PAGE  
1

LITTLE WENLOCK PARISH COUNCIL

MINUTES OF THE EXTRAORDINARY MEETING OF THE PARISH COUNCIL HELD ON MONDAY 21st JANUARY, 2008, AT 8.00 p.m. IN THE VILLAGE HALL, LITTLE WENLOCK.

PRESENT: 
Councillors Mrs. J. Whittle in the Chair, Ms. P. Hutchings (Vice-Chair), 

Mrs. D. Peace, Mrs. D. Goodman and Mr. E. Roberts. 

Mr. J. F. Marcham – Parish Clerk

787) APOLGIES FOR ABSENCE:

Cllr. J. Seymour (T&W Borough Council).

789) DECLARATION OF INTEREST:

Cllr. J. Whittle declared a personal interest in the UK Coal planning application because she lived in close proximity to the site.

790) Members of the public presented theIR concerns and observations on the UK Coal planning application:

There were about 20 parishioners present, the majority from New Works.

Mr. Judson (Friends of the Ercall) was concerned that dust had a three mile fall-out and was a health hazard.  He also pointed out that the area was a major tourist attraction.  He pointed out that over 180 birch trees would be destroyed by the haul road;  that the audit mine was a bats roosting site and that there were deer in the locality.  He was also concerned that the void could become a landfill site.

Mr. Peter Thomas pointed out that there were mine shafts in close proximity to their properties and that blasting may unsettle them; some houses were built on sandstone and come on clay.  The area had been mined up to the road.  His concern was from a safety point of view.

Mr. Vernon Plim requested a detailed document responding to the application with a firm rebuttal.  He asked local people to write to T&W to show the strength of opposition to the UK Coal application.

Mr. Judson informed the meeting that letters sent to the Shropshire Star had not been published and wondered why.  It was suggested that Peter Johnson, the Chief Reporter, be contacted.

Mrs. Hilary Betts discussed the energy issues and that 900,000 tons of coal would produce 2,000,000,000 kilowatt hours of electricity.  She suggested a Switch-off Campaign and that a campaign for a total of 24 hours switch off would save the equivalent of the coal used from the open cast mine.

Mrs. Sheila Hutchison expressed concern over the transport of the coal and clay and that some lorries, to avoid congestion at the Horsehay junction, may go through the village and down to the motorway via Willowmoor.  She suggested the imposition of a seven and half ton weight limit on the road to prevent this happening.  She was also concerned about congestion on local roads and the impact that it would have on tourism, the local economy and health issues.

Mrs. Elaine Gandy suggested orchestrating a major publicity campaign against the UK Coal planning application.  She also expressed concerns over health issues and blasting.

Concerns were also raised about the aftercare of the site and the proposal to build, at a future date, on the northern part of the site.  The community had seen so many promises made in the past about restoration that had come to nothing.

791) The Parish Council, having agreed to oppose the planning application DC/W2007/1648 (Full Planning) regarding the proposed Huntington Lane surface mine site, involving the working of coal and fireclay, restoration and aftercare, will consider and prepare its written response to the application.
Cllr. Ed Roberts said that matters which are not directly planning concerns need to be raised on a wider agenda.

Cllr. Debbie Goodman had concerns about rights of way.

Cllr. Pat Hutchings presented a paper outlining a number of issues:

1. Dust Pollution: particulate matter less than 10 microns diameter [PM10] has a significant effect on respiratory symptoms, skin and eye conditions in children living close to open cast sites [up to 750m from the active operations]. Entec admit “potential for a small increase in PM10” and have used dust receptors only 200m and 500m from dust generating activities.  This is too limited a distance.

2. Visual Pollution: the scar on the landscape will deter leisure visitors and future investment in the area.

3. Downward multiplier effect on the local economy:  we have suffered the blight of coal mining threats for more than 10 years with the Short Woods, Dawley Road and Dawley 2 applications as well as the working at Candles and Simons Site.  This has suppressed house prices in New Works and some residents claim that their houses are unsaleable.

4. Violation of AONB: This area was designated to ensure its protection and to allow mining within it would set a dangerous precedent.

5. Danger of undergrounds fires: working the coal would increase the risk of underground fires by allowing oxygen into the remaining coal seams.

6. Groundwater: UK Coal, in spite of their assurances, will not give a guarantee regarding the water supply to Willowmoor. Backfill at the northern end will be below the water table but there is no strategy to neutralize the acidic water.

7. Biodiversity: The Shropshire Badger Group has not been consulted and there are sets on the site.

8. Site Restoration: In the Non Technical Summary Entec have less to say on this topic than any other.  Past experience indicates that sites designated “brown field” have potential for housing or other developments.  Even if restoration were to be very successful it would be many years before the green and pleasant land that is the lungs of Telford would be regained.

9. Noise: reversing bleepers do not blend into background traffic noise. “Noise levels would exceed the MPS2 criteria at 4 individual receptors” (Entec), that they do not consider this to be significant is not good enough.

10. Alternatives: if all the coal extracted went to Ironbridge it would only supply 20% of its weekly requirement for 2 years 8 months.  The entire 900,000 tons would only last Ironbridge for 26 weeks.  The figures for Rugeley are that it would only supply 10% for 2 years and 8 months or the whole 900,000 would last 12.8 weeks.  How can so much disruption be justified for so little gain?

11. Traffic/mineral transportation: would use the main commuter route.  The number of HGV’s leaving the site has to be added to those already coming from the Candles landfill, S.P. Holdings traffic, local traffic, traffic short cutting from the A5 and M54 and farm vehicles.  The road is already breaking up and physically is not made to carry this traffic. The A5223 junction is already difficult.  HGV’s cause further noise and dust.

12.  Cumulative Effects: UK Coal wrongly dismisses the cumulative effects of coal working in the area.  The vast majority of residents are the same as they have been unable to sell their homes and they have endured coal workings at Candles, Smalley Hill, Simons Site Swan Farm and Coalmoor plus the constant us of the landfill site.

Cllr. Debbie Peace was concerned about noise at night and when maintenance work would be done.

George Chancellor was invited to make a presentation to the Council as he had dealt with the Dawley 2 application.

He made the following points:

1. LWPC needs to present a document addressing the three specific policies: Minerals Local Plan, the T&W Structure Plan and the Wrekin Local Plan.

2. In policy 2 we need to dispute the market’s need for coal.  Regarding clay there is a 1.5m ton fire clay site operating at Broseley.

3. Policy M5(B), the destruction of part of the AONB drives a “coach & horses” through the planning policy.

4. The object of having sites designated as ancient monuments is to preserve the sites and their history.

5. There are 2 listed buildings adjacent to the site.

6. The Lydebrook Dingle is a triple SSI and any acidity in the water would have a negative effect.

7. Policy M5(C) is regionally and locally important as it relates to Limekiln Wood.

8. Policy M7; there are only 40 jobs directly related to the site, not 90.  Are they really quality jobs as stated? They are not skilled jobs.  How many local people would be employed?

9. The Community Fund is inadequate.

10. The transport of the minerals via Dog in the Lane to Horsehay presents many serious issues.

11. M21 is a Key Policy; address that the effect on the area is unacceptable as there has been a succession of open cast working over the years plus the Candles landfill site.

12. Policy M21(D), UK Coal cannot meet any of the requirements.

13. To reclaim the site would take 10+ years or a generation.

14. The coal remaining is part of the industrial landscape which it is important to maintain and preserve.  The agricultural land may be of poor quality but it is of great ecological value.

15. Our object should be to persuade T&W to reject the application.

It was agreed that the Parish Council would put together a document opposing the application and this should be structured according to the key policies.

It was agreed that the Clerk should contact Dave Coxill to ascertain the time frame during which the response must be received by T&W.

It was agreed that the Chair, Vice Chair and the Clerk would put together the framework and structure for the Council’s response and then  the whole Council would meet to write and agree the final document.

Cllr. Debbie Goodman asked what other things we could do.  Suggestions included liaison with other local councils and Friends of the Ercall, local publicity including drip feeding to the press information every week to keep a high profile.
