Huntington UK Coal Open Cast Mining Application, Little Wenlock Parish Council Response
1. Irresponsible resource use.
1.1    MLP Policy M1  “ A more sustainable Approach to Mineral Development.”
i. “ to conserve minerals as far as possible, whilst ensuring an adequate supply to meet needs”

The coal needs of Ironbridge and Rugeley power stations are already being met. As coal is a valuable raw material in its own right in a variety of industries to use it as a fuel is irresponsible and does not conserve this valuable resource.

ii. “ to ensure that environmental impacts caused by mineral operations and the transport of minerals are kept ……..to an acceptable minimum”

These impacts would be at an intolerable level.

iv. “to encourage sensitive working, restoration and after care practices so as to preserve or enhance the overall quality of the environment”.

It would take a generation for the environment to recover to its present state and there would be no enhancement.

v. “to protect areas of designated landscape or nature conservation value from development, other than in exceptional circumstances and where it has been demonstrated that development is in the public interest” 

This development would violate the Shropshire Hills Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and seriously affect the Lydebrook Dingle SSSI, a local nature reserve, a wild life site and an area of semi-natural ancient woodland of the Shortwoods. The Public [92%] does not regard this development to be in its interest. Exceptional circumstances do not exist.

vi. “to prevent the unnecessary sterilisation of mineral resources”

This is no argument for open cast mining here as there is no threat of sterilisation of Huntington’s mineral resources.

1.2 JSP Policy P58 “ A sustainable Approach to Minerals Development”

The proposed development conflicts with bullet points:-

 1 “ the need to conserve minerals” since it would irreversibly destroy them;

2 “adverse environmental impacts and effects on people caused by mineral operations and the transport of minerals are kept to a minimum” as these would be exacerbated.

2 Need        

 MLP Policy M2 

“the applicant will be required to demonstrate that there is a need for the mineral”

2.1 The proposed development conflicts with policy M2 by failing to demonstrate a significant regional or national need for the mineral other than to suggest that there would be a market for it at Ironbridge or Rugeley. Both these power stations are well served with coal, much of which is imported. At the same price delivered-which the coal would have to be to compete- the overall environmental cost to the UK is substantially greater from the proposed development [ overburden removal, extraction, processing and road transport ] than from importation [merely involving unloading and rail transport ].

2.2 Ironbridge power station is using 34,000 tonnes of coal a week. If all the coal extracted went there it would only keep the power station going for 26 weeks. On a weekly basis 80% of Ironbridge’s coal would still have to be imported. 

2.3 Rugeley power station uses 70,000 tonnes a week. If all the coal     went there it would last 12.8 weeks. On a weekly basis 90% of its coal would still have to be imported.

2.4 Thus there is not a major need . The coal these power stations demand is already being met from other sources far less damaging to the national let alone the local environment.

2.5 National and local policy is seeking to maximise electricity generation from renewable sources rather then fossil fuels, which have a major impact on carbon dioxide emissions and climate change, so this application is not timely.

2.6 The Inspector at the 1998 Public Enquiry identified the coal from this site as being ‘ no more than general purpose opencast coal of no notable high or rare quality that makes it particularly sort after.’

2.7 There is no significant need for fireclay that cannot be served from permitted resources available from Broseley in particular.

3   Transport       MLP1 ii; M3 I; M3  iv; M4 i; M4 iv ; M11and M21 A)i

3.1 MLP1 ii “ to ensure that the environmental impacts caused by …..the transport of minerals are kept to an acceptable minimum”
MLP3 i “ regard will be paid to any unacceptably adverse effects of the proposal upon towns, villages and nearby houses and occupied property ………..close to proposed haul routes”

MLP4 i “regard will be paid to……traffic impacts”
MLP4 iv “site access and traffic movements”

                           The transport of coal would deposit black coal dust on the roads,                verges, hedges and adjacent land. Residents can remember such pollution caused by the Swan Farm Coal Washery. Not only was it unsightly but it made the edge of the road very difficult to see in dark, foggy conditions. This is a road safety issue and we do not wish to experience it again.

3.2 MLP3 iv  “ the transport network and local roads”

MLP11     “consideration will be given to the impact of heavy lorry traffic on the transport network” 

3.2.1 The proposed development fails to comply with Policy M11 by placing an excessive burden of additional heavy lorry traffic [132 UK Coal Lorries per day] on a stretch of road insufficiently well engineered to take it . Of particular concern is the Dog in the Lane , to A5223 stretch already used by the Candles site. A local resident has counted 50 such lorries a day causing a liberal amount of debris on the road, potholes, mud, muddy spray, rocks and stones. Road repairs take months and as soon as repaired the road starts to break up again.

3.2.2 It would add significantly to the danger of the A5223 junction where the poor road surface has led to a number of near accidents in the past.

3.2.3 At peak times it is already difficult to turn onto the A5223 en route from Little Wenlock. Extra traffic engendered by the proposed site could well result in tail-backs affecting commuting residents and vital emergency and essential services [ambulance, police, fire, refuse collection, medical and nursing services] .

3.2.4 Were the coal to be destined for Rugeley power station the extra traffic would have a serious effect on the major developments taking place at Lawley and scheduled to cause disruption to the local highway network for some considerable time to come.

4 Nationally and Locally Important Sites and Species 

 LMPM5B ii, iii ,iv ; LMPBM5C viii, ix ; LMPBM1 ii, iv, v ; LMPBM3 ii.

4.1 The whole of Little Wenlock Parish is included in The AONB’s Advisory Plan recognising the importance the setting plays in preserving the AONB itself. The parish contains part of the Shropshire Hills Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, 3 SSSIs, 3 Nature Reserves, 4 Wildlife Sites, ancient semi-natural woodland of high conservation status , the New Works Ancient Monument and grade II listed buildings.

4.2 Nationally Important Sites and Species.

LMPM5(B) “ Permission will only be granted where it has been demonstrated that there are material considerations which over-ride the national importance of the site”

4.2.1 AONB.

 LMP M5[B] iii and  JSP P43  “…development and management proposals shall give priority to the conservation of the natural beauty of the landscape” and page 7  2.13   “Care for the nationally important Shropshire Hills Area of Natural Beauty will be given priority”.

Part of the proposed site lies within the AONB and would have a direct negative effect on it. The proposed development would indirectly affect a substantially greater part of the AONB. The applicant seeks to minimise the impact on the AONB  by suggesting that the area threatened is only very small and of very little value. This undermines the whole principle of safeguarding the AONB and sets a dangerous precedent. The applicant fails to recognise that the site’s position on the thin northern arm of the AONB in close proximity to the major conurbation of Telford makes it more vulnerable than most of the rest of the AONB and so worthy of particular protection.

4.2.2 SSSI.  LMPM5[B] ii; JSP P46  “Where such development may have an adverse effect ,directly or indirectly, on an SSSI it will not be permitted unless the planning authority is satisfied that there is no alternative means of meeting the development”

Drainage of water from the proposed development into the Lydebrook would put at risk the Lydebrook Dingle SSSI. The latter has been recovering significantly over the past 10 years from the ill-effects of previous opencast mining and coal processing at Swan Farm and Coalmoor. Both Ironbridge and Rugeley power stations have a most adequate source of coal supply already.

4.2.3 Ancient Monument  LMPM5[B] ; JSP P25 paragraph 1and P24 paragraph1.    

The proposed development cuts across a scheduled Ancient Monument, designed to preserve some of the last remnants of early coalmining in the locality from precisely the sort of opencast mining envisaged. The applicant seeks to justify this by claiming that the development could improve access to the Ancient Monument which is neither necessary nor desirable. Indeed the monument is designated to protect the remains rather than encourage unrestricted access to them, which could easily have seriously negative effects.

4.2.4   Listed Buildings    LMPM5[B] iv; JSP P24  “ Particular attention shall be paid to conserving listed buildings”

The development would have an unacceptably negative effect on the setting of two Grade ll listed buildings.

4.2.5   Badgers a protected species    LMPM5[B] viii; JSP P49  “ planning permission will not be granted for developments or land use changes which would have an adverse effect on badgers”

The development would directly affect badger setts and the foraging territory of further badger clans. The applicant admits that these animals would be significantly affected. Their comment that such effects would not be significant in the long term is misleading. The location of badgers at a new sett would lead to constant fighting with the badgers already there and insufficient food for all of them.

4.3   Regionally or Locally Important Sites  

LMP M5(C)

“…..permission will only be granted where it has been demonstrated that there are material considerations which over-ride the regional or local importance of the site”

JSP P44; JSP P47.

4.3.1 The proposed development conflicts with Policy LMP M5 C through its likely negative effects on the Limekiln Wood local nature reserve and wildlife site and the substantial area of semi-natural ancient woodland of the Shortwoods without significant benefits to outweigh these impacts. 

4.3.2 Deep excavations, vibrations, extended disturbance, significant dust generation and the possibility of blasting would clearly damage the tranquillity of the area and affect both flora and fauna within these sensitive sites.

5. Dust pollution     
LMP M4i; LMP M21 A)i

“The project should protect people and the environment from unacceptably adverse effects including visual, noise, dust or traffic impacts”  M21 A) i

JSP P16 Air Quality “ development proposals shall take into account their effect on air quality”

5.1 As the proposed area has been well mined before there could be twice the amount of overburden to be shifted compared with usual opencast operations which could generate  a large amount of fine dust [PM10].

5.2 This dust has a statistically significant effect on respiratory symptoms, skin and eye conditions in children living close [within 750m] to open cast sites.[Dept: Health COMEAP statement 1999]. The location of a large primary school, a major residential area and a massive residential development immediately downwind of the site raises serious worries.

5.3 Local experience with repeated open cast mining over the years reinforces the inadequacy of dust mitigation measures in practice and the almost total inability of residents to gain action over dust problems once sites are up and running. 

6.       Noise     LMP M4i ; LMP M21A)i

“  The project should protect people and the environment from unacceptably adverse effects including visual,  noise, dust or traffic impacts”    M21 A)i

6.1 The reversing bleepers of trucks does not blend in with background traffic      

noise. It seems to travel further and have a greater annoyance level.

6.2 The lack of effective mitigation over reversing bleepers together with the potential for blasting and the extended 42 month timescale will cause serious problems foe residents within 250m of the site at New Works, Huntington and Arleston, not to mention residents at Lawley and parts of Wellington.

6. Groundwaters    

 LMP M3v; LMP M4i; LMP M21A) i  “ The project should protect people and the environment from any unacceptably adverse effects ……on surface waters or ground waters…”

JSP P53 “ Water Resources lines 1,2,3,4,5,8,9,11”

7.1 At the northern end of the site backfill would be below the level of the water table. As yet there appears to be no strategy devised and agreed with the Environmental Agency to neutralise the acidic water created by the sulphur content of the backfill.

7.2 Ground water pumping would be increasingly used as mining moves northwards. This would lower the water table beyond the site boundary progressively depriving plant roots of water. The applicant does not expect these effects to be significant. It could be disastrous for some plants and reduce ground water recharge. 

7.3 The applicant states that “ the existing private water supply at Willowmoor would be unaffected.” Why then will the applicant not agree to guarantee that should this water supply be diminished/cease the applicant will pay for a mains supply to be installed?

8         Stability of site and adjoining land      LMP M3ix; M3i

      “ regard will be paid to…….the stability of the site and adjoining land”

8.1 Residents of houses near the proposed site are worried about the effects on         the  structure of their homes caused by liquefaction brought about by vibrations caused by excavations on clay based geological formations.

9 Site Reclamation and AfterUse. 

        LMP 27; M1iv; JSP P58 last bullet point ; JSP P69 line5  “…including appropriate provision for after-care and management” 

            “ to encourage sensitive working ,restoration and aftercare practices so as to preserve or enhance the overall quality of the environment”  LMP 27 M1

See p 93 M27

9.1 The development fails to satisfy Policy M27 in incorporating a scheme unlikely to reclaim the site for a suitably beneficial after-use within a reasonable timescale . There appear to be no details of after-care management.

9.2 Quite contrary to the applicant’s assertion that the site will be reclaimed within five years, experience with successive opencast site reclaimed to agricultural use in the immediate area in recent years has conclusively demonstrated that the lack of reasonable amounts of soil and the soil handling practices employed are unlikely to result in land in an acceptable condition for at least ten years . For the land to regain its present status it would take more than a generation. 
10.        Cumulative Effects      LMP M3vii; LMP M21 B)

“ Consideration will be given to the possible cumulative impact of the proposals and permitted future working on the general area”

10.1 Contrary to the applicant’s extremely flawed analysis of cumulative impact, the proposed development would significantly add to the disruption and disturbance of the local community from more than fifty years of extensive open-casting and directly related activity in the immediate vicinity. 

10.2 MPG3 clearly defines cumulative impact as arising from “ successive opencast developments over a number of years” whereas the applicant  assesses cumulative impact almost entirely on the basis of current sites.
10.3 In addition to opencast coal mining at Ketley Brook, Arleston , Candles, Simons, Coalmoor, Swan Farm and many other sites since the 1950s, the local area continues to be blighted by the effects of poorly controlled land-filling following mining at Smalley Hill and the continued operation of the Candles landfill which continues to be the source of much local complaint as a result of traffic, litter, odour and vermin.
10.4 Large numbers of local residents have been affected by the cumulative impact of these and other developments in their lifetime. Many are now retired and spend most of their time in the parish. This accentuates the impact of opencast mining so close to them.
11     Effects on the Local Economy

11.1 The proposed development fails to satisfy Policy M7 by providing only very marginal, temporary benefits to offset the likely  longer term, huge scale damage and disturbance involved. 

11.2 The applicant argues that the site would create 40 temporary jobs and guesses that 52 more jobs may result indirectly.
11.3 No account is taken of the jobs that could be lost in the growing tourist industry as the  pollution of open casting would deter visitors and inward investment to the area.
11.4 A £500,000 Community Trust Fund is proposed as a benefit for use by the local community. This equates to 55p/tonne of coal extracted which pales into insignificance against the current value of the coal and the profits likely to be generated for the applicant. The fact that the local community itself does not seek this benefit further demonstrates its lack of real value to those most affected.

12.          Visual pollution          MLP M4i

12.1   The open cast scar on the landscape will deter visitors to the area and inward investment.

12.2  Coal dust along transport routes is unsightly.

13        Environmental/Countryside Considerations conflicts with  JSP P 59

13.1 Conflicts with JSP59  “ Mineral extraction …..will only be permitted where it can be demonstrated that there will be no unacceptably adverse effects on …..people and local communities, landscape character, the historic environment, wildlife and water resources.”

      13.1.1 People and local communities

                       92% of Little Wenlock Parish Questionnaire respondents object to       this proposal on the ground of its unacceptable adverse effects.

      13.1.2 Landscape character historic environment, wild life     see section 1.1 ii, iv, v; section 4; section 12;     section 16.1;  16.2;16.3; 16.4.These adverse effects would be huge. 

13.2 Countryside Character

JSP P42  line 15 onwards  “The countryside around towns has a particular importance and will be subject to management initiatives that will secure its visual enhancement and its use for access, wildlife, open space…”

This policy highlights how important the proposed site is being so close to Telford built up area. The proposed development would seriously impair the above qualities.

14.      Proposed development’s conflicts with MLP 21  
14.1 A) i  “ The project should protect people and the environment from unacceptably adverse effects including visual, noise, dust, or traffic impacts; effects on surface or ground waters……”  

Traffic               see section  3    M1ii;M3i;M3iv;M4i;M4iv;M11.

Dust                  see section 5     M4i.

Noise                 see section  6    M4i.

Ground water    see section 7    M3; M4i.

Visual                see section 12   M4i.

14.2        A)ii    “ The project should preserve or enhance any sites of wildlife, landscape, historical, archaeological, architectural or geological importance.”
See section 4     M1 ii,iv,v; M3 ii;M5B ii,iii,iv; M5C most.

The proposed development removes part of the AONB, Cuts across an Ancient Monument, affects the setting of two Grade ll listed buildings and puts at significant risk two local nature reserves, two wildlife sites and substantial areas of ancient woodland and an SSSI. In no way does it either protect or enhance these vital local assets.

14.3         B)    “ Consideration will be given to the possible cumulative impact of the proposals and permitted future working on the general area”.

See section 10   M3vii.

14.4           D)   “ Applications for coal for fireclay working in the South Western Telford Area will only be granted planning permission if one or more of the following exceptional circumstances apply:

(i) Where the need for the mineral outweighs the material planning objections;

(ii) Where working would prevent the sterilisation of the resource; or

(iii) Where significant benefits would be obtained as a result of the exchange or surrender of existing permissions.” 

The proposed development clearly does not meet exceptional circumstance (i) since there is no demonstrable need for the mineral- other than a possible market for it- and there are many highly material planning objections.

It also fails to meet circumstance (ii) because the mineral is in no danger of sterilisation – defined by MPG3 as  “new permanent development above the coal reserves”. This was confirmed by the Inspector’s clear ruling at the 1998 Public Enquiry.

It cannot meet circumstance (iii) because there are no existing permissions in the area to surrender.

The fact that this policy was tested at the 1998 Public Enquiry and accepted by the then applicant as well as by the Inspector  at the original Local Plan examination in public underlines its continued relevance.

15         Public Rights of Way

15.1      JSP P39  “ The network of public rights of way will be protected and maintained and where necessary improved to contribute to tourism and recreation”
The applicant incorrectly refers to pathways 37 and 51 as footpaths (17.6.3 ). They are restricted byways open to walkers, horse riders, and drivers of non- mechanically propelled vehicles. Wrongly the applicant states that byway 51 is little used when in fact it is well used especially by horse riders. The applicants’ proposed alternative is a footpath not a restricted byway and it would be exceedingly dangerous for walkers and riders. Path 37 has an outstanding modification order on it to reinstate it as a bridle way .  U.K. Coal proposes a footpath to replace it and the alternative route would be dangerous and totally unacceptable as it goes over the access road between the north and south mining areas.

16      Other Considerations
16.1   The land in question forms one of the last remaining examples of post-industrial regeneration from previously mined land – all other remnants within the area having been destroyed by  extensive open-casting over the years.

16.2   It is vitally important that these areas are preserved intact if at all possible, their relatively low agricultural fertility being a major asset given the extent to which low fertility sites are valuable in conservation terms as they encourage biodiversity. JSP P48  “…..The biodiversity of Shropshire ….will be encouraged through protection, conservation, enhancement and restoration of the natural ranges of species and the quality and extent of habitats and ecosystems of wild fauna and flora.” 

16.3   Nor should its continued inclusion in the register of derelict land be a serious consideration , given the extent of natural regeneration the site has undergone clearly underlines its ecological value.

16.4    As a vital piece of open space forming a prominent foreground to the distinctive landscape of the Ercall and Wrekin for the bulk of Telford , the site is also far more important than would otherwise be the case both visually and for local recreation. JSP P 20 indicates the high value of this open space to Telford and Wrekin inhabitants.

16.5  To disrupt such a vital local asset unless at a time of extreme national need would be nothing short of environmental vandalism at this stage in its successful regeneration.

16.5    By leaving the mineral reserves intact they would be safeguarded for a time of extreme national need rather than allowing them to be exploited now when economic imported sources of fuel are readily available at far less UK environmental and community impact.     

Note. LMP= Local Minerals Plan of Shropshire and Telford & Wrekin.

          JSP= Joint Structure Plan 1996-2011 of Shropshire and Telford & Wrekin.

