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May 31st 2016

Dear Oliver,
Planning Application ES/3379 Proposed Development from Island Gas Limited: To develop a hydrocarbon wellsite and to drill up to two exploratory wells for a temporary period of up to three years at land off Springs Road, Misson.
Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2011 – Submission of supplementary information requested by Nottinghamshire County Council under Regulation 22.
Thank you for consulting Misson Parish Council (MPC) with regard to the above Regulation 22 submission from Island Gas Limited (IGas). MPC considered the information at an extraordinary meeting on Tuesday May 24th, 2016. 
Please find the MPC response below. 
We would refer you back to the comments made in our initial response to the planning application submitted on December 23rd 2015 which are still valid and following consideration of the Regulation 22 responses, Misson Parish Council OBJECT to this application.
The Nottinghamshire County Council Regulation 22 requests are:
Development Details
To provide details of the depth of the proposed well head cellar.
Site Selection and Sequential Test
To provide the following information:
1. The desk study used to identify the most prospective areas;
2. The 3D seismic survey results and analysis which resulted in the two areas of search being chosen;
3. Clarification as to whether directional drilling to the identified targets from areas of lower flood risk would be possible;
4. Clarification as to why the area of land identified in Flood Zone 2 has not been identified as suitable in the site selection process.
Surface Water Run-off
Further information is required on the significant difference between the identified attenuation storage volume and that provided by the attenuation tank.
Ecology
Air Quality
Further information should be provided considering alternatives to the powering of drills or possible ways to reduce the emissions from the drills.
Drainage
Information should be provided to quantify the reduction in the amount of surface water flowing to the ditch network and to evaluate the effect this would have on the SSSI. Consideration should also be given to returning clean surface water to the drainage network or other possible measures to mitigate the reduction in water flows.
Groundwater Quality
An assessment of the septic tank should be undertaken to ensure that it has the requisite levels of treatment to deal with an increase in effluent volume and possible changes in water quality without causing pollution surface or groundwater. This assessment should consider the potential effects on the SSSI.
Birds
Justification is sought as to why breeding bird surveys have not been carried out in the SSSI and the surrounding area.
A further assessment should consider:
1. A review of noise impacts on breeding birds;
2. A consideration of noise impacts during construction, operation and decommissioning;
3. Mitigation measures.
Reptiles
1. The relative size of the reptile population should be quantified
2. Further consideration should be given to the potential impacts of ground borne vibration 
Bats
Confirmation is requested in the form of a reasoned statement that no bat roosts would be indirectly affected by the proposed development as a result of increased noise.
Site Selection
1. Confirmation is required of what criteria/distance thresholds were used to determine whether areas were ‘adjacent’ or not;
2. An explanation is to be provided regarding any weighting that was attributed to the selection criteria and if not, why this was not the case.
Traffic and Transportation
1. Further information has been requested about the vehicles that would pass over the level crossing. Details should include weights, speeds and lengths of the vehicles;
2. It should be demonstrated that all large vehicles travelling to and from the site are capable of safely navigating the preferred route and that there will be no impact on the integrity of bridges or drainage ditch crossings along this route.
Unexploded Ordnance
Clarification should be provided as to whether there is any risk from unexploded ordnance resulting from vibration generated by drilling activities.
Landscape and Visual Impact
1. Additional viewpoints photographs are requested to verify the conclusions reached in terms of magnitude of effect on visual amenity;
2. Consideration should be given to whether there are any structures or buildings of vertical significance (e.g. wind turbines) within the study area, with which there may be a cumulative impact.
Misson Parish Council concludes that the applicant has failed to satisfactorily address the following Regulation 22 requests:
· Site Selection and Sequential Test
· Air Quality
· Traffic and Transportation
· Unexploded Ordnance
· Landscape and Visual Impact

SITE SELECTION
Misson Parish Council believe that IGas has failed to provide sufficient evidence to justify their reasoning for site selection; has not provided full 3D seismic survey results resulting in the two areas of search being chosen and has not provided clarification as to whether directional drilling to the identified targets from areas of lower flood risk would be possible. IGas has therefore not answered the NCC Regulation 22 request.
The geology of the area has been cited as the prime factor for the choice of site as the 3D seismic survey on which IGas places so much importance, shows that the Gainsborough Trough thickens towards the northern part of the Petroleum Exploration and Development Licence (PEDL)
This does not necessarily preclude the site being located in another area where the shale is not as thick. IGas has submitted a second planning application for two exploratory wells at Tinker Lane which is in an adjacent PEDL approximately 8 miles away from the Springs Road site in Misson. This site has been selected on partly on the basis of existing 2D seismic data and IGas has made a business case decision not to undertake a 3D seismic survey prior to drilling these wells. We therefore conclude that the site selection criteria cited by IGas are not being applied in other PEDL areas and do not have the precedence suggested by the applicant. This is therefore a spurious argument not backed up by evidence.
Gaps are known to exist within the 3D seismic survey due to lack of landowner consent for access. IGas has extrapolated the results where such gaps exist. 
In 4.2.7 of their response IGas state in relation to the 3D Fold quality, “with 3D acquisition there is a reduction in seismic data towards the edge of the survey”.  
Professor David Smythe, in his objection submitted to NCC states in section 2.4.3 of his report that “…only within the area of subsurface coverage is the survey at its ‘full fold’, and therefore capable (in principle) of imaging all the structures below. Fold, or multiplicity of coverage, is the principal measure of the data quality”.  In Figure 3 of the Regulation 22 response, the data quality therefore diminishes progressively from 3-Fold at the centre of the area from where the survey was shot, to reduced fold at the edge. Both vertical and horizontal wells lie within this edge zone which will have poorer quality seismic data.
IGas assert in their Environmental Statement that the two areas of search “were defined as the best areas…for exploration from a reservoir and structure point of view having had regard to factors including geological structure and the thickness and depth of the target strata as identified in the 3D seismic survey”. IGas has consistently failed to provide full data from the 3D seismic survey as evidence to support this statement and to allow independent verification of their interpretation and conclusions.

As IGas has once again failed to provide the evidence to support their assertion it must be concluded that this evidence does not exist and the IGas argument is groundless.  IGas have failed in the principle requirement of meeting the site selection methodology and are not complying with the Sequential Test for Site Selection as set out in the NCC Minerals Planning Policy. 

In 4.2.8 of the response it is stated that “A possible stratigraphic feature was identified extending on an ESE-WSW alignment. This feature could represent a localised reef for example.” 
This stratigraphic feature that lies between the two areas of search needs more explanation. This is the area of the PEDL that has been subject to the most detailed search yet there is doubt as to the identification of one of the features it shows. The 3D Fold quality is a crucial element in the site selection yet it cannot accurately identify this “stratigraphic feature” that is closer to the centre of the survey area and in theory should be clearer.  It could be a fault.  As IGas geologists do not know, this raises further doubts as to the clarity of the seismic results relating to the identified site which lies at the very periphery of the survey area. If it is of sufficient concern for IGas geologists to omit this area (which is sandwiched between the two other areas of search) from consideration as a potential site, it casts doubt on the veracity of this reason for site selection. We believe this should be clarified.
4.2.15 IGas cite the following reasons for the choice of site:
 “The site benefits from an existing tarmacked direct access/egress from the highway network”. 
No mention is made of the constraints of the rural highway network leading to the access. Springs Road is an unclassified rural road with soft verges, liable to significant subsidence and not gritted in the winter months. It has width constraints at two pinch points – the Railway Crossing (5m width) and Snow Sewer Bridge (3.9m width). Springs Road is on average 2.3m narrower than Department for Transport’s criteria for a rural road. The proposed HGV traffic cannot safely travel the Springs Road and pass oncoming HGVs without damaging the highway and verges. This raises safety issues for all road users especially cyclists, pedestrians and equestrians. Additional abnormal loads will exacerbate such issues.
“The site is not located within any ecological designation”. 
It is a mere 125m from the highly sensitive Misson Carr SSSI and within a 2km radius of a further two SSSIs forming part of the Idle Valley Green Infrastructure corridor and a range of Local Wildlife Sites. MPC believe that the close proximity to the Misson Carr SSSI will result in significant and unacceptable negative impacts as a result of this development, a view supported by Nottinghamshire Wildlife Trust.
“The site has been previously developed”.
The site is an important Cold War heritage site which is a non-designated Heritage Asset and is an area of contaminated land with an unknown quantity of unexploded ordnance (UXO). The UXO issue is dealt with in more detail later in this response.
“The site is not located within an area of ‘high’ risk flooding”.
It is within Flood Risk Zone 3a which by definition is an area with a high probability of flooding. Planning Practice Guidance states that: “Only where there are no reasonably available sites in Flood Zones 1 or 2 should the suitability of sites in Flood Zone 3 be considered…”
The only other area of search was in a Flood Zone 2 which has been discounted on the grounds of lack of road access and temporary loss of agricultural land. No clarification has been offered as to whether directional drilling to the identified targets from areas of lower flood risk would be possible. IGas has failed to address THE fundamental question of the NCC Regulation 22 request – to provide evidence of the justification for Site Selection.
Our conclusion is that incomplete geological factors and a secure, convenient site, resulting in minimum outlay of expenditure to the applicant, carry far more weight than human, environmental and other major planning considerations such as Flood Risk Zone.
The site is located outside of any settlement boundary and benefits from existing screening from isolated residential properties in the vicinity”.
The existing screening will not be sufficient to prevent a severe impact on the visual amenity of the surrounding properties due to a 57m drill rig in place for 9 months along with the resulting emissions, noise and light pollution. 
The nearest occupied residential properties are Prospect Farm at 268 metres, Levels Farm at 288 metres, Range Farm at 570 metres,  April Cottage and Newlands Farm at approximately 555 metres and 610 metres,  Springs Farm Bungalow and Red House Farm at 875 metres and 890 metres, Springs Farm approximately 942 metres, Misson Springs Farm approximately 716 metres from the wellsite. 
MPC note that the applicant has not provided confirmation of what criteria/distance thresholds were used to determine whether areas were ‘adjacent’ or not to residential properties or the SSSI for example.


The site is not crossed by, or located unacceptably close to, a Public Right of Way (PROW).
Misson Parish Council do not agree with this statement. There are five public rights of way (PROW) which require use of the Springs Road highway to link to one another as used by walkers and equestrians. The rig and any screening will be unacceptably close to and therefore clearly visible from most of the rights of way around the site day and night given the low lying, flat character of the distinctive Carrland area. This will severely affect the leisure amenity for the users of the PROW and footpaths who enjoy the peace and tranquillity of such a rural setting. The amenity of the following will be significantly spoilt:
· Misson Footpath No. 5 – along the bank of the River Idle
· Misson Footpath No. 3 Nettleham Wells Farm
· Restricted Byway No. 11 – Brickyard Lane
· Bridleway No. 4 – Line Bank, Idle Stop in particular
· Bridleway No. 8 – Brackenhill Lane, Seeps Lane
· Bridleway No. 9 – Low Deeps Lane
· Bridleway No. 10 – Middlewood Lane
· Bridleways 8, 9 and 10 link to Springs Road)
· BOAT No. 12 – Bank End Road to Wroot.
MPC therefore conclude that IGas has not demonstrated that the key criteria relating to site selection have been met.   IGas has failed to provide a clear weighting in their site selection process as requested by NCC and have omitted any justification for this. We suggest that there is no such supportable justification and as a result IGas has failed to meet NCC Minerals Planning Policy in their Site Selection Methodology. 
ECOLOGY
Air Quality
MPC do not consider that sufficiently high weighting has been attached to the air quality impacts that would potentially arise from this development. IGas modelling predicts significant process contribution (PC) of nitrogen deposition within the SSSI. 
NCC requested that further information should be provided considering alternatives to the powering of drills or possible ways to reduce the emissions from the drills. IGas has failed to address this question. 
The applicant has stated that: “There are no alternatives for powering the drill and generators but on confirming the precise drill to be used the generators will be assessed and all options to reduce air emission will be assessed and where appropriate employed”. The output of the each of the Caterpillar diesel generators for the drill, of which there are likely to be 4, is 1.2 MW. Each one of these V12 diesel engine with a displacement of 51.8 litres, is the equivalent of 30 average diesel motor cars with the consequent emissions and these will be in use 24/7.  (Appendix 1) The NOx emissions quoted are presumably for new equipment and will be variable on the age and maintenance history of the units. IGas has not provided any information on the possibilities for mitigation measures to reduce these emissions. Assuming that under EU emissions regulations this equipment conforms to the latest standard, the scope for further mitigation measures are limited or non-existent. We find it difficult to understand how the impacts of local agricultural practices can approach anywhere near these high levels of emissions in terms of duration and extent, as suggested by the applicant. Against this background the agricultural contribution must be relatively insignificant. Other factors such as the direction of the prevailing winds from west to east driving emissions towards the SSSI, have not be considered. The remainder of the “updated assessment” within Technical Note C Supplementary Ecological Information Section 2.0 merely reiterates the Air Quality Impact Assessment already within the Environmental Statement. There is no new information.
It is not clear how the air quality will be measured and monitored over the course of the construction and drilling phases bearing in mind that the air quality assessment concludes that “there would be temporary damaging effects on the Misson Training Area SSSI”. 
MPC consider that the impact of the proposed development on air quality would be significant. The “temporary” nature of the proposals consistently used as mitigation and dilution of potential impacts in the application (32 references in the Response) should not be an admissible form of mitigation. Development which has demonstrable potentially harmful and unacceptable impacts should not be reclassified as acceptable due to its reversibility or short term duration. There is no precedent within the NPPF or NCC MLP to support this. 
Should consent be granted, MPC would ask that a condition be imposed  that requires a review of emission mitigation options on confirmation of the drill rig to be used and also ongoing regular monitoring of air quality in the area. This will also require an appropriate baseline study of air quality to be undertaken in advance of the Applicant commencing development. The fact that the area is not in an Air Quality Management Area is not an acceptable reason to dismiss air monitoring measures for emissions. 

Birds, Bats, Water Voles and Greater Crested Newts
We fully agree with the comments in the response submitted by Janice Bradley of the Nottinghamshire Wildlife Trust in connection with the Regulation 22 request and make no further comment.

TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION
Misson Parish Council make the following comments:
· Swept path illustrations are provided of how low loaders, articulated vehicles and mobile cranes will negotiate the four potential constraints on the preferred Route A.
·  The Snow Sewer Drain Bridge shown on the “Springs Road Narrowing Swept Path Analysis” is less than 4m wide and limited to a single carriageway to all 4 wheeled vehicles. MPC has concern that some of the loads may be wider than the low loader itself. At this time, the applicant is unable to say what rig and equipment will be used so cannot provide their width, length and weights. It is therefore impossible to assess the impact of such vehicles on the bridges, crossings, ditches and culverts. 
· The Beech Hill Railway Level Crossing shown on the “Springs Road Rail Crossing Swept Path Analysis” only shows an unloaded low loader and the swept path analysis for the Rail Crossing itself has been omitted. The response is therefore incomplete and this analysis should be completed for such a contentious point on the access road.
· There is no information regarding necessary pull in and waiting areas on either side of the level crossing. These will be required if oversize vehicles need to wait to use the Level Crossing. Significant delay for other road users may occur along with impact on road safety during such waiting times, particularly if trying to overtake the stationary low loaders.
· The response does not provide information to demonstrate that there will be no impact on the integrity of bridges or drainage ditch crossings along the preferred Route A. No evidence is provided as to the weight limit of such crossings, the width capacity and the effect of a significant increase in HGV traffic over time on the integrity of the crossings. This should be addressed.
· In response to question raised in the Regulation 22  Request about the movement of abnormal loads via the level crossing, the applicant is still in discussions with Network Rail and as yet has not reached any agreement. No evidence has been provided to support the statement that Network Rail is satisfied that the drilling equipment can be moved to and from the site, subject to certain safeguards, via the designated route. A Traffic Management Plan has not yet been submitted.
· To ensure that none of this traffic attempts to access the site via Misson village the planning condition applied to the application to drill the groundwater monitoring boreholes (NCC Planning Ref. No. 1/15/01034/CDM) should be extended to cover this proposal from the initial installation through to final dismantling, removal of the rig and remediation/restoration.
· Within the Regulation 22 Request, no additional information was sought about the additional traffic movements generated on an ongoing basis for the duration of this proposal. Concerns about the veracity of the traffic data presented by the applicant in the initial application have been raised with NCC Highways. 
· We consider that the applicant should be conditioned to make good any damage or dilapidation to the carriageway arising from HGVs attempting to pass each other along this narrow road and have in place facilities to clean the road of any mud deposited as a consequence of vehicles running onto the verge.

UNEXPLODED ORDNANCE
Misson Parish Council believe that IGas has failed to provide clarification as to whether there is any risk from unexploded ordnance resulting from vibration generated by drilling activities and have therefore failed to answer the NCC Regulation 22 request.
Battle Area Clearance, Training, Equipment and Consultancy (BACTEC) carried out a Preliminary Unexploded Ordnance Risk Assessment (PUORA) as part of the IGas application which states that when assessing old military airfield sites:
“The ‘housekeeping’ of such sites, especially those which were active and operational during WW11, was often poor. Experience has shown that on and around many such facilities, ordnance was lost, burnt, buried or otherwise discarded. Live and expended munitions are regularly encountered on such sites. The proximity of the site to the recorded location of military airfield facilities increases the risk that there may be unexploded ordnance in the area. This should be more fully investigated”.
The NCC Regulation 22 request asks that “clarification should be provided as to whether there is any risk from unexploded ordnance resulting from vibration generated by drilling activities”.
The response confirms that “there is a potential risk resulting from vibration during drilling activities”.
The BACTEC PUORA in Volume 4 of the Technical Appendices, BACTEC state that:
“There are potential sources of UXO recorded in BACTEC’s historical database in proximity to the site. It is recommended that further research is undertaken to determine more about these potential sources and how they may have affected the site. Given the proximity of these sources, the risk on site from UXO is considered to be Medium”.
However, on the final page of the BACTEC report, the risk of UXO based on bombing density at the proposed site is shown to be high. (Appendix 2) This is confusing and inconsistent and calls into question the accuracy and credibility of the whole report. Misson Parish Council consider this to be an unacceptable level of risk. 
BACTEC recommended that a full Explosive Ordinance Desktop Study be undertaken. Instead, IGas has merely submitted a text book approach outlining what options may be available to them in terms of possible pre-drilling surveys. MPC note that further work to identify any risk from UXO resulting from vibration generated by drilling activities may only be done immediately prior to drilling once planning consent has been obtained. It is noted that BACTEC’s recommendation appears to be on the basis that the site was an airfield, rather than an operational target for training bomber crews, which would clearly represent a higher risk. It was one of only two sites on the UK Mainland that used live ordnance for training purposes. We consider that it is essential that further work is completed as part of the planning application to determine if any UXO is present and to assess its risk before planning consent is determined. Failing this, it is should be conditioned as part of any planning consent.
Anecdotal Evidence
BACTEC also state that: “Historical records indicate a negligible level of bombing density from WW11. If there is empirical evidence of UXB risk (i.e. anecdotal evidence) then please contact BACTEC for further advice”.
This ignores the fact that RAF Misson was a target ground for bombing crews based at RAF Lindholme and RAF Finningley. They have only assessed the risk of German bombs.
Anecdotal evidence of unexploded bomb (UXB) risk has not so far been submitted. We now provide this.
The link below is a newspaper article from 2002 which reports on the discovery of a bomb ploughed up by a local farmer working on land adjacent to the site. This was dealt with by an Army Bomb Disposal Squad. This was not the first time that bombs had been found on the land in the surrounding area which had been used as a bombing training ground and dumping site by bombing aircraft returning to base during WW11. 
http://www.retfordtoday.co.uk/news/local/army-blows-up-wartime-bomb-1-846944
A Misson resident provided testimony that gives information on the amount of UXO encountered and the type of clearance that was undertaken. (Appendix 3) We have selected some significant quotes.
“The 10 lb bombs often were dug up with the sugar beet, this was even after land was cleared to 15 feet deep by RAF bomb disposal team”.
“They were clearing to a depth of 15 feet but a man told me that any bombs they found under any native species of trees could not be removed regardless of the state of the bombs beneath it. If they could not disarm them they had to leave them where they were. They will still be there today, all sizes of bombs some were 250 lb bombs, they were all over”. 
On the east side of the Rocket Site and on the SSSI, there was an area called Silver Birch Avenue, which has not been cleared at all because the bomb disposal men told us it was too expensive to do it”.
“It was Misson Bombing Ground before the war and from then on there have been thousands and thousands of bombs dropped on there. They don’t all go off. You have to remember it was a practice site and so that meant the bombs were dropped in practice and there would have been a high miss rate.  They would have been new recruits, novices, so the bombs often missed the targets and went everywhere often by a long way. People told me that ‘these novice airmen couldn’t hit a barn door if they were sat on the sneck’”.
“My fear is that I am sure that there is still a large and unknown quantity of live bombs still in the area of the Rocket Site.  The RAF men told us that a lot of bombs will have travelled deep, deeper than in the areas they cleared to 15 feet and deeper than any plough can dig. They travelled deep because the land is soft. If they start to drill who knows what they hit or what the vibrations from all the generators and drilling will set off”.
Freedom of Information Request to the Ministry of Defence.
A Freedom of Information Request (FOI) to the Ministry of Defence (Appendix 4) also provided some significant information:
“The bombing range at Misson was used from 1934 until 1958.
The approximate volume of bombs that were dropped or otherwise discharged onto the former Misson bombing range is unknown.  However, during the period 1952 to 1958 the nearby former RAF Lindholme, dropped approximately 100,000 25lb practice bombs.  This number does not include any other bombs or flares”. (Historical evidence suggests that bombs up to 1000 lbs were dropped by aircraft stationed throughout Lincolnshire and Yorkshire).
The approximate volume of bombs that were recovered by RAF Bomb Disposal during the period 1959 to 1979 is listed in the following table.  Please note that this is not representative of the overall volume of ordnance dropped on the range as any high explosive/incendiary item that functioned as designed will not feature on clearance certificates.

	Item
	Quantity
	Mass

	Bombs Aircraft
	4537
	228,837.5 lbs 
(Average 50 lbs)

	Bomb Fuzes (sic)
	1091
	Not known

	Ammunition Aircraft
	 144
	Not known

	Pyrotechnics Aircraft
	4674
	Not known

	Land Service Ammunition (SAA, Mortars, Grenades)
	44097
	Not known

	Miscellaneous Aircraft Explosive Cartridges
	4670
	Not known

	Explosive Fill
	71½ Ib 
	71½ lb



The approximate “miss” rate of bombs and other explosives that were intended to land in the bombing range area, but landed outside is unknown”. 
It is well known that bombing aiming techniques were notoriously imprecise.
Using the above data, it can be calculated that approximately 400,000 bombs were dropped on or around the former bombing range and surrounding area equating to 10,000,000 lbs of explosives.
The MoD states that RAF Bomb Disposal recovered 4,500 aircraft bombs of a total tonnage of 29,000 lbs between 1959 and 1979 averaging 50 lb per bomb. If 50 lbs is a representative weight, then the explosive dropped on or around the former bombing range and surrounding area could equate to as much as 20,000,000 lbs.
It would be expected that the majority of practice bombs exploded as intended but given the period over which the site was used as a bombing range, its use to train crews and the likely volume of total ordnance dropped, the risk of encountering UXO at the proposed site cannot be dismissed. Therefore BACTEC’s assessment of “a negligible risk from air-delivered bombs at this site” is clearly incorrect.
Subsequent clearances we believe were only to a depth of 15 feet to allow a return of the land to agricultural use.
As a result of the above evidence, we consider that the preliminary report by BACTEC is inadequate and incomplete and that further detailed surveys and assessment should be carried out to assess the level of risk from UXO due to the vibration from drilling activities.
In conclusion, MPC can find no evidence that any further detailed assessment has been made or any clarification offered as to the possible presence of UXO and its risk from drilling vibration. We therefore conclude that IGas has failed to address this concern and should be required to answer the question in full.
MPC believe that based on the evidence above, such development on the site carries an unacceptably high risk of significant harm due to the risk of explosion to the health and safety of residents, workers and members of the public and we feel this should carry significant weight in the planning determination.




LANDSCAPE AND VISUAL IMPACT
The photomontages presented by IGas are inadequate and do not represent the impact from the Springs Road and the loss of visual amenity for those residents nearest to the site.
MPC consider that there will be an unacceptable impact on the local environment in terms of visual amenity. A rig which is 57m and 18m wide with accompanying acoustic screening and 24/7 lighting will be clearly visible for miles around due to the very flat nature of the  landscape.
We do not accept that the proposals are in accordance with the policies in the emerging Nottinghamshire Minerals Plan in particular MP12 Hydrocarbon Minerals; DM1 Protecting Local Amenity and DM5 Landscape Character.
No consideration has been given by IGas to the cumulative impact arising from the proposed development on structures or buildings of vertical significance in the study area. As MPC has previously stated, assessment of the views to and from the principle churches in the settlement has not been undertaken. IGas has failed to address this issue when they assert that “there are no structures of vertical significance within the study area with which there may be a cumulative impact”. We disagree. There are 3 Grade 1 listed churches in MIsson, Haxey and Finningley as well as a water tower in Westwoodside”. 

EMERGENCY SERVICES INVOLVEMENT IN THE CASE OF UNTOWARD ACCIDENT OR INCIDENT
In the Environmental Statement it is stated that:
16.3.10 “Preliminary consultation with Nottinghamshire Fire and Rescue Service has been undertaken and their advice on the most appropriate form of security containment for this development will be incorporated into the EPR” (Emergency Preparedness and Response Procedure)
A response from [Nottinghamshire Fire and Rescue Service] to a FOI request dated 18th April 2016 asking for information regarding emergency services involvement that would be necessary in the case of adverse incident, action plans and risk assessment states that “Nottinghamshire Fire and Rescue has not been consulted” on the IGas application ES/3379. (Appendix 5)
PLANNING POLICY
MPC believes that the application fails to comply with the following policies in the new Nottinghamshire Minerals Local Plan – Submission Draft February 2016. We note that all applications must be determined own its own merits but we feel that the future plans of IGas to recover gas in economically viable quantities should be considered. To say that the proposal do not compromise extraction and that this is only an exploration phase is disingenuous. If gas is found in exploitable amounts then the applicant should address this part of the policy in MP12.3 by explaining in this application exactly what their future plans would be in this case i.e. “consistent with an overall scheme enabling the full development of the resource…”


Policy MP12: Hydrocarbon Minerals
Exploration
MP12.1 Proposals for hydrocarbon extraction will be supported provided they do not give rise to any unacceptable impacts on the environment or residential amenity.

Appraisal
MP12.2 Where hydrocarbons are discovered, proposals to appraise, drill and test the resource will be permitted provided they are consistent with an overall scheme for the appraisal and delineation of the resource and do not give rise to any unacceptable impacts on the environment or residential amenity.
Extraction
MP12.3 Proposals for the extraction of hydrocarbons will be supported provided they are consistent with an overall scheme enabling the full development of the resource and do not give rise to unacceptable impacts on the environment or residential amenity.
Restoration
MP12.5 All applications for hydrocarbon development will be accompanied with details of how the site will be restored back its original use once the development is no longer required.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
MPC consider that the application and response to the Regulation 22 request fail to supply sufficient evidence to demonstrate that the development can be undertaken in a satisfactory manner to ensure that there is not an unacceptable impact on the environment or amenity.
We believe that the proposal fails to comply with policies in the Nottinghamshire Minerals Local Plan Draft 2016 and the Adopted Local Minerals Plan 2005: 
MP.12 Hydrocarbon Minerals
M3. Visual Intrusion
M3.7 Dust and Air Quality
M3.13 Vehicular Movements
M3.17 Biodiversity
M3.18 Special Areas of Conservation (SSSI)
M.20 Regional and Local Designated Sites
M3.27 Cumulative Impact
Insufficient clarification has been provided as to the site selection and the response does not demonstrate that all of the key criteria above are met and that the Springs Road is an appropriate site.
[bookmark: _GoBack]The siting of the development in a Flood Risk Zone 3a continues to be a significant concern and we do not believe that sufficient evidence has been provided to prove that the development could be in a lower Flood Risk Zone. MPC therefore conclude that IGas has not demonstrated that the key criteria relating to site selection have been met.   IGas has failed to provide a clear weighting in their site selection process as requested by NCC and have omitted any justification for this. We suggest that there is no such supportable justification and as a result IGas has failed to meet NCC Minerals Planning Policy in their Site Selection Methodology and are not complying with the Sequential Test for Site Selection. 

MPC consider that air quality concerns resulting from this development bearing in mind that “there would be temporary damaging effects on the Misson Training Area SSSI” should be given a higher weighting. The applicant’s suggestion of mitigating measures for generator emissions seems unfeasible. The “temporary” nature of the proposals should NOT be used as an acceptable mitigating factor. 
Traffic and transportation concerns still exist and have not yet been resolved. We suggest that a bond be requested from the applicant as a condition of any planning consent to cover reparation of damage to highways and verges.
Evidence of advice and information provided by Nottinghamshire Fire and Rescue regarding management of untoward accident and incident should be sought.
MPC consider that the risk to persons and property from UXO is unacceptably high and that the assessments carried out are incomplete, incorrect and lack credibility. BACTEC has not identified that the area was a training site and firing range. We believe that extensive further work is required.
IGas have been disingenuous in this application through their failure to articulate their plans for future development to exploit the potential gas resource which may have significant and negative cumulative impacts.
As a result of the above, Misson Parish Council conclude that the information provided by the applicant fails to provide a satisfactory response to the Regulation 22 request from NCC and that IGas has not submitted sufficient evidence to support their assertion that the proposed development can be undertaken without unacceptable impact upon the environment or local amenity. We believe that there are significant errors and omissions along with unsubstantiated conclusions and that IGas has not demonstrated that the likely adverse impacts have been adequately addressed. 

Misson Parish Council therefore OBJECT to the application.




Cllr. Vivienne Shilling
Chair of Misson Parish Council
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