Feasibility Study 
and whether its conclusions would result in changes to the proposed development. 
The timing of this study undermines the consultation process for the planning 
application and the scale of changes to the proposed amounts of spoil raise doubts 
about the accuracy of the new figures. Officers commented that AMEC were 
reviewing the revised figures and would assess whether they were reasonable and 
whether there was space on site to accommodate the spoil. Mr G Clarke of York 
Potash responded that the Pre-Feasibility Study had enabled costings for the project 
to be prepared which were accurate to within plus or minus 25% and the purpose of 
the Revised Feasibility Study was to provide costings accurate to within plus or 
minus 10%. No changes to the development were proposed. A further assurance 
was that the proposals as submitted represent the ‘worst case’ situation. 
 
Ms S Slater of Hawsker cum Stainsacre Parish Council asked the Authority to look at 
screening to the east of the site as the site was visible from the village. The main flow 
of construction vehicles would come through Hawsker which can be a bottleneck at 
present. The vehicles would pass schools and Ms Slater requested that a 40mph 
speed limit be considered. She also thanked York Potash for their helpful attendance 
at Parish Council meetings. 
 
The Chair asked the York Potash representatives whether they considered that the 
application had been misrepresented in any way at the Site Visit and Mr Hunt 
confirmed that they did not. Members were invited to look at an updated model of the 
proposed development which had been brought to site.   
 
The Chair of the Authority closed the Site Visit at 3.20pm. 


