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CAMBRIDGESHIRE & PETERBOROUGH MINERALS & WASTE CORE STRATEGY DPD
SCHEDULE OF MATTERS AND ISSUES FOR EXAMINATION

1. This Schedule of Matters and Issues for Examination has been drawn up to guide and focus the discussion at the Hearing sessions of the Examination and the Inspector’s consideration of written representations.  It has been prepared using the Planning Inspectorate’s Examining Development Plan Documents: Procedure Guidance, having regard to the representations made to the Core Strategy and a preliminary reading of the plan by the Inspector. 

2. The Schedule lists a series of questions on which the Inspector invites responses from the participants.  The questions are numbered for ease of reference.  Participants are not obliged to respond to the questions, but may rely on their original representations in relation to some or all.  If participants wish to rely only on their original representations, this approach should be confirmed with the Programme Officer.  A separate response statement is required for each Matter Hearing in which a participant is included. 
3. Details of the procedure have been published in the Notes for Guidance, copies of which have been sent to all representors.  Further copies are available from the Programme Officer and on the Cambridgeshire County Council’s Examination website.

4. All response statements should address the Matters & Issues for Examination. Responses from participants, both those attending the Hearing sessions and those wishing to make further written representations, should be limited to the topics and issues raised in their original representations.  This is not an opportunity to raise new matters, but only to elaborate on matters already raised.

5. The submission of late information or evidence can seriously disrupt the Hearing sessions and could disadvantage the participants, including the Inspector.  All material which participants wish to put before the Inspector or refer to at the Hearings or in writing should be submitted by the deadlines indicated.  

6. Those who support the plan may also comment on issues related to their original representations, if they wish.

7. Participants are reminded that the Examination focuses on the tests of soundness set out in PPS12 (2008)(para 4.52).  Those opposing the Core Strategy, or elements of it, are expected to explain why it is unsound in terms of a specific soundness test and specify how the plan should be altered, with precise wording and clear evidence to support this course of action. 

8. Please note that not all matters and issues will be discussed at the Hearing sessions; this will partly depend on those who wish to have an oral hearing, and some matters will be dealt with by written representations.  Participants should let the Programme Officer know as soon as possible whether or not they wish to attend a particular session. 

9. Participants may refer to information in representations made earlier in the plan preparation process, but please note that the Inspector only has copies of the representations made at formal submission stage.  It is important that representations and responses include all the evidence and supporting material.  Where this is contained in Core Documents, it is sufficient to give the appropriate reference and paragraph numbers.

10. Where similar matters and issues arise in a number of sections of the plan, it is not necessary to repeat arguments in relation to them.  In the interests of brevity and clarity, participants are encouraged to make single responses to multiple questions in these circumstances, provided that the questions being addressed are identified. 

11. As a result of the responses received to the Schedule of Matters and Issues for Examination, detailed agendas for the Hearing sessions will be issued shortly before they commence.  It is unlikely that the Inspector will introduce new issues or questions that do not arise from the topics and issues identified.  

12. Where Hearing sessions are held, it is unlikely that they will be structured strictly in relation to the sections of the Core Strategy.  Rather they will address identified issues that may spread across a number of parts of the plan. 

PPS12 Tests of Soundness for Development Plan Documents

To be “sound”, a core strategy should be JUSTIFIED, EFFECTIVE and consistent with NATIONAL POLICY

JUSTIFIED means that the document must be:

· founded on a robust and credible evidence base;  and

· the most appropriate strategy when considered against the reasonable alternatives.

EFFECTIVE means that the document must be:

· deliverable

· flexible;  and 

· able to be monitored

MATTER 1
LEGAL REQUIREMENTS & PROCEDURAL MATTERS 

Under the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, [S20(5)(a)] an Inspector is charged with firstly checking that the Plan has complied with legislation.  This includes checking that it:

· has been prepared in accordance with the Local Development Scheme and in compliance with the Statement of Community Involvement and Regulations;

· has been subject to Sustainability Appraisal;

· has regard to national policy;

· conforms generally to the Regional Spatial Strategy*;  and 

· has regard to any Sustainable Community Strategy for its area.

*NB  Regional Spatial Strategy has recently been revoked, so this requirement no longer applies 

The following matters & issues may be relevant to all or to parts of the Plan.  If any representor wishes to make representations principally with respect to legal requirements, they should do so under this heading.

P1 Has the core strategy been prepared in accordance with the current Minerals & Waste & Local Development Scheme? 

P2 Has the strategy been prepared in compliance with the Statement of Community Involvement and met the minimum consultation requirements in the Regulations?  In particular, were all statutory consultees provided with an appropriate opportunity to contribute to the preparation of the document? 

P3
Does the core strategy harmonise with the priorities of local authorities’ Community Strategies, by setting out policies which deliver key components of these strategies in so far as they are consistent with strategic planning policy and the use and development of land? 

P4
Has the strategy been subject to Sustainability Appraisal, which has identified the process carried out, the baseline information used and the outcomes of the process? Has the Sustainability Appraisal provided a strategic input into the preparation of the Core Strategy and addressed the key sustainability issues and challenges in the Plan area? 

P5 Has an Appropriate Assessment been satisfactorily undertaken under the Habitats Directive [Articles 6(3)&(4)] relating to European sites? 

OTHER GENERAL ISSUES

These issues apply to all or most of the strategies and policies of the Core Strategy.  In the interests of brevity, they are not generally repeated but should nonetheless be addressed for each issue, where relevant.

G1
Is the core strategy consistent with national legislation, policy and guidance; and is there sufficient local justification for any policies which are not consistent with national planning policy? 

G2
Does the core strategy integrate effectively with plans prepared by other local planning authorities in the area (including adjoining planning authorities), and are cross-boundary issues properly addressed? 

G3
Does the core strategy take account of the relationship between policies in the plan and the requirements and infrastructure investment programmes of other agencies and service providers? 

G4
Does the CS relate to other relevant plans and strategies which influence the delivery of its proposals, including the Joint Municipal Waste Strategy?

G5
Do the strategies and policies reflect the Vision and relevant Objectives of the plan?

G6
Do the strategies and policies provide an adequate strategic basis for the Site Specific Proposals DPD and Supplementary Planning Documents? 

G7
Do the policies provide a clear steer for making development control decisions?

G8
Are the key indicators, targets and trigger points for the policies appropriate and effective as a basis of monitoring the delivery of the strategy over the Plan period?

G9
Are the policies sufficiently flexible to cope with changing circumstances?

Chapters 1 & 2
INTRODUCTION & BACKGROUND 

These chapters are contextual in nature.  Representations, whether on legal or soundness grounds, should be addressed under topic headings with, if necessary, an indication as to whether any consequential changes to these chapters are sought.

Chapters 3, 4 & 5
VISIONS & OBJECTIVES [CS1, CS2, CS3]
Main Issues:
Are the Spatial Visions soundly based, appropriate for Cambridgeshire and Peterborough, consistent with national policy, coherent with other plans and programmes, reflecting community views, and providing a sound basis for the strategic policies in the Core Strategy?  Are the objectives specific and locally distinctive, consistent with the spatial vision and do they provide an appropriate context for the detailed policies?

Most matters relating to the Visions and Objectives are considered under the relevant topic headings.  Where consequential changes are sought, representors should indicate this in their statements.  
MATTER 2
MINERALS SPATIAL STRATEGY 
Chapter 6

Main Issues:
Is the strategy for minerals provision levels soundly based?  Is it the most appropriate?  Does it provide a clear and appropriate framework for the identification of site allocations and for development management? 

SAND & GRAVEL
[CS1] [CS4] [CS5]
Quantity

M1
What is the basis for identifying the quantity of sand and gravel to be provided?  Does it reflect national guidance with respect to production and to the maintenance of landbanks?  Should it be expressed as an annual average?

M2
Does the Plan over- or under-estimate the requirement for sand and gravel having regard to the proposals for growth and the revocation of the Regional Spatial Strategy?  What is the basis of the element of flexibility?

M3
Should the policy [CS4] indicate when the additional production capacity should be available?

 Location / Spatial Strategy 

(other than the strategic allocation of Block Fen / Langwood Fen)

M4
What is the purpose of identifying the 3 production zones?  What is the basis for identifying them?  What is the basis of the split of capacity between the zones?  Is it justified? 

M5
What is the justification for excluding mineral extraction from the Ouse and Nene River Valleys?  Is the approach too rigid? Is it in line with national policy?  Could these areas make a contribution to mineral supply without compromising environmental objectives? 

M6
Is the emphasis and reliance placed on the Earith/ Mepal area appropriate?  Is the proposal deliverable?  Is the strategy flexible?  Is there sufficient certainty over the provision of infrastructure?  

M7
Is the commencement of the strategic site at Block Fen / Langwood Fen (and the delivery of the Plan) compromised by the allocation of a new site at Cottenham / Landbeach?  

M8
Should additional or alternative mineral reserves in the County be identified to meet the needs of the Central / Southern Zone?    Should the Plan identify further smaller sites to ensure that an adequate supply of minerals are available within that zone?

M9
Are the broad locations for extraction identified the most appropriate?  On what basis have they been chosen?  Do they deliver the strategic objectives of the plan?

M10 Are the broad locations identified appropriate having regard to the potential to affect the historic environment?

M11
Are the policies compliant with national policy with respect to the protection of biodiversity?

LIMESTONE 
[CS1] [CS6]

M12
Should the Core Strategy seek to maintain a landbank for limestone for the Plan period?

M13
Is the policy for limestone extraction in accordance national policy objectives and justified?

M14
What are the implications for supply of not making any allocations for limestone extraction?  Can supply be made from elsewhere?

M15
Should additional provision for limestone extraction be made?  Should the Plan recognise the potential for extensions to existing sites, to maintain production throughout the Plan period?

M16
Should the Plan give positive support for limestone extraction subject to meeting criteria?  Are the criteria for judging the acceptability of limestone extraction proposals appropriate?

M17
Are the identified constraints to future extraction insuperable?

BORROWPITS 
[CS11]
M18
Is the policy justified?  Should aggregates for infrastructure projects be sourced principally from permitted sites accessible via the strategic highway network? 

M19
Should the quantity of mineral obtained from borrow pits be strictly limited to the requirements of specific construction projects?  Should they also supply other nearby development in the short or longer term?  What are the advantages and disadvantages of the different approaches?  Should each be considered on its merits? 

M20
Does the policy exert sufficient control over restoration of borrowpits and importation of material for the purpose?  

M21
Is the policy consistent with Policy CS42 in terms of flexibility?

M22
Should Policy CS11 acknowledge the potential to supply minerals other than sand and gravel from borrowpits?

RECYCLED AND SECONDARY AGGREGATES 
[CS7 & CS7A]

M23
Are the targets achievable?

M24
Should the policy include targets for quantity of recycled / secondary aggregate to be produced and / or proportion of construction of construction & demolition waste to be recycled?

M25
Does the Plan provide sufficient guidance on the number and location of permanent recycling plants and their location; and criteria for the identification of suitable sites?

M26
Should other important strategic sites that recycle aggregates be identified, including those close to the main conurbations/growth areas?

OTHER MINERALS 

[CS8, CS9, CS10, CS12]

M27
Does the supporting text for brick clay [CS8] reflect national policy with respect to the length of landbanks?

M28
Should Policy CS8 expressly make provision for a 25 year landbank for each brickworks?

M29
Is the policy [CS12] of favouring existing sites for engineering clay extraction justified in terms of sustainability?  

M30
Should the Plan make an allocation for engineering clay extraction for the A14 proposals?

MINERAL EXTRACTION OUTSIDE ALLOCATED AREAS 
[CS13]

M31
Does the policy reflect national policy with respect to extensions to existing sites?  Should it incorporate flexibility to allow suitable extensions to such sites?

M32
Should the policy incorporate flexibility to allow for small scale schemes to come forward if there are supporting reasons why this should take place?

M33
Should the policy be expressly distinguished from Policy CS42?

RESTORATION & AFTERCARE OF MINERALWORKINGS 

[CS27]

M34
Are the requirements of CS27 too prescriptive / insufficiently flexible / insufficiently precise; and do they properly reflect the objectives of the plan?
M35
Should there be further detail as to who is responsible for aftercare and the means of ensuring it is carried out?

M36
Is it appropriate to require extended periods of aftercare?  

M37
Does the policy take appropriate account of the effect of restoration schemes on landscape, and features of historic and archaeological interest?

MATTER 3
WASTE SPATIAL STRATEGY 
Chapter 7

Main Issues:
Are the predictions for waste arisings for the various categories of waste and the need for management facilities soundly based and realistic? Does the Plan set out a planning strategy for sustainable development to enable sufficient opportunities for the provision of waste management facilities in appropriate locations and at appropriate times, in line with the plan’s strategic objectives and in accordance national policy and consistent with the Joint Municipal Waste Management Strategy?

Is the waste management strategy realistic and deliverable?

QUANTITY OF WASTE TO BE MANAGED

[CS14]

W1
Having regard to the proposals for growth and the revocation of the Regional Spatial Strategy, does the Core Strategy make provision for the management of appropriate quantities of the following wastes throughout the Plan period?  

· Municipal 

· Commercial & Industrial

· Construction & Demolition

· London Waste

· Hazardous

· Radioactive

· Waste Water

· Residual non-hazardous 

W2
Are the predicted quantities of waste justified, including by reference to forecasts of development growth / waste arisings minimisation / recovery / management capacity?

W3
Has the contribution from the PREL facility been correctly estimated?

W4
Is the Policy clear as to the quantity of landfill void required?

W5
Does the supporting text to Policy CS17 properly reflect the need for increase in WWTW capacity during the plan period?

MEANS OF MANAGING WASTE 
[CS14]

W6
Does the Core Strategy identify the appropriate means of waste management?  Is this justified and deliverable?  Would it meet appropriate targets?

· Treatment, including Energy from waste

· Materials recycling (mixed)

· Composting

· Inert waste recycling

· Inert landfill

W7
Has the Plan been informed by, and does it inform the Joint Municipal Waste Management Strategy?

W8
Has account been taken of the Cambridgeshire Household Recycling Strategy?

W9
Should reference be made to alternative technologies?

W10
Does the plan properly reflect the different applications and requirements of different technologies for managing green / food waste:  windrow composting / In Vessel composting / anaerobic digestion? 

W11
Should provision be made for hazardous waste disposal / landfill? [CS19]

W12
Should the Plan identify the quantity of Stable Non-Reactive Hazardous Waste capacity? [CS19]

LOCATION OF WASTE MANAGEMENT FACILITIES
 [CS15, CS16, CS18, CS19, CS21]

W13
Is the spatial strategy for municipal waste justified and has it been subject to Sustainability Appraisal?

W14
Should the “Netwaste optimal areas of search” [CS15] be identified in the Plan?  Has this been subject to SA?

W15
Is the level of provision of HRCs appropriate to the level of growth proposed?

W16
Do the broad locations for HRCs take sufficient account of the effect on the historic environment? [CS16]

W17
Should there be fewer or a single major Household Recycling Centre for Cambridge?

W18
Should all new development contribute to the provision of HRCs?

W19
Is the proposal to develop a HRC on land to the South of Cambridge and at Cambridge East appropriate?

W20
Should policy CS18 (Waste Management Proposals Outside Allocated Areas) recognise the need to make additional provision if additional large-scale new developments were proposed?

W21
Should the plan include a specific policy for transfer stations rather than considering them under CS18?

W22
Is the approach to the provision waste management facilities for strategic development proposals appropriate and sufficiently clear? [CS18]

W23
Should the Plan include a policy supportive of non-hazardous landfill at Stable Non-Reactive Hazardous Waste Sites? [CS21]. Should it identify the quantity of SNRH waste capacity that is required in order to maintain 10 years capacity throughout the Plan period and the scale of extension that is appropriate is that which is necessary to sustain this.

LOW LEVEL RADIOCATIVE WASTE 

[CS44]

W24
How will the policy be applied in the absence of national guidance and Regional Strategy?

WASTE MINIMISATION, RE-USE AND RESOURCE RECOVERY 
[CS28]

W25
Is the draft SPD on Waste Management Design sufficiently robust to achieve the objectives of the policy?

W26
Is the requirement for temporary recycling facilities to be in place throughout the construction phases of major development too onerous?

W27
Should the plan indicate where the recycled material should be used?

W29
Is greater clarity required concerning the need for waste audits and strategies? 

W30
Should the derivation of the £300,000 development value threshold be explained?

W31
Is the policy sufficiently clear as to the requirements with respect to “bring sites”?

W32
Is the policy sufficiently flexible with respect to the management of waste during the construction of major developments?

THE NEED FOR WASTE MANAGEMENT DEVELOPMENT AND THE MOVEMENT OF WASTE 
[CS29]
W33
Is the strategy appropriate?  Should it:

· require demonstration of need for facilities?

· apply caps and limits, especially for landfill diversion development?

· seek to restrict waste types or tonnages?

· impose restrictive catchment conditions?  Are they justified?  Would they be enforceable?  What is the relationship between them and the importation of London Waste?

MATTER 4
BLOCK FEN / LANGWOOD FEN (EARITH/MEPAL) MINERALS & WASTE ALLOCATIONS
[CS5, CS7, CS20, CS23]

[some of these matters may be addressed in general under other headings]
EM1
Are the strategic allocations justified:

· for sand and gravel extraction [CS5]? 

· for temporary recycling [CS7]?

· for inert landfill [CS20]?

EM2
Are the allocations sustainable and consistent with Policies CS22 (Climate Change) and CS23 (Sustainable Transport of Minerals & Waste)?  Should the plan promote alternative transport methods for the minerals and wastes proposals at Mepal/Block Fen?  Is the site well located to serve the new growth/development areas and for future recreational uses?  Has sufficient consideration been given to alternative sites closer to the main conurbations / growth areas?  

EM3
Would the allocations further increase traffic volumes and necessitate infrastructure improvements to the A142?  Are they justified by reference to highway design, strategic function, safety and capacity?

EM4
Should the policy require full cost benefit analysis / comprehensive environmental assessment, before the proposal is allowed to proceed?

EM5
Is Policy CS32 too restrictive with regard to the access?  Should the Plan include provision for a new access from the A142 and preclude use of other roads?

EM6
Should the Plan provide for road infrastructure improvements in advance of development?

EM7
What are the implications of the allocations for residential amenity, noise and pollution?  Should the policy include provisions covering these matters? 

EM8
Is the requirement for back hauling agreements justified and flexible?

EM9
Should the Plan require provision of infrastructure improvements for educational & recreational afteruses? 

EM10Does Policy CS5 reflect national policy regarding the protection of designated sites, protected species and wider biodiversity?  Should the Plan make explicit reference to the requirements for project level HRA?

MATTER 5
POLICIES FOR BOTH MINERALS & WASTE
SAFEGUARDING
Main Issue:
Is the approach to safeguarding mineral resources and mineral and waste related development soundly based, appropriate for Cambridgeshire and Peterborough, consistent with national policy and capable of implementation?
MINERALS SAFEGUARDING AND CONSULTATION AREAS 
[CS25, CS26 & Appendix D]

S1
Is the approach to mineral safeguarding / mineral consultation areas consistent with national policy?  Would it lead to unnecessary sterilisation of mineral?

S2
Should all main Mineral Consultation Areas be identified in the Core Strategy (including land at Kings Delph and Saxon Brickworks)? 

S3
Should the consultation criteria also refer to land draft land allocations?

S4
Is the geographic definition of the MCAs and MSAs appropriate?  Is the extent of the MSA in the North West Cambridge Area Action Plan area, and in Peterborough justified, effective or consistent with national policy?

S5
Should Block Fen/Langwood Fen be identified as a strategic MSA / MCA?

S6
Is the system of consultation for MCAs and MSAs appropriate? Should the consultation criteria for also refer to draft land allocations?

S7
Is the Policy (CS25) sufficiently clear about the lack of presumption about mineral working in MSAs?

S8
Is the threshold for consultation in the MSA appropriate?

WASTE CONSULTATION AREAS
[CS30]

S9
Should the Waste Consultation Area apply to existing premises?

S10
Is the 250 metres consultation distance justified?

S11
Is the policy unclear as to the consultation distance with respect to areas of search for future waste development?

S12
Is the WCA Policy consistent with the additional guidance contained in the SPD (buffer zones)?  Should it be more flexible?

S13
Should Block Fen/Langwood Fen be identified as a strategic WCA?

S14
Is the policy too restrictive with respect to the effect on industrial uses? 

S15
Would WCAs in the Cambridge Northern Fringe East site / Addenbrookes Hospital restrict development of this area?

S16
Is the policy inconsistent with the designation of WCAs at Kings Dyke & Saxon Brickworks on the inset maps?

WASTE WATER TREATMENT WORKS SAFEGUARDING AREAS 
[CS17, CS31]

S17 
Is a Safeguarding Area of 400 metres justified? 

S18  Should the safeguarding also relate to allocated and permitted sites consistent with Policy CS43?

S20  
Is Policy CS31 ambiguous with respect to its application to new and expanded WWTWs?

S21  Is the limitation with respect to buildings normally occupied by people too restrictive or insufficiently defined?

S22
Would the safeguarding area to the Cambridge WWTW restrict redevelopment of the Northern Fringe East site?

MATTER 6
SUSTAINABLE TRANSPORT & SUSTAINABILITY (inc DESIGN) & CLIMATE CHANGE,
[CS22, CS23, CS24]

Main Issue:

Are the policies with respect to climate change, the sustainable design and use of resources, and encouraging sustainable transport movements soundly based, appropriate for Cambridgeshire & Peterborough, consistent with national policy and capable of implementation?

SUS1
Does the Plan seek sufficiently to address the minimisation of emissions between quarries and delivery points?  

SUS2
Does the plan sufficiently take account of the potential for harm from road traffic to the environment (including climate change)?

SUS3
Has the Plan fully evaluated the potential of using more sustainable transport modes for minerals e.g. by rail, water and conveyor?

SUS4
Would the promotion of greater use of rail have environmental consequences (eg increased noise)?  

SUS5
Has the support for alternative methods of transport been justified by reference to cost?   Should the Plan recognise that there are instances where transporting minerals and waste other than by road is not economical or practical?

SUS6
Should the Plan require minerals & waste proposals to be accompanied by a Transport Assessment?

SUS7
Should the Plan set a maximum distance for the road haulage of minerals & waste? 

SUS8
Should carbon off-set measures be considered only once a full range of other measures to reduce emissions have been employed?  Are the benefits deliverable?

SUS9
Should reference been made to development generating renewable energy?

SUS10
Should the Plan sufficiently acknowledge limitations on the use of Sustainable Drainage systems and their benefits on ameliorating climate change?

SUS11
Is Policy CS24 inconsistent with the (draft) SPD on the Location & Design of Waste Management facilities?  Should reference be made to the DEFRA and CABE national waste facilities design guide?

TRAFFIC & HIGHWAYS 
[CS23, CS32]

(other than Block Fen / Langwood Fen allocations & sustainable transport)

T1
Are the traffic growth estimates underlying the Plan policies correct? 

T2
Are the policies enforceable?

T3
Should the CS include a routeing strategy for the whole plan area?  

T4
Should Policy CS32 explicitly incorporate the measures of para 11.5 and provide a mechanism for their enforcement?

T5
Should the Plan as a whole be subject to a cost-benefit and carbon life-cycle analyses? 

T6
Should a transport assessment be required to support planning applications?

T7
Does the Plan address the need to prevent HGV traffic from using minor roads and passing through rural settlements?  Does the policy properly take account of the impact of traffic on quality of life; impact on fenland villages; health effects; road safety; access; increase in traffic; noise; pollution; damage; vibration; mud; hours of lorry movements; impact on house values?  How would unacceptable harm be judged?

T8
How does the Plan ensure the upgrading of the highway infrastructure to accommodate the additional traffic and to protect those who live close to the road from the increased traffic noise and pollution? 

T9
Is the reference (in CS32) to binding agreements for back loading flexible, justified and consistent with national policy?  Is a back-loading level of 50% practicable and achievable?

T10
Does the Plan sufficiently guarantee that infrastructure will match development or be upgraded in a timely fashion?
MATTER 7
DEVELOPMENT CONTROL POLICIES 
(apart from those considered under other headings)

Main Issue:

Are the policies addressing the environmental impact of mineral and waste development, and for their restoration and after-use appropriate and soundly based, consistent with national and regional policy, justified and effective?

All Policies
DC1
Are the policies:

· in line with national policy and guidance?

· sufficiently flexible?

· sufficiently precise / clear as to its meaning?

Restoration and Aftercare of Mineral Workings 
[CS27]

DC2
Is the requirement for aftercare longer than 5 years” justified and in accordance with national planning policy?

DC3
Should reference be made to the protection of the historic environment?

DC4
Should reference be made to ensure linkages of afteruses with sustainable modes of travel including cycling and walking?

Protection of Landscape Character 
[CS33]

DC5
Is the policy unreasonably biased against new greenfield mineral development?

DC6
Should the policy also refer to the extent of the impact upon people's view of the landscape?

Protecting Surrounding Uses 
[CS34]

DC7
Is the policy effective in protecting surrounding communities from the HCV traffic generated by mineral and waste activities?

DC8
Should the policy also refer to air quality?

Biodiversity 
[CS35]

DC9
Should the policy (and specific allocations) refer to the national policy and the degrees of protection afforded to sites with sites of different status?

DC10
Should reference be made to the requirements for project level HRA where appropriate? 

Archaeology and the Historic Environment 
[CS36]

DC11
Should the policy (and other parts of the Plan including specific allocations & areas of search) make more explicit reference to archaeological mitigation measures?
Public Rights of Way 
[CS37]

DC12
Are the objectives of the Councils Rights of Way Improvement Plan overly restrictive? Should other issues be considered?
Airport Safeguarding 
[CS40]

DC13
Should the policy acknowledge the use of bird habitat management plans at sites near an aerodrome?

DC14
Should the degree of unacceptable hazard be defined in the policy?

Agricultural Reservoirs, Potable Water Reservoirs and Incidental Mineral Extraction 
[CS42]

DC15
Should the policy be made consistent with the approach to borrow pits (CS11)?

DM16
Should the policy require demonstration of need to extract and take away mineral?

DC17
Could the policy distort the landbank and market for aggregates? 

DC18
Should there be a requirement to enhance the amenity and nature conservation value of the restored site?

DC19
Is the requirement to demonstrate need justified?

DC20
Should flood alleviation be a more appropriate use for former minerals sites?

MATTER 8
MONITORING & IMPLEMENTATION 
Chapter 12
Consideration of the appropriateness of the relevant monitoring strategy for individual parts of the Plan will generally be considered at the same time as those parts.

Main Issue:

Does the Core Strategy contain realistic, achievable targets, and indicators to monitor the performance and delivery of the strategy and policies; delivery mechanisms and timescales for the implementation of policies and an indication of who is intended to implement each policy? 

MON1
Should the framework include indicators relating to:

· the historic environment?
· the control of HCV movements?
· Gains to geodiversity?
MON2
Should the Monitoring framework contain a policy relating to enforcement?

OTHER MATTERS
Inset Maps – (questions relate to the Site Profiles for the Inset Maps, under Site Characteristics and ‘Implementation Issues’)
MISC1
Should reference be made to proximity of scheduled monuments?

MISC2
Should restoration sympathetic to the character of the area be added as an implementation issue?

Glossary

MISC3
Should additional definitions be added to the glossary to make the Plan comprehensible?

---ooOoo---
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