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• 
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• 

Proposal A: File Ref APP/E2001/A/06/2024097 
Caythorpe Well Site, Rudston, YO25 4JD 

An appeal made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 against a refusal to 
grant planning permission. 
The appeal is made by Caythorpe Gas Storage Ltd against the decision of East Riding of Yorkshire 
Council. 
The application Ref DC/05/08339/STPLFE, dated 18 November 2005, was refused by notice dated 
19 July 2006. 
The development proposed is the extension and development of the existing Caythorpe power 
generation facility as an underground natural gas storage facility, the construction of a wellsite and 
the drilling of 6 boreholes to access an identified underground gas-bearing geological structure, and 
the construction of a connection facility into the Transco National Transmission System together 
with associated inter-connecting pipelines. 

Summary of Recommendation: the appeal be allowed and planning permission granted 
subject to conditions. 
 

 
Proposal B: File Ref APP/HSC/06/09 
Caythorpe Well Site, Rudston, YO25 4JD 
• 

• 

• 

• 

An appeal made under section 21 of the Planning (Hazardous Substances) Act 1990 against a refusal 
to grant hazardous substances consent. 
The appeal is made by Caythorpe Gas Storage Ltd against the decision of East Riding of Yorkshire 
Council. 
The application Ref DC/06/02518/PHAZ/STRAT, dated 23 March 2006, was refused by notice dated 
26 July 2006. 
The development proposed is to store 217,077 tonnes of natural gas (methane) in the existing 
underground gas reservoir and in new flowline, process plant and pipework. 

Summary of Recommendation: the appeal be allowed and hazardous substances consent 
granted subject to conditions. 
 

 
Proposal C: File Ref 01.08.10.06/38c 
Caythorpe Well Site, Rudston, YO25 4JD 
• 

• 

• 

• 

An application made under the Acquisition of Land Act 1981 to confirm the Caythorpe Gas Storage 
Ltd (Caythorpe Gas Storage Facility) Compulsory Purchase Order 2006 made under sections 12 and 
13 of the Gas Act 1965 and section 9 and schedule 3 of the Gas Act 1986. 
The Compulsory Purchase Order was made by Caythorpe Gas Storage Ltd (the acquiring authority) 
on 1 December 2006. 
The purposes of the Order are: storage of natural gas in underground porous strata known as the 
Kirkham Abbey Formation and the Rotliegendes Formation; the extension and development of the 
existing Caythorpe Power Generating Facility for compression of natural gas for storage in and 
extraction from those underground porous strata; the constructing of a remote wellsite and drilling of 
6 boreholes; the construction of a connection facility into the Transco National Transmission System, 
and associated access lane; and laying, retaining, operating and maintaining associated 
interconnecting underground pipelines and electricity cables and necessary equipment, in order to 
facilitate the proposed development of an underground natural gas storage facility at the Caythorpe 
Gas Storage facility. 
When the inquiry opened there were 3 statutory objections and 2 non-statutory objections.  During 
the inquiry no objections were withdrawn and no late objections were lodged.  The main grounds of 
objection are summarised in section 9 of this report. 

Summary of Recommendation: the Order be confirmed, with modification. 
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Proposal D: File Ref RFBZ/001/00042c 
Caythorpe Well Site, Rudston, YO25 4JD 

An application made under section 4 of the Gas Act 1965 for a Gas Storage Authorisation Order. 
The application is made by Caythorpe Gas Storage Ltd. 
The information in support of the application required by paragraph 6 of Part II of Schedule 2 of the 
Act is given in section 3 in Book 1 of the application. 

Summary of Recommendation: the Order be made. 
 

 
Proposal E: File Ref APP/E2001/A/07/2037845 
Caythorpe Well Site, Rudston, YO25 4JD 
• 

• 

• 

• 

An appeal made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 against a refusal to 
grant planning permission. 
The appeal is made by Caythorpe Gas Storage Ltd against the decision of East Riding of Yorkshire 
Council. 
The application Ref DC/06/08546/STPLF/STRAT, dated 25 October 2006, was refused by notice 
dated 16 January 2007. 
The development proposed is the installation of a 66 kV underground electricity cable to supply the 
Caythorpe Gas Storage Facility and the diversion underground of an existing 11 kV electricity cable. 

Summary of Recommendation: the appeal be allowed and planning permission granted 
subject to conditions. 
 

1. Procedural matters 

1.1 The inquiry sat for 10 days: 24-27 April, 1-2 and 4 May and 9-11 May 2007.  I made an 
accompanied visit to the site and surroundings on 3 May. 

1.2 At the inquiry an application for costs was made by Caythorpe Gas Storage Ltd against 
East Riding of Yorkshire Council.  That application is the subject of a separate report. 

1.3 The main planning application (proposal A) is contained in a ring binder which also 
includes a supporting statement and set of plans (APP2).  In May 2006 amendments to the 
application were submitted, with a statement and revised plans – these are in a separate binder 
(APP3).  The Council’s decision was based on the amended application.  Further changes are 
contained in the Errata document dated December 2006 (APP5/2).  The amendments also affect 
some of the plans submitted with the hazardous substances consent application.  Composite lists 
of the plans comprising both amended applications are at Annexes E and F to this report (based 
on documents APP54 and APP62 which were agreed with the Council at the inquiry).   

1.4 The application was accompanied by an Environmental Statement (ES) prepared in 
accordance with the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) (England 
and Wales) Regulations 1999, including appendices and a Non-Technical Summary (APP5, 6 
and 12).  Following the May 2006 amendments, an Environmental Statement Addendum and 
Planning Application and Environmental Statement Errata were produced, both dated December 
2006 (APP5/1 & 2).  The Addendum also considers the electricity cable application (proposal 
E).  I have taken account of these documents, the responses from consultees and all the other 
environmental information available to me as a result of the inquiry in this report. 

1.5 A unilateral undertaking pursuant to section 106 of the Town and Country Planning Act 
1990 has been submitted by CGSL (CD69).  The principal matters dealt with are: 
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 a. traffic management, including lorry routes and times, warning signs, road 
safety measures and traffic control; 
 b. compliance with the Control of Major Accidents Hazard Regulations 
(COMAH); 
 c. the setting up and running of a liaison committee, and related matters. 
The undertaking is considered further at section 11 of this report, including legal submissions 
made by the Council on it. 

1.6 The Secretary of State for Trade and Industry has indicated that, based on the 
information so far available to him, the following matters are likely to be relevant to his 
consideration of the application for a Storage Authorisation Order: 

• the extent to which the proposed storage is consistent with the objectives of HMG’s 
policy on energy as set out in the Energy White Paper entitled “Our Energy Future – 
creating a low carbon economy” (Cm 5761 February 2003), the Energy Review report 
2006 entitled “The Energy Challenge” (Cm 6887 July 2006), Ministerial Written 
Statement “Energy Statement of Need for Additional Gas Supply Infrastructure” dated 
16 May 2006 and Minerals Policy Statement 1: Planning and Minerals published 
November 2006; 

• the extent to which the proposed storage is consistent with the objectives of policy N3 of 
the Regional Spatial Strategy and policies EN3 and EC5 of the East Yorkshire Borough 
Wide Local Plan; 

• whether concerns over safety of the public can be satisfactorily addressed, to include 
consideration of an expert report by the Health and Safety Executive contributing to the 
Government’s Energy Review 2006, entitled “The Health and Safety Risks and 
Regulatory Strategy Related to Energy Development”; 

• impact on, and protection of, water resources; 
• impact on flora and fauna including local woodlands; 
• noise and disturbance from proposed development both during construction and 

operation; 
• the visual impact of the proposed development; 
• impact on area identified as a Wolds Area of Landscape Protection; 
• impact on archaeological features; and 
• impact on tourism. 

1.7 At the inquiry, Caythorpe Gas Storage Ltd confirmed that the statutory procedures 
relating to the Compulsory Purchase Order had been complied with. 

1.8 Since the inquiry, the Energy White Paper 2007 has been issued.  As it post-dates the 
inquiry I have taken no account of it in this report. 

1.9 The contents of this report are as follows: 
 1. Procedural matters 
 2. Description of the site and surroundings 
 3. Planning history 
 4. The proposals the subject of this report 
 5. Planning policy 
 6. The case for Caythorpe Gas Storage Ltd (CGSL) 
 7. The case for East Riding of Yorkshire Council 
 8. The case for Wold Residents Against Gas Storage (WRAGS) 
 9. The case for objectors to the Compulsory Purchase Order  
 10. The case for other interested parties 
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11. Conclusions on each proposal, including an examination of the conditions to 
be imposed on any permission or grant, where applicable, and of the unilateral 
undertaking 

 12. My recommendations on each proposal. 
Lists of appearances and documents are appended.  Schedules of conditions are at Annexes A to 
D and lists of application plans are at Annexes E and F. 

* 

2. Site and surroundings 

2.1 Maps of the site and surroundings are in the main planning application binder (APP2); 
there are also location maps and photographs in the Council’s and CGSL’s landscape witnesses’ 
appendices, and in WRAGS’s main proof of evidence (CD68/1, CD74, APP122).  There are site 
descriptions in the statement of common ground (CD50) and section 1.3 of the planning 
application supporting statement (in APP2).  The site consists of a number of linked elements in 
open countryside about 3 miles west of Bridlington, south of the B1253 road between Boynton 
and Rudston. 

2.2 The main landscape feature of the area is the valley of the Gypsey Race, a Yorkshire 
Wolds stream which runs parallel to and generally some 250 m south of the B1253 road.  The 
broad valley sides which rise to about 60 m above the valley floor to north and south enclose it 
from wider views, but there are more extensive views along the valley.  The appeal site 
generally occupies the valley floor, with the main site located north of the stream, and extends 
up the south side of the valley.  The valley on that side rises to a ridge along which runs 
Woldgate, a narrow rural lane which follows the route of a former Roman road.  A road and 
bridleways run from Rudston up to Woldgate and on south to Burton Agnes.  Further east,  
Church Lane∗ runs from the B1253 up to Woldgate and continues south to Carnaby.  Much 
wider views are available from Woldgate, including south-east across Holderness to the sea. 

2.3 The site focus is the existing facility east of Low Caythorpe Farm, first permitted in 
1992 and now used for generating electricity from remaining underground natural gas reserves 
combined with gas which is imported by pipeline from the Regional Transmission System (the 
RTS) (application plan 16151009; photographs at CD 74 pages 68-77, APP122 figs SD14A & 
SD15A).  Particularly noticeable are the 14 m tall exhaust chimney attached to the generator 
house, the generator house itself and the 8 m high structure variously described as the ground 
flare or ground incinerator (CD74 page 72).  Much of the rest of the site consists of inter-
connecting pipework and storage tanks in gravelled surrounds (CD74 pages 70-71).  The site is 
set below the level of the B1253 to the north, from which it takes its access, and is enclosed on 
the south and east sides by a bund some 2-3 m tall (lower on the outer face) with tree and hedge 
planting; there are gaps in the latter (CD74 pages 68-69). 

2.4 The B1253 runs from Bridlington west to the Octon roundabout and continues west 
from there.  In the neighbourhood of the appeal site it acts as a main communications corridor 
along the valley.  There is no footway on the B1253 past the site and its entrance. 

2.5 The appeal site includes land south and east of the main site, at present part of a grassed 
field with a hedge, intermittent in places, along the B1253; the site boundary to the south is 
unmarked.  The general character is of a gently sloping field on the north side of the valley of 

 
∗ I understand that the part of this road between the B1253 and Woldgate is more properly called Sands Lane.  
However as nearly all parties at the inquiry called it Church Lane, I have done so also to avoid confusion. 
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the Gypsey Race.  The land continues to rise north of the B1253 (CD74 page 67), and views of 
the valley continue eastwards across Church Lane towards Boynton. 

2.6 To the west of the existing site is the site of the deserted medieval village of Low Cay-
thorpe.  This can be seen on the ground in the form of low grassed mounds and linear features.  
West of that are the barns and farmhouse of Low Caythorpe Farm, the house being some 350 m 
from the site (there is also a deserted house about 260 m away).  Lyndon Cottage is a 2-storey 
house on the north side of the B1253, about 280 m from the site (CD90; application plan 
C7266/2A)∗, and Low Caythorpe Cottages are further west. 

2.7 From the existing power generating site, a buried pipeline runs south-west up to 
Woldgate and then parallel to and south of Woldgate to connect to the RTS at an above ground 
installation (AGI) south of Rudston.  The total length of pipe is about 4.5 km (application 
supporting statement para 1.2.2 and plan 16151005 sheet 1).  The only surface indicators are 
marker posts.  The pipeline connection to the proposed Woldgate AGI (see section 4 below) 
would follow the same route.  It follows pasture fields across Gypsey Race and then arable 
fields up the southern valley slope to Woldgate.  The fields either side of Woldgate are arable, 
following the crest of the ridge, and the proposed AGI site is at present indistinguishable from 
its open setting.  The Rudston AGI is about 200 m west of the proposed Woldgate AGI.  It 
consists of a fenced enclosure with pipework, aerials and small structures surrounded by a belt 
of trees (photos at APP122 figs SD7A & B).  There are hedges along Woldgate itself, 
intermittent in places.  There is a communications mast just west of where the pipeline route 
reaches Woldgate and a smaller mobile phone mast near the bridleway some 400 m west of that 
(application plan C7266/2D). 

2.8 The proposed wellsite (see section 4 below) is situated south of Carr Plantation, an area 
of mixed woodland in the grounds of Thorpe Hall.  It is about 1 km south-west of the main site, 
situated in an angle of the wood (map at CD90).  It is part of, and undemarcated from, an arable 
field rising gently southwards.  A gap in the trees west of the site affords a view of part of the 
lake formed from Gypsey Race, beyond which Thorpe Hall can be glimpsed about 520 m from 
the site.  South-west of the lake is a hay meadow with wild flowers sloping down to Gypsey 
Race, known locally as the Chalk Bank. 

2.9 Thorpe Hall is a 3-storey building with a terrace on its south side.  South-west of the 
Hall, other residential properties some 500-550 m from the proposed wellsite include The 
Stables (3 properties), Keepers Cottage, Laundry Cottage, Garden Cottage and Pheasant 
Cottage.  North of these, a camping and caravan site occupies a walled enclosure with a separate 
access from the B1253.  At the north-east corner of the Thorpe Hall estate, East Lodge is about 
480 m from the wellsite and 650 m from the main site (CD90, oral evidence).   

2.10 East of the proposed wellsite, the line of the proposed pipeline and access track would 
follow an existing private grass track along the southern edge of Carr Plantation to link up to the 
route of the existing pipeline as described above. 

2.11 The route of the proposed underground electricity cable (shown on application plans for 
proposal E) would follow the north side of the B1253 to the corner of Church Lane.  It then 
follows the east side of Church Lane, opposite the Six Acre Plantation, also known as Willow 
Garth, and up the slope to Sands Wood.  There is a recently planted hedge on the east side of 
Church Lane between Willow Garth and Sands Wood.  At Sands Wood, the route is shown as 
switching to the west side of Church Lane, on which alignment it would continue south up to 

 
∗ The distances shown on CD90 were not formally reconciled and I have given here estimated distances to a point 
just inside the site.  There are large scale (1:1250) maps of the area attached to the CPO. 
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and across Woldgate and down to the existing overhead 66 kV line about 650 m south-east of 
Woldgate.  The existing overhead 11 kV line from the site runs from a pole on the north side of 
the B1253 opposite the main site, in a straight line across the site and south of the B1253 to a 
point adjacent to the line of the proposed underground cable east of Church Lane (application 
plans C7810/1A and 1B). 

2.12 As well as the roads mentioned above, 3 rights of way are relevant.  A bridleway runs 
from Rudston south-east across the side of the valley south of the proposed wellsite up to 
Woldgate.  A footpath runs from the corner of the B1253 and Church Lane east to Boynton 
village.  A permissive path, described in the evidence as the DEFRA or conservation path, 
leaves Church Lane and follows the edge of Sands Wood along the southern side of the valley 
and links via a track south of Boynton Hall with Woldgate (CD63).  Boynton village is aligned 
north-south across the B1253.  The primary school is about 500 m east of the village, on the 
north side of the road, with its playground and car park adjacent.  There is a 40 mph speed limit 
along the B1253 between the school and the village, and a footway along this stretch of the road. 

* 

3. Planning history 

3.1 The history of the site and of successive operating companies is summarised at section 
1.2 of the application supporting statement (APP2) and in docs APP100 and CD71; see also 
paras 1.31-1.33 of the statement of common ground (CD50).  Underground gas was discovered 
at Caythorpe by exploratory drilling in 1987.  It exists in 2 strata of Permian age (270-300 
million years ago), the Rotliegendes sandstone and Kirkham Abbey limestone and dolomite, at 
depths of 1850 and 1768 m respectively, and prior to discovery was held there at a pressure of 
205 bar.  It is thought to have migrated from the underlying Carboniferous rocks.  Salt, 
claystone and sandstone 900 m thick overlying the deposits provided a gas-tight seal to any 
further upward migration (doc APP115).  Planning permission and DTI approval for gas 
production were given in 1992.  Gas arrived at the wellhead at 160 bar, less than in the reservoir 
because of friction, where it was cleaned and processed and (until the pressure fell as a result of 
extraction) decompressed to 20 bar for export via the pipeline to the AGI at Rudston. 

3.2 As pressure fell, the reserves became unsuitable for supply to the RTS without resorting 
to on-site compression, and instead of that, in 1997 planning permission was granted to develop 
a  9 MW power station fuelled by the gas, the power being exported by cable to Bridlington 
(APP100 para 5.2; CD89).  In 2003 a further planning permission was granted allowing the use 
of the existing pipeline connection to import gas from the RTS in conjunction with and/or as an 
alternative to site produced gas, and the period of permission was extended to the end of 2012 
(CD76).  Conditions require the submission of schemes of restoration to agriculture and tree and 
shrub planting and of after-care by October 2007. 

3.3 The exploration licence was originally held by Taylor Woodrow Energy Ltd, and taken 
over by Kelt UK Ltd in 1988, whose name subsequently changed to Perenco UK Ltd.  The 
licence was acquired in December 1996 by Independent Energy Ltd who developed the 
electricity generating facility.  The company however encountered cash flow problems and went 
into receivership in 2000.  Warwick Energy Ltd was set up by, amongst others, 2 directors of 
Independent Energy; it acquired assets from the receivers including rights to the Caythorpe 
development.  CGSL is a wholly owned subsidiary of Warwick Gas Stores Ltd which is a 
wholly owned subsidiary of Warwick Energy Ltd (supporting statement section 1.2, APP100 
section 1.2, APP63, oral evidence). 

* 
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4. The proposals 

4.1 Although this report is about 5 separate proposals, there is in reality one project.  In 
summary that is (a) to drill a further 6 wells into the underground depleted gas strata from the 
proposed wellsite and connect them by pipeline to the main site (the gas storage facility); (b) to 
import gas from the national transmission system (the NTS) via the proposed AGI at Woldgate 
through a new pipeline, to be compressed at the extended main site and transported by pipe to 
the wellsite for injection into storage in the underground reservoirs; and (c) to operate the 
process in reverse as needed, withdrawing gas from storage to be treated, compressed as 
required, and exported to the NTS (supporting statement section 1.4, doc APP100). 

4.2 To operate this process: 
a. planning permission is required to extend the main site and install the new plant and 
buildings, construct the wellsite and carry out the necessary drilling, construct the AGI site and 
install the inter-connecting pipelines; 
b. hazardous substances consent is needed as the quantity of natural gas held on and under 
the land would exceed the prescribed controlled quantities; 
c. Caythorpe Gas Storage Ltd seeks a compulsory purchase order of the necessary rights 
to install the development including the pipelines, maintain access to the land and store gas 
underground.  As a licensed Gas Transporter (APP100 para 4.1) it is authorised by sections 12 
and 13 of the Gas Act 1965 to acquire such land and rights compulsorily; 
d. a storage authorisation order is required under section 4 of the Gas Act 1965 to store 
natural gas in porous underground strata.  If granted, this will be deemed to grant planning 
permission for the underground gas storage; 
e. planning permission is required to install a 66 kV underground electricity cable from 
the nearest convenient point of supply to the main site, to power the compressors. 

4.3 The planning proposal is described in detail in the main planning application (APP2: 
supporting statement and plans), the planning application amendments dated May 2006 (APP3), 
as further corrected by the errata document of December 2006 (APP5/2), the ES (APP5: 
especially description at section 2.4.6), proofs of evidence and the statement of common ground 
(CD50).  The amendments only concern the layout of the main site.  A composite list of 
application plans for the main application, as amended, is at APP54, and for the hazardous 
substances consent at APP62.  The electricity cable plans are in the file for that proposal. 

Wellsite and access route 

4.4 A stone access track would be laid between the main site and the wellsite along the 
route of the proposed pipeline link (described in section 2 above).  This would include a bridge 
over Gypsey Race (application plans 16151005 sheet 5 & 16154023).  Six new wells would be 
drilled at the wellsite, this being considered to be the optimum number to realise the storage 
potential, in addition to retaining the existing well at the main site as a storage well.  This would 
entail bringing in a drilling rig just over 47 m tall, to be installed at each of the 6 wellheads in 
turn, for a total period of 9 months (45 days per well), drilling continuously day and night.  It 
would be lit at night (ES para 2.11.2).  Other equipment would be required at the wellsite during 
this phase, including 8 storage silos nearly 13 m tall (plans 16154017).  Each well as it was 
drilled would require testing, requiring the installation of a 10 m tall ground flare to flare off any 
gas produced (plans 16154018).  On completion of drilling and testing, the rig and ancillary 
equipment would be removed, leaving just the wellhead platforms and concrete bases.  The only 
above-ground structures remaining would be the 3 m high plant/switch room and 1.9 m high 
methanol package in the north-east corner of the site (plans 16154019). 
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4.5 The wellsite would be laid out on 2 levels reflecting the slope of the ground, and 
including proposed landscaping would extend to 1.3 ha (APP56).  The stepping of the wellsite is 
intended to reduce the visual impact when viewed from the south; in addition the concrete 
platforms would be hydro-seeded.  An earth mound would be constructed around the southern 
side of the site and planted with trees and shrubs (application plans 405/CPW/LP/100 & 200, ES 
paras 2.4.6.5 & 2.4.6.9, APP121 para 6.12). 

4.6 The 500 mm pipeline between the wellsite and the main site would be buried.  About 
half the route would be the same as the existing link from the main site to the Rudston AGI and 
for this stretch the same route would be used by the proposed pipeline to the NTS.  Both new 
pipes along this route would cross the Gypsey Race in bores below the stream channel (plans 
16151005 and 16154007).  Hedgerows disrupted by pipeline construction would be replanted 
(ES para 2.4.6.9). 

Main site 

4.7 The existing main site has an area of 1.2 ha including its screen bunding and planting.  
The extended site platform would occupy 1.25 ha but the total area of the extended site with 
landscaping would be 3.33 ha, including 1.25 ha which would be returned to grassland 
following re-moulding (APP56).  The proposed site layout as amended, including landscaping, 
is shown on drawings 405/GSF/100B & 200B, in the planning application errata document 
(APP5/2).  As set out in the May 2006 amendments (APP3), the existing generator house and its 
chimney would be removed, and its site occupied by the transformer compound and switchgear 
building, the latter measuring 10 m by 15 m by 5 m high (plans 16154016 sheet 2 as amended 
and 16154011).  This would face the site entrance, behind the existing control building.  East of 
this would be various items of plant replacing what is there now, including the glycol package 
which would have a condenser 6 m tall and, nearer the entrance, the firewater tank (plans 
16154016 sheets 6-11).  The existing ground flare (para 2.3 above) would be relocated to a 
position adjacent to the existing wellhead: this would be used for essential flaring such as during 
maintenance (APP11 section 6.5). 

4.8 The principal new items of plant would be the compressor buildings and associated 
coolers, which would be at the extended eastern end of the site, and the vent stacks.  There 
would be 2 compressor buildings, each having a main element 10.5 m by 17.6 m by 10.5 m tall, 
with a lean-to addition up to 6.3 m tall (plan 16154010 as amended).  East of these would be the 
coolers, on structures up to 3.8 m tall, and on their west sides would be after-coolers, 3 banks of 
twin coolers per compressor unit, 4.5 m tall (plans 16154016 sheets 3-5 as amended).  The 
compressed air package would be at the eastern end of the site (plan 16154025).  About 40 m 
south-east of the compressor buildings, outside the main site for safety reasons, would be the 4 
linked vent stacks, 15 m high (plan 16151007).  These would be used for emergency venting if 
necessary (APP11) 

4.9 Landscaping would take the form of new planting alongside the B1253 north and east 
of the site, and the partial replacement and extension of the existing earth mounding south and 
east of the site, planted with trees and shrubs (see landscape plans referred to above).  The 
mounding would be formed with a gentle southern slope which would be returned to grassland 
in association with adjoining agricultural land (ES addendum section 3.4, APP121 paras 6.7-
6.10). 

4.10 For the construction phase, a construction site would be laid out east of the main site, 
next to the B1253, with a temporary access.  The layout is shown on plan 16154013 and fig 
2.4.16B in the May 2006 amendment document (APP3).  The construction period is expected to 
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be 15 months, and during this time traffic lights would control the access junction with the 
B1253.  For the first 3 months there would be 46-66 lorry movements per day, and after that 6-
12 movements per day with one month at 22 (APP130 appendix 1).  The unilateral undertaking 
provides that lorries would only travel to or from the site from the east and would avoid 
travelling past Boynton school at times when children are arriving or leaving.  Other provisions 
provide for warning signs and advice to employees and contractors (CD69 schedule 2 paras 1-
5). 

4.11 Connection to the national gas transmission system (the NTS) would be by a 600 mm 
pipe which would follow the same line as the existing link to the regional transmission system, 
as far as the point where it crosses the NTS, to which a connection would be made via the AGI. 

The AGI 

4.12 The AGI would consist of a fenced enclosure 20 m by 40 m containing an instrument 
kiosk 4.65 m by 5.76 m by 3.675 m tall, inside a further fenced enclosure 40 m by 68 m, with 
planting taking place between the 2 fences.  Further planting would enclose the access and a 
small parking area off Woldgate (plans 16151006 and 405/AGI/LP/100 & 200).  A construction 
site would adjoin the car park during building work.  This would take about 4 months, access 
being obtained to Woldgate via the A166 and the road from Burton Agnes.  Woldgate would be 
closed to other traffic for part of that period, probably about a month (oral evidence). 

Electricity cable 

4.13 The route of the proposed underground electricity cable has been described above (para 
2.9).  The supporting statement for that proposal notes that the line along Church Lane could 
vary between the east and west sides to achieve the least damaging route for ecological impact, 
or be placed under the carriageway.  Where the cable crossed the Gypsey Race a conduit mole 
would be drilled under the stream bed.  North of Gypsey Race the route passes through a 
scheduled Ancient Monument (supporting statement, ES para 2.2.4.29).  Scheduled monument 
consent would be needed for this part of the work.  The trench would be about 1.27 m wide by 
0.9 m deep, and after installation of the cable would be reinstated to its previous condition.  The 
existing 11 kV above-ground supply would be removed and the cable routed underground along 
with the 66 kV cable. 

Site operation 

4.14 The site would be able to operate under injection or withdrawal cycles (plans 16150005 
& 0006).  During injection, gas would be taken from the NTS via the AGI at 45-85 bar pressure 
and conveyed to the main site by 600 mm pipeline, and then on by 500 mm pipeline to the 
wellsite where it would be injected into the porous underground strata via the wells.  Initially no 
further compression would be needed, but as pressure builds up underground, compression and 
cooling would be needed to inject more gas, reaching a maximum of 186 bar in the final stages.  
The compressors, which would be electrically driven, could operate either singly or together as 
required.  Withdrawal would follow a similar process in reverse.  At first the pressure would be 
sufficient to drive the gas through the system, but as the reservoir emptied compression would 
be needed before the stored gas was sent on to the AGI and fed into the NTS.  The withdrawn 
gas would contain an admixture of native gas and would require treatment at the main site to 
remove water and hydrocarbon condensate: these would be periodically taken off-site by tanker.  
About 25% of the underground capacity would have to remain filled to maintain the integrity of 
the reservoir: this is known as “cushion gas” (APP2 section 1.4.3, APP11, APP110 section 2.2). 
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4.15 Injection and withdrawal cycles would take about 45 days each, from empty to full and 
back again, but the system could switch from one mode to the other with the reservoir part-full.  
The change-over is expected to be achievable in one hour (oral evidence).  The potential gas 
volume in the 2 reservoirs is estimated at 289 million cu m of which 212 million cu m is the 
working volume.  If used to generate power this is equivalent to 2320 GWh (APP106 table 4). 

4.16 During construction the site would employ between 20 and 100 people.  Once complete 
up to 8 people would be employed, compared with 4 at present (APP130 appendix 1, APP60). 

Hazardous substances consent 

4.17 The maximum quantity of gas proposed to be present on the site is 217,077 tonnes, 
comprising 217,000 tonnes in sub-surface storage, 39 tonnes in new flowline and 38 tonnes in 
process plant and pipework (16 t in compression equipment, 14 t in processing equipment and   
8 t in on-site pipework) (application details).  This exceeds the controlled quantity specified in 
Part A of Schedule 1 of the Planning (Hazardous Substances) Regulations 1992 as amended (see 
also DETR Circular 04/2000), and so requires consent. 

Gas Storage Authorisation Order 

4.18 As a licensed gas transporter (see para 4.2 above), Caythorpe Gas Storage Ltd (CGSL) 
is entitled to apply under section 4 of the Gas Act 1965 as amended for a storage authorisation 
order, which if granted has the effect (section 4(6)) of granting deemed planning permission for 
the underground storage.  The description of the proposal largely repeats that for the planning 
application and in the ES; the latter forms an appendix to the SAO application.  The material to 
be stored is unodorised natural gas delivered through the NTS, which will mingle with the 
indigenous natural gas remaining in the reservoirs.  The application contains references to the 
advantages of using depleted gas strata, and Caythorpe in particular, for underground gas 
storage, the case of need in relation to government policy, and considerations of safety.  The 
safety report submitted with the planning application is repeated. 

4.19 Section 4(3) of the Act requires that the Minister shall have regard to the safety of the 
public and the protection of water resources.  Evidence and submissions on these matters are 
summarised later in this report. 

4.20 Section 4(4) of the Act requires the Minister to have regard to the desirability of 
preserving natural beauty, of conserving flora, fauna and geological or physiographical features 
of special interest, and of protecting buildings and other objects of architectural or historic 
interest, including any effect which the proposals might have on these.  These matters are also 
dealt with later in this report. 

The Compulsory Purchase Order 

4.21 The compulsory purchase order covers the following matters: 
a. acquisition of the right to store gas in the underground porous strata under land defined 

in Order Maps A1, B1 and C1, as described in Table 1 of the Order, and of various third party 
interests as defined in Table 4 of the Order; 

b. the purchase of land defined in Order Maps A2, B2, C2 and E2 and described in Table 
2 of the Order for the construction of the wellsite, the gas storage facility including the extension 
land and the AGI; 

c. acquisition of the right to access land to lay and maintain pipelines within the pipeline 
corridor, within lines of deviation, a right of way to create the pedestrian and vehicular link 
between the gas storage facility and the wellsite, and an easement over land required during the 
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construction and landscaping phases of the construction of the AGI, defined in Order Maps B3, 
C3, D3 and E3 and described in Tables 3 and 4 of the Order. 
The Order and the statement of reasons explain these matters in more detail. 

Other  matters 

4.22 In addition to the proposals the subject of this report, the project would require a 
number of other consents, permissions and notifications prior to commencement.  These are 
summarised at APP61. 

* 

5. Planning policy  

The Development Plan  

5.1 The Development Plan consists of the Regional Spatial Strategy (selective review of 
RPG12 dated December 2004) [the RSS], the Joint Structure Plan for Kingston upon Hull and 
the East Riding of Yorkshire (adopted June 2005) [the Structure Plan], the East Yorkshire 
Borough Wide Local Plan (adopted June 1997) [the Local Plan] and the Kingston upon Hull and 
East Riding of Yorkshire Joint Minerals Local Plan (adopted April 2004) [the Minerals Local 
Plan].  In this section, I have abstracted those elements which appear to be most relevant to these 
proposals, having regard to the statement of common ground (CD50) and the parties’ cases.  
Full copies of these documents are at CD1-4.  In this report I shall use the short titles indicated 
above in square brackets. 

5.2 In the RSS (CD1), policy N2 includes at (c) that new development should reflect the 
need for good design, respect or enhance local character and distinctiveness, and not detract 
from the historic environment of the region.  Under policy N3 (cited in reason 2 for refusal of 
proposal A), the quality, diversity and local distinctiveness of landscape character throughout 
the region should be protected and enhanced.  Development plans should (a) be informed by 
landscape character assessments.  The text at para 9.21 mentions the rich and diverse landscape 
of the region, including (amongst other areas) the Wolds.  At para 9.23 it refers to landscape 
character assessments and says that local landscape designations should be reviewed “as advised 
by PPG7”. 

5.3 A draft replacement RSS (CD58) was the subject of an Examination in Public in 2006 
and is expected to be finalised later in 2007.  Extracts are at CD71 paras 6.28-6.32. 

5.4 In the Structure Plan (CD2), policy DS5 states that in the countryside, development 
will only be allowed if it involves (i) the provision of essential infrastructure.  Para 5.31 gives as 
examples of this, energy generating developments and transmission infrastructure, transport and 
telecommunications infrastructure: these may require an open countryside location for 
operational reasons.  At para 9.14 onwards, the Plan examines regional landscape character 
areas, and at policy SP4 states that the distinctive character of the Yorkshire Wolds [and other 
areas] should be protected.  Development should protect and where necessary enhance or restore 
distinctive landscape character.  Policy SP5 requires a high standard of design in development. 

5.5 Under policy ENV1, development should protect biodiversity; wildlife and natural 
features of the Yorkshire Wolds [and other areas] should be identified and protected.  Protection 
is given at policy ENV2 to sites of strategic nature conservation importance, and at policy 
ENV3 to priority species identified through biodiversity action plans.  Near this site, Boynton 
Willow Garth is a Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI). 
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5.6 Policy ENV6 is that the setting, character or appearance of strategically important 
buildings, features and areas of historic or architectural interest should be protected and where 
appropriate enhanced.  Near this site, Thorpe Hall and a number of associated buildings, and 
Boynton Hall and a number of associated buildings including the church, are listed (ES paras 
2.2.4.1-2.2.4.4).  Under policy ENV7, nationally important archaeological remains and their 
settings will be physically preserved and development that is likely to have an adverse effect 
should not be allowed.  Archaeological remains will be protected unless an overriding need for 
the development is demonstrated.  When development affecting such sites is acceptable in 
principle, mitigation of damage should be sought through preservation of remains in situ 
wherever possible and those parts destroyed or changed will be formally recorded.  Near this site 
there are scheduled monuments at Church Lane (see para 4.13 above), at the deserted medieval 
village of Low Caythorpe immediately west of the main site, and at 4 other locations (ES fig 
2.2.1; and a rich diversity of other archaeological remains (ES section 2.2.4 and fig 2.2.1, CD50 
section 2). 

5.7 In the Local Plan (CD3), policy EN3 states that in the Wolds Area of Landscape 
Protection, proposals which are otherwise acceptable in the open countryside and, in particular, 
small scale tourism and recreational proposals will only be permitted where (1) they will not be 
prominent in or harm the quality of the landscape; (2) in terms of design, materials, colour and 
landscape treatment, they are of a high standard in scale and character with their surroundings; 
and (3) individually and cumulatively with other development, they will not give rise to levels 
of traffic, noise or visitor pressure likely to harm the quiet character or nature conservation 
interest of the area.  Policy EC5 is that proposals requiring consent for the storage and use of 
hazardous substances will only be permitted where they would not give rise to an unacceptable 
risk to human health or safety, and where they are acceptable in terms of plan policies for the 
protection of the open countryside, the water environment and nature conservation.  These 
policies are cited in the refusal notice for proposal A, and policy EC5 is also cited in the 
hazardous substances refusal.  Paragraph 3.12 refers to an unsuccessful bid in 1990 to designate 
the Wolds as an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. 

5.8 Policy EN9 concerns proposals likely to adversely affect, directly or indirectly, the 
nature conservation interest of a SSSI.  Policy EN10 is that the nature conservation importance 
of all development sites will be taken into account.  Proposals which affect local sites of nature 
conservation interest will only be permitted where the benefits from development outweigh the 
nature conservation importance of the site.  In the vicinity of this site, Gypsey Race, Thorpe Hall 
Grassland and Estate and Sands Wood, amongst others, are Sites of Importance for Nature 
Conservation (ES plan 2.3.1).  Policy EN11 is that proposals likely to affect a specially 
protected wildlife species will only be permitted where any potential harm can be avoided by the 
use of planning conditions or legal agreements. 

5.9 Policy EN13 is that proposals will not be permitted where they would adversely affect 
the site or setting of nationally important archaeological remains whether or not they are a 
scheduled ancient monument.  On sites which are of local archaeological significance, proposals 
will only be permitted where full provision has been made for the protection or, where this is not 
practicable or justified, the proper investigation and recording of the site.  Policy EN18 concerns 
protection of ground-water resources.  Policy EN20 concerns proposals affecting listed 
buildings or their setting. 

5.10 Pending the preparation of its Local Development Framework, the Council proposes to 
save policy EN3 beyond September 2007 (APP57).  The Council refers in this connection to the 
East Riding of Yorkshire Landscape Character Assessment (CD55).  This is considered below 
under the parties’ cases. 
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5.11 In the Minerals Local Plan (CD4), policy EM3 refers to oil and gas production 
development and the Caythorpe site is mentioned at para 6.4.  However there are no policies in 
this plan or the District Local Plan referring directly to underground storage of gas. 

National planning policy 

5.12 Planning Policy Statement 7 (PPS7): Sustainable Development in Rural Areas states as 
one of its key principles that new building development in the countryside should be strictly 
controlled.  The Government’s overall aim is to protect the countryside for the sake of its 
intrinsic character and beauty, the diversity of its landscapes, heritage and wildlife (para 1(iv)).  
Paragraphs 24-25 recognise that there are areas of landscape outside nationally designated areas 
that are particularly highly valued locally, but believes that carefully drafted criteria-based 
policies in LDDs, utilising tools such as landscape character assessment, should provide 
sufficient protection for those areas.  Local landscape designations should only be maintained 
where it can clearly be shown that criteria-based planning policies cannot provide the necessary 
protection. 

5.13 Planning Policy Guidance note 16 (PPG16): Archaeology and Planning advises that 
where it appears that important archaeological remains may exist, the prospective developer 
should arrange for an field evaluation to be carried out before any decision on the planning 
application is taken (para 21).  Where nationally important remains, whether scheduled or not, 
and their settings, are affected by proposed development there should be a presumption in 
favour of their physical preservation (para 8).  Where preservation in situ is not justified, it 
would be reasonable for the planning authority to satisfy itself before granting planning 
permission that the developer has made appropriate and satisfactory provision for the excavation 
and recording of remains before development commences, including publication (para 25).  
Conditions to achieve this are suggested. 

5.14 Annex 4 of Minerals Policy Statement 1 (MPS1): Planning and Minerals contains 
guidance on underground storage of natural gas.  Reference is made to the Government’s energy 
policy (see below).  Storage facilities are important for balancing peaks and troughs in supply 
and safeguarding against disruptions to delivery of gas.  Properly designed large-scale 
underground storage is more practical and safer than surface storage (para 4.1).  General issues 
that should be taken into account are (para 4.7): 

• the Government welcomes proposals to increase flexibility in the UK gas market, but is 
not prescriptive about how this is to be achieved.  Proposals are a commercial matter for 
the market; 

• the national energy benefit of the proposal; 
• the likelihood that suitable onshore locations for gas storage will be very limited in 

number, due to the lack of suitable geographical features for underground gas storage, so 
that alternative possibilities may not be available; 

• the acceptability of proposals and measures to mitigate the potential environmental 
impacts of exploration and development of the proposed facility, in terms of both the 
surface and subsurface works; and 

• the integrity and safety of underground facilities especially in terms of maintenance of 
the pressure regime, the prevention of leakage of gas and the avoidance of pollution. 

5.15 There is further advice at paras 150-161 of the accompanying Practice Guide. 

5.16 Advice on noise is found at Planning Policy Guidance note 24 (PPG24): Planning and 
Noise and, in relation to minerals development, Annex 2 (Noise) of Minerals Policy Statement 2 
(MPS2): Controlling and Mitigating the Environmental Effects of Mineral Extraction. 
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National energy policy 

5.17 The principal sources are the Energy White Paper, 2003 (CD47) and the Energy 
Review, the Energy Challenge, DTI July 2006 (CD10).  The parties’ cases draw attention to 
relevant points.  Chapter 4 of the 2006 document is particularly relevant (the Caythorpe site is 
listed as a planned project at table 4.3), and also parts of chapter 7.  See para 1.7 above 
regarding the 2007 Energy White Paper. 

5.18 The specific need for gas supply infrastructure is covered in the Ministerial Written 
Statement of 16 May 2006 (CD12).  This is referred to at para 2.3 of Annex 4 of MPS1.  It 
points out that the UK’s indigenous gas supplies are in decline and that new gas supply 
infrastructure is needed to increase capacity to import, store and transport gas efficiently.  It 
states the Government’s belief that allowing the free operation of a competitive market within an 
appropriate regulatory framework is the most efficient way to ensure security of gas supply.  
Reference is made to the potential for storage in depleted gas fields, as well as in salt caverns.  
An accompanying note stresses the essential requirement to balance supply and demand for gas, 
the variability in demand both seasonally and daily, and the serious consequences of a supply 
failure (para 14).  Onshore storage of gas is only possible in certain geological structures.  
Planning authorities will need to pay particular attention to the case for such applications, and 
have a vital role to play in ensuring that local environmental effects are minimised (paras 24-
28).  At paras 40-41 it advises that it is all too easy to say that the need can be met in some other 
way or that the project could be located elsewhere; the planning system ensures that proposals 
are properly scrutinised and local views are taken into account 

5.19 In the context of the Energy Review, the HSE published an expert report in June 2006 
on The Health and Safety Risks and Regulatory Strategy related to Energy Developments 
(APP16).  In November 2006 a consultation report was published by the DTI on Gas Security of 
Supply (CD48), also pursuant to the Energy Review.  The Joint Energy Security of Supply 
(JESS) Working Group issues regular reports on security of energy supply, its latest being dated 
December 2006 (CD49).  These documents are referred to below under the parties’ cases. 

* 

6. The case for Caythorpe Gas Storage Ltd 

Note: this case refers to all 5 proposals comprising the project, with the CPO being further considered under a 
separate heading at the end. 

Landscape and visual impact 

6.1 The evidence is principally contained in the ES (APP5) section 2.4, the ES Addendum 
(APP5/1) section 3.4 (see also the Errata document, APP5/2) and APP122.  In the latter 
document, as to the existing main site  and proposed extension to it, the existing situation is 
appraised at paras 4.13-15, the proposals at paras 6.2-10, and views of it at paras 6.18-24.  The 
wellsite is considered in the same way at paras 4.16, 6.12 and 6.25-26.  The AGI site is 
considered at paras 4.17-19, 6.13-14 and 6.27-29.   

6.2 The baseline for assessment should be the existing situation, which includes the 
existing power generating facility at the main site.  That approach accords with landscape 
assessment practice (CD54 section 6), and is not challenged by the Council.  Although the 
current planning permission expires in 2012, there is no certainty that the site would be cleared 
and restored by that date, and indeed a clear prospect that the current use would continue, in the 
absence of the appeal proposals.  The current permission allows for the use of imported mains 
gas as an alternative to site-produced gas (CD76).  The site could continue for many years on 
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that basis to eke out the remaining indigenous gas.  Paragraph 19 of Annex 3 of Circular 8/93 
advises that if workable deposits remain and there has been no material change of 
circumstances, a mineral planning authority would normally be considered to be acting 
unreasonably if it refused to renew a time-limited mineral permission (APP66 para 12). 

6.3 If the existing situation were not taken as the baseline, it is not clear what could be 
used.  No restoration scheme is required until October 2007 (CD76 condition 6) and the pattern 
of agricultural land and any planting scheme are uncertain.  New farm buildings may be erected 
in the area that would change the local landscape (APP121 para 6.32).  No objection was raised 
when the EIA scoping report proposed to use the existing situation as the baseline (APP1 para 
3.5.4.4). 

6.4 The Council’s approach to this matter is confused.  While accepting that the baseline 
should be the existing situation, at one point (CD68 para 2.2.5) it describes the site as being 
farmed arable land as though the existing PGF did not exist.  The assessment of visual effects 
(CD68/1 Appendix C table 1.6a) seems to confuse the impact of the proposal with that of the 
existing site (e.g. viewpoint 5).  Given the fact of the existing site, it is incorrect to state (CD68 
para 3.3.4) that the proposal would introduce development of an industrial character.  Also, the 
Council’s assessment takes no account of the beneficial changes to the existing site that would 
flow from the proposals, especially the removal of the generator house and its 14 m high 
chimney, the latter being by far the most prominent feature in existing views (APP103 para 7.3).  
In cross-examination the Council’s witness accepted that in viewpoint 2 (APP122 figs SD10A, 
B & C) the change would on balance be beneficial. 

6.5 The Council’s assessment of viewpoints includes views which are purely private ones, 
conflicting with the agreed position reached between the Council and CGSL prior to the inquiry.  
The same is true of many of the photographs submitted by WRAGS (in CD74).  On CD68/1   
Fig 4, all the footpaths shown around Thorpe Hall and Low Caythorpe Farm are private tracks.  
The Council’s viewpoint 2 is not on the conservation walk but on Church Lane further up the 
hill, contrary to the impression given at table 1.6a (CD68/1).  When views from the conservation 
walk are analysed, it is seen that the extension site where the compressor houses would mostly 
be, and the vent stack, would be largely hidden behind Willow Garth (APP122/3; further 
assessment of visibility of vent stack at Fig SD9B and APP58).  Church Lane south of Willow 
Garth is described as a sensitive receptor (CD68/1 fig 4), yet no recognition is given to the 
beneficial impact in that view of removal of the generator house and chimney, or that the 
extension site would again be hidden behind Willow Garth. 

6.6 The Council’s criticisms of the existing landscaping did not emerge until the inquiry, 
and conflict with the description of the existing site in the Council’s pre-inquiry statement as 
“well screened”.  No changes to the landscaping scheme as implemented after the 1992 
permission were sought in subsequent permissions. 

6.7 The proposed landscaping scheme was developed in association with Council officers 
over a series of meetings and took account of archaeological constraints (for example, no tree 
planting near the vent stack because roots could damage the archaeology).  Criticisms of the 
scheme were raised during the inquiry for the first time.  In fact the scheme would advance the 
aims of the Landscape Character Assessment (CD55) through additional tree and hedge 
planting.  It is not accepted that estimates of tree growth in the photomontages (in APP122) are 
optimistic.  Research from the Scottish Agricultural College shows what can be achieved with 
proper maintenance (APP122/2). 
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6.8 The Landscape Character Assessment prepared for the Council (CD55)∗ “is intended to 
inform decision-making at the landscape type level…a local site specific assessment would be 
required for development proposals taking account of landscape impact at a local level” (p.4).  
Although some consultation took place, the Assessment has not been adopted as supplementary 
planning guidance and there are no plans to do so (APP122/1).  It is a useful document but 
limited by the broad scale at which it has been undertaken (APP121 para 4.4).  Although the 
Great Wolds Valley, i.e. the valley of the Gypsey Race, is described as a broad valley, it is 
relatively enclosed in the vicinity of the appeal site, and the valley sides limit opportunities for 
views outwards.  Indeed, the Council’s assessment of zones of visual influence (CD68/1 figs 5a-
f) brings out how restricted is the area over which parts of the proposed development would be 
visible, especially when account is taken of existing hedges and individual trees, which such an 
analysis ignores, and proposed planting.  This part of the valley is not “remote”, taking account 
of the B1253, the villages of Rudston and Boynton, and tourist facilities such as the camping 
and caravan site (APP121 paras 4.7-4.11). 

6.9 The Wolds Valley is described as having a “largely intact” character (CD55 p.193) 
despite the presence of the existing appeal site, which is not seen as being significant enough to 
mention in the report, although significant detractors are noted in other areas (e.g. pylons and 
masts at p.52 and p.168, industrial development at p.62).  It is not accepted that this part of the 
Wolds Valley Farmland is a high quality landscape type.  With the amount of hedgerow 
fragmentation it is of medium-high quality (APP121 para 4.10). 

6.10 The principal new features of the main site would be the compressor buildings.  
Although these would be bulky structures, they are not dissimilar in scale to many large farm 
buildings seen in this area (APP122 figs SD6A-D).  Lowering the level of the site, enclosing it 
in a screen bund and implementing additional planting would reduce the visual impact, to an 
increasing extent over the years.  The vent stack has to be set apart from the main site for safety 
reasons, but it would be a slender structure and less intrusive than the existing chimney which is 
to be removed, even though 1 m taller (APP121 paras 6.8-10).  Again, similar structures can be 
found at farms. 

6.11 At the wellsite, it is accepted that the impact of the drilling rig and associated 
equipment would be medium-high during drilling operations (ES fig. 2.4.13D), but that would 
be for only a limited period.  After that the platforms with only minor above-ground structures 
would be screened by earth mounding and planting from most if not all public views (APP121 
para 6.12; APP122/5). 

6.12 The AGI site would be in the Open High Rolling Farmland character type.  However 
the Assessment does not mention the existing masts and pylons, or the fragmented nature of 
hedgerows, which reduce the landscape quality in the vicinity of the AGI site, such that it should 
be regarded as no more than medium quality.  The site would have the appearance of a small 
wood or shelterbelt, like the existing Rudston AGI (APP121 paras 4.11-12, 6.28-29). 

6.13 Local Plan policy EN3, which refers to the Wolds Area of Landscape Protection, is out 
of date and should carry little weight.  Para 25 of PPS7 advises that local landscape designations 
should only be retained where it can clearly be shown that criteria-based policies cannot provide 
the necessary protection.  The Project Brief for the Landscape Character Assessment (CD55 
appendix 1) had as one of its requirements “to rigorously consider the justification for retaining 
the existing local plan landscape designations” (ibid para 5(d)).  Email correspondence with the 

 
∗ The Landscape Character Assessment was commissioned from Carl Bro and Golder Associates and is described 
by both references in the parties’ evidence. 
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Council established that although that part of the brief has been completed the Council does not 
intend to publish it until work starts on the Environment Development Plan Document 
(APP122/1).  In the meantime, the Council intends to “save” policy EN3 only until criteria-
based policies are in place (APP57).  Clearly, as the Assessment Brief accepts (CD55 appendix 
1 para 2), there is at present no detailed justification for policy EN3 as PPS7 requires (APP66 
paras 18-22). 

6.14 The Local Plan was adopted in 1997, and the existence of policy EN3 has not prevented 
permission being granted for the change of the existing site from gas production well to a power 
generating facility.  The Council argues that the existing facility is minerals-based but that is no 
longer so true.  The way the permission is worded, power generation could continue using 
entirely imported gas.  Conversely, the appeal proposal, although it is not primarily for minerals 
extraction, is not footloose.  Underground gas storage can only take place where the geological 
conditions are right, as they are at Caythorpe.  Not all depleted gas reservoirs would be suitable. 

6.15 Looking to the text of policy EN3, it refers to “proposals which are otherwise 
acceptable in the countryside”, and that general class is not limited by the subsequent “in 
particular” small scale tourism and recreation proposals.  It may be linked to Structure Plan 
policy DS5, which allows certain types of development in the countryside including the 
provision of essential infrastructure, defined at para 5.31 to include energy generating 
developments.  Having regard to the case of need (see below) and the geological constraint as 
examined above, these proposals do amount to essential infrastructure and comply with that 
policy.  Consequently there would also be compliance with policy EN3, subject to the criteria of 
that policy being satisfied.  The Council’s objection under policy EC5 did not assert that there 
would be conflict with other plan policies for the protection of the open countryside (APP103, 
oral evidence). 

6.16 As to the criteria, the development would not be prominent in or harm the quality of the 
landscape, for the reasons examined above.  No objection is raised to the design, materials or 
colour.  Criticisms of the landscape treatment were not made until the inquiry opened, are 
inconsistent with the Council’s pre-inquiry statement, and are unfounded.  It is not accepted that 
there would be harm in terms of traffic, noise or nature conservation (see below). 

6.17 The main site would be lit at night, as is the existing site, but the wellsite and AGI site 
would only be lit during the construction phase, unless for emergency.  Lighting would be 
designed to minimise glare and this could be dealt with by a condition of planning permission 
(condition 12).  The Council did not raise the issue of lighting until the inquiry.  It is not 
mentioned in the scoping opinion for the EIA or in the pre-inquiry statement.  Their landscape 
witness presented no evidence of harm to visual amenity or landscape impact from lighting 
(APP66 para 29). 

Tourism 

6.18 Neither the Council nor WRAGS presented any evidence of actual discouragement of 
tourists, either from the existing facility at the appeal site or from facilities like the appeal 
proposal elsewhere.  The proposal would achieve enhancements to the landscape in the form of 
new planting and the creation of grassland on the proposed earth mound south of the main site.  
There would be benefits to ecology and from the archaeological recording of the site (see 
below).  There is therefore no reason to expect that any adverse impact on tourism in the area 
would occur or, consequently, any harm to efforts for regeneration at Bridlington (APP66 para 
29, APP103 para 7.3, oral evidence). 
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Noise and pollution 

6.19 The evidence is found principally in the ES section 2.9, the ES Addendum section 3.9 
and in APP127.  The Council presented no evidence on noise and made only assertions.  In 
summary there would be no breach of any standard by any proposed operation at any stage. 

6.20 The principal noise source during construction would be the drilling rig, especially as it 
would operate 24 hours a day.  Noise is calculated from the rig currently operating at the site at 
Aldbrough.  At 486 m away (the estimated distance from the nearest dwelling), the drilling noise 
would be about 40 dB LAeq,40 mins.  That could increase by 2 dB(A) in unfavourable wind 
conditions; conversely it could be reduced by up to 6 dB(A) according to the orientation of the 
rig doors with respect to noise sensitive property.  The doors would probably be orientated east-
west in line with the access track, whereas residential properties are to the north-west and north-
east.  At the maximum figure of 42 dB, the noise experienced inside dwellings would be 
reduced by 15 dB to 27 dB LAeq with windows slightly open and to less than that with windows 
closed (APP127, oral evidence). 

6.21 It is accepted that the plan at APP128 appendix 2 shows the wellsite in the wrong place, 
but that did not affect the distance estimate.  Distances have been re-calculated and Scott 
Wilson’s figures for the Council (CD90) are not disputed.  These show the closest distance from 
any dwelling to the centre of the wellsite, representative of where the drilling rig would be, to be 
over 500 m. 

6.22 The 42 dB figure, which is a worst case, would satisfy the limit advised at para 2.19 of 
Annex 2 of MPS2 for night-time noise.  That is an appropriate standard to apply, as drilling is 
similar to a mineral extraction process.  As background noise at night is around 29 dB LA90, the 
noise could exceed it by over 10 dB, but MPS2 notes that in many circumstances that limit 
would be difficult to achieve.  The 27 dB noise level indoors, with windows slightly open, 
would satisfy the level of 30 dB(A) recommended by the World Health Organisation Guidelines 
for Community Noise for avoiding negative effects on sleep, and the similar level derived from 
BS8233:1999 (APP127 paras 4.1-4.5, 6.1-6.3). 

6.23 Other construction noise, at the wellsite, at the main site and from pipe-laying, would 
take place only during the daytime, and that could be limited by condition.  Given the distances 
from residential properties (CD90; nearest distance to pipe-laying would be 290 m to Low 
Caythorpe Farm: APP127 para 6.5), the risk of annoyance is low.  The total construction 
programme would be about 15 months, including 9 months of drilling (APP130 appendix 1). 

6.24 Some flaring of gas would take place before the site became operational, for about 12 
hours at the end of drilling each well (oral evidence).  It would take place during the daytime, 
when background noise levels are 42-47 dB LA90.  The predicted noise at the nearest properties, 
without any adjustment for screening, would be 43 dB LAeq, which is not expected to cause 
objection (APP127 paras 6.6-6.7, APP128 appendices 1 and 3). 

6.25 During operation, the principal noise sources would be the compressor buildings and 
the coolers, with other items at the main site making additional contributions.  The best available 
techniques (BAT) would be employed to minimise noise (APP127 paras 5.1-5.2).  The 
assessment assumes that all plant runs at the same time but in practice that would not normally 
happen.  In particular the 2 compressors would not usually operate together.  On that worst case 
basis, predicted noise from the main site at Low Caythorpe Farm would be 30 dB LAeq, 1hr.  
PPG24 advises that industrial noise be appraised on the basis of BS4142: Method for rating 
industrial noise affecting mixed residential and industrial areas.  The predicted noise would be 
only 1 dB above the typical measured background night-time noise, and a difference of less than 
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5 dB is stated to be “of marginal significance” in BS4142.  The noise would be only 15 dB(A) 
inside dwellings.  During the day noise from the site would be considerably less than existing 
background noise, and would not cause annoyance to people in the vicinity. 

6.26 Traffic passing Boynton school during the construction phase would increase noise by 
about 1.5 dB(A).  An increase of 3 dB is regarded as barely perceptible.  After construction, 
traffic from the development would be no more than it is at present. 

6.27 Cable laying is expected to have only a low noise impact, given the distance from the 
nearest residential properties (ES Addendum section 3.9.5). 

6.28 A response to WRAGS’s concerns about polluting emissions is at APP60, which refers 
to information contained on this topic in the ES addendum (APP5/1) section 3.10. 

Traffic 

6.29 The main evidence is in the ES section 2.7, the ES Addendum section 3.7 and APP130 
[see also para 4.10 above for factual background].  The Council raised no objection on traffic 
grounds either in the refusal notice or the pre-inquiry statement. 

6.30 The B1253 carries a low traffic flow for a road of this type: about 1600 vehicles a day 
of which 5.2% are HGVs.  The proposed traffic during the construction phase would include a 
noticeable increase in HGV movements, but well within the capacity of the road and the highest 
flows would be only for the first 3 months (APP130 appendix 1).  The design of the construction 
site access, the traffic signal control and the road closures for part of the works have been agreed 
with the Council as highway authority.  There would be no construction traffic at night. 

6.31 In response to WRAGS and local residents, it is not accepted that construction traffic 
would cause unacceptable danger, delay or loss of amenity.  Vehicle routes and the hours at 
which HGVs passed Boynton school would be controlled by the unilateral undertaking.  The 
undertaking would also include the erection of warning signs and making employees aware of 
the need to take care when encountering horses, cyclists and pedestrians (CD69 schedule 2 paras 
1-5).  Although there have been a number of recent accidents on this stretch of the B1253, these 
appear to have been caused mainly by inappropriate speed leading to loss of control.  None of 
the accidents involved a lorry.  Employees and visiting drivers would be warned of the potential 
for misjudgement of speed. 

6.32 Given the capacity of the B1253 there is no reason for construction traffic to interfere 
with tourism.  Road closures at Woldgate and Church Lane would be properly signed and 
diversion routes indicated.  Where possible such restrictions would be lifted in the evenings and 
at weekends.  There would still be access on foot, and perhaps by cycle.  Farm vehicles use the 
roads but these have the effect of slowing traffic, improving safety.  There has been no objection 
that the proposal would disrupt local farming businesses (oral evidence). 

6.33 Once construction was complete, there would be about 5 employees present at the main 
site on a normal weekday, with a daily visit to the AGI, and about 6 HGV movements a week, 
all via the B1253.  Traffic levels would be similar to the existing operation when the site was 
fully operational.  The impact on the road network would be small. 

Nature conservation 

6.34 This topic is assessed in the ES section 2.3 and the ES Addendum section 3.3; see also 
APP124 and 125/1.  No objection is raised under this topic by the Council.  Neither English 
Nature (now Natural England) nor the Environment Agency (APP55) objects on nature 
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conservation grounds.  Survey work for the ES has enabled a full ecological impact assessment 
to be carried out, and subsequently reviewed.  Full surveys were not undertaken of breeding or 
wintering birds or reptiles or terrestrial invertebrates as there are no habitats of potentially 
significant value for these species which would be affected by the proposals (APP124 paras 6.1-
6.4 and table 2). 

6.35 Boynton Willowgarth SSSI is the only nationally designated site near the site (map at 
APP125 appendix 2, citation at appendix 3).  It is regarded as probably the best example of fen 
carr (wet woodland) in the area and also of geological importance for its Quaternary sediments.  
Construction work at the main site and pipeline installation would be 200 m or more away and 
would have no direct effect on the site.  There is the potential for indirect effects from the 
pipeline and access track bridge crossings of Gypsey Race upstream of the SSSI, such as surface 
water contamination arising from displaced soil and silt or hydrocarbons from construction 
plant.  To minimise this risk, pipeline installation would be by directional drilling underneath 
the watercourse.  During bridge construction (and also decommissioning at the end of the 
project), careful management would ensure that pollution was avoided and that any impact was 
temporary and reversible (APP124 paras 6.11-6.15, APP125/1, ES paras 2.5.9.3-2.5.9.6). 

6.36 During operation, the main site and wellsite would be controlled by planning and IPPC 
conditions to prevent surface water contamination, which would require measures to be taken 
such as drains, soakaways and interceptors (ibid). 

6.37 There is no proposal to abstract surface or ground water.  The only potential threat to 
groundwater would be from the drilling operations through the aquifer over 30 m below ground 
level.  Measures have been agreed with the Environment Agency to protect groundwater 
(APP124 paras 6.16-6.18; see also paras 6.72-76 below). 

6.38 The electricity cable would be routed on the east side of Church Lane north of Sands 
Wood to avoid any work within the SSSI.  The conduit would be placed in a mole drilled under 
Gypsey Race, avoiding any work being carried out within the watercourse; in any event this 
work would be downstream of the SSSI (APP124 paras 6.19-6.20). 

6.39 Gypsey Race itself is a Site of Importance for Nature Conservation (SINC) and 
supports protected species including water vole and white clawed crayfish.  Direct effects would 
be confined to loss of habitat at the access road bridge; the pipeline would be installed 
underneath the watercourse.  The measures described above would avoid any indirect effect 
from pollution or changes in water quality (APP124 paras 6.25-6.28). 

6.40 Other SINCs in the area are identified (map and descriptions at APP125 appendices 2 
and 3).  The new pipeline between the main site and the wellsite would pass through a small 
area of grassland habitat within the Thorpe Estate SINC.  About 0.55 ha would be taken, and 
subsequently reinstated apart from the track itself.  It is improved grassland with no notable 
species.  Effects on the SINC would be insignificant.  During construction of the wellsite, there 
is the potential for indirect effect on species in the SINC from noise, light and dust, but these 
would be short term and reversible.  No impact on surface water quality in woodlands or 
wetlands in the SINC is anticipated.  Care would be taken during construction of the wellsite to 
avoid damage to trees on the edge of Carr Plantation, but in any case that would not 
significantly affect the SINC as a whole.  A slight localised increase in flood risk from the new 
bridge would affect only improved pasture (APP124 paras 6.29-6.35). 

6.41 In response to concerns about the effect on the Thorpe Hall Grassland SINC, the Chalk 
Bank is a north-facing slope about 200 m west (upstream) of the proposed wellsite and it is not 
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considered that construction of the wellsite would have any direct or indirect impact (APP124 
para 6.46, APP125/1). 

6.42 The proposed electricity cable would pass through Sands Wood SINC.  However the 
route would be in the road verge and the only impact would be the risk of highly localised 
damage to adjacent tree roots, which would not affect the integrity of the SINC (APP124 para 
6.36).  No significant effects are anticipated on other SINCs in the area (APP124 paras 6.43-
6.45). 

6.43 Water vole are present in Gypsey Race but no evidence was found close to the 
proposed pipeline, electricity cable or bridge crossings.  Measures would be agreed with Natural 
England and the Environment Agency to discourage the establishment of burrows close to these 
locations and to mitigate any impact on any that were formed.  A mammal shelf included under 
the bridge would maintain access along the watercourse for water vole (APP124 paras 6.49-
6.55, APP125/1). 

6.44 White clawed crayfish form their habitat on the channel bed.  Drilling of the pipeline 
and cable under the watercourse would not affect any such habitats.  Pollution during bridge 
construction could potentially affect them but would be avoided by the measures already 
described; if an incident did occur the effects would be short term and reversible.  In response to 
criticism by WRAGS, further survey work is unnecessary because of the absence of any 
significant effects.  Statutory consultees did not ask for any further information to be obtained 
(APP124 paras 6.56-6.60, APP125/1). 

6.45 No otter holts have been identified near the site though otter are known to be present in 
Gypsey Race.  The bridge would not present any more of an obstacle to them than the existing 
bridge south of Low Caythorpe Farm (APP124 paras 6.61-6.63). 

6.46 It is known that badger setts are in the area, but none are within 30 m of the site 
boundaries so significant disturbance is unlikely.  Disturbance of any that were found or 
established would in any event require licensing by Natural England.  No records of great 
crested newt have been provided by wildlife consultees and the information provided by 
WRAGS lacks detail of location, date, survey methods or the experience or competence of the 
surveyor.  Any that are present in the Thorpe Estate would not be affected by the proposals.  The 
wellsite is arable land which provides a poor habitat for great crested newts.  Other species are 
mentioned by WRAGS but they provide no evidence that the proposals would adversely affect 
them and it is not considered that they would.  Account should be taken of the very limited area 
directly affected by the proposals and the localised and temporary nature of the construction 
works (APP125/1). 

6.47 Consequently the proposals would comply with the relevant planning policies.  
Account should be taken of the benefits of the proposal arising from the creation of new 
unimproved grassland, tree and shrub planting and hedgerow replacement.  This would help to 
achieve the targets set by the East Riding Biodiversity Action Plan (CD81, APP124 section 8, 
APP103 para 7.3). 

Archaeology 

6.48 The ES section 2.1 (which also assesses impact in relation to listed buildings), the ES 
Addendum section 3.2 and APP118 describe the archaeology of the area.  This is derived from 
desk based reviews (including the results of the 1991-2 investigations along the route of the 
existing pipeline between the main site and Rudston AGI), a walkover and site inspections, 
geophysical surveys, trial trenching and a measured earthwork survey.  No objection is raised by 
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the Council on grounds of archaeological impact.  The proposals have been designed following 
discussions with English Heritage and Humber Archaeology, neither of which object.  The 
placing of the wellsite separately from the main site, so reducing the size of the extension 
required in the archaeologically more sensitive area near the main site, and the siting of the AGI 
so that the pipeline connection to it could follow the existing pipeline route, are both proposed to 
minimise the archaeological impact.  The May 2006 redesign of the extent and layout of the 
proposed extension to the main site (APP3) is also proposed with this objective. 

6.49 Local Plan policy EN13 and Structure Plan policy EN7 concern proposals which would 
“adversely affect” nationally important remains.  This may be taken to refer to para 27 of PPG16 
which states a presumption against such proposals which would involve “significant” alteration 
or cause damage, or which would have a significant impact on the setting of visible remains.  In 
the supporting text, Local Plan para 3.59 cross-refers to PPG16, and at para 10.27 of the 
Structure Plan Explanatory Memorandum, “appropriate level of protection” should also be 
interpreted in the context of PPG16.  The support given to these proposals by English Heritage 
and Humber Archaeology (APP119 appendix 6) demonstrates that they would conform with 
these policies and this advice.  Although WRAGS’s archaeology witness is critical of PPG16, it 
remains national planning guidance on archaeology. 

6.50 At the main site, the most significant archaeological remains, as evaluated by the 
geophysical survey and trial trenching, appear to be to the south and south-east, so the extension 
site is proposed to be located mostly to the east of the existing facility, with the new wells 
located on a separate site.  In this way the most complex and potentially significant features to 
the south would be preserved in situ (APP119 appendix 24).  Landscape mounding in this area 
would be constructed without removing the underlying topsoil, using low ground-pressure 
vehicles working to a detailed method statement, so those operations also would not harm the 
archaeology.  Within the extension site, preservation would be by record, i.e. excavation and 
recording followed by analysis and reporting, according to a strategy which has been agreed in 
principle by the Council (APP26).  An evaluation report on the work so far carried out has 
already been produced (APP25).  Consequently there would be no significant adverse impact on 
archaeological remains (APP118 paras 7.5-7.9). 

6.51 The proposed wellsite has been deliberately located in an area containing few recorded 
remains.  Contrary to WRAGS’s contention, the wellsite and most of the new pipeline route are 
in arable land and have been subject to modern ploughing.  Trial trenching has shown that most 
of the anomalies identified by the geophysical survey are of natural origin (APP119 appendix 
25).  Consequently a programme of excavation and recording, followed by analysis and 
reporting, is considered to be appropriate as with the main extension site.  As with that site, 
landscape mounding would be carried out without prior removal of topsoil in order to protect the 
archaeology (APP118 paras 7.10-7.12). 

6.52 The pipeline connection from the main site to the AGI would follow the route of the 
existing pipeline, which was the subject of archaeological assessment and report in 1992.  This 
route, and consequently the siting of the AGI, were deliberately chosen to minimise disturbance 
of archaeological remains.  The pipeline to the wellsite would follow the same route for part of 
its length but would require an additional 4-6 m easement; the westernmost 560 m would be a 
new corridor.  The same route would be used for the permanent access track to the wellsite.  
These measures would mitigate the impact on archaeological remains.  A programme of 
excavating and recording, as with other parts of the site, would be undertaken for areas subject 
to construction works, this ensuring that there would be no significant adverse impacts as 
defined by PPG16 (APP118 paras 7.13-7.17). 
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6.53 Given the relationship to other known features, there is the potential for Neolithic or 
Bronze Age remains, in particular, to survive at the AGI site.  However investigations so far 
have not identified any features.  Part of the site would be within the existing pipeline easement 
(ES para 2.2.5.25).  A programme of excavating and recording, as with other parts of the site, is 
considered to be the appropriate mitigation strategy (APP118 para 7.18). 

6.54 The electricity cable would be laid within a trench about 1 m wide, dug by JCB 
excavator or similar. The route crosses a Scheduled Monument containing a settlement site of 
probable Romano-British or Anglian date identified from cropmarks, as well as other potential 
remains.  However any impact on remains would be limited, and could be adequately mitigated 
by keeping a watching brief while digging was in progress, stopping the machine if anything of 
interest is seen.  English Heritage has not sought anything further for this part of the work, and 
would exercise further control through the requirement for scheduled monument consent 
(APP118 para 7.19, oral evidence). 

6.55 PPG16 (para 27) advises that the effect on the setting of a scheduled monument is a 
material consideration if there are visible remains.  There are such remains at the Low Cay-
thorpe deserted Medieval village which adjoins the existing site to the west (APP119 appendices 
21-23).  However the extension site would be to the east of the existing development, and 
removal of the generator house and chimney would bring about some improvement in views 
from the monument, to compensate for the increased extent of development which would be 
seen.  The proposed landscaping would help to integrate the proposals with the existing 
landform.  The extension would not be a dominant element in the setting of the monument, it 
would not isolate the monument from its surroundings or obscure views of the monument from 
within its landscape setting, and it would not compromise understanding or appreciation of the 
monument.  Therefore it would have a negligible impact on the setting of the monument.  The 
upper section of the drilling rig would probably be seen from the monument, but would be a 
temporary feature having no significant impact on its setting (APP118 paras 7.23-7.25). 

6.56 The settlement site straddling Church Lane (para 6.54 above: APP119 appendices 19-
20) has no visible remains and therefore no clearly defined concept of setting.  In any event 
views towards the main site from it would not be adversely affected by the proposals.  The AGI 
site would be some 100 m south-west of the group of round barrows at Rudston Beacon, but 
would be separated from it by Woldgate and the hedgerow along it.  The Rudston Beacon 
barrow itself survives as a mound.  The AGI would not be a dominant element in its setting or 
compromise its understanding or appreciation.  The Rudston cursus survives on the surface only 
as a stone scatter and is some 650 m from the AGI site.  There would be no adverse effect on the 
setting of other scheduled monuments in the vicinity (APP118 paras 7.21-7.22, 7.26-7.29, 
APP119 appendices 8, 11-18). 

Safety 

6.57 The proposals were assessed by the Hazardous Installations Directorate of the Health 
and Safety Executive, who raised no objection to the grant of planning permission or hazardous 
substances consent, subject to conditions.  The Council’s officers regarded that as crucial to their 
conclusion that there were no safety grounds to refuse permission (CD6A & B).  A Safety 
Report (APP11) has been submitted as part of the applications, and also as an appendix to the 
ES and as part of the Gas Storage Authorisation Order application. 

6.58 The use of a depleted natural gas reservoir for storing gas under pressure, while 
relatively new in this country, is established technology worldwide and is inherently safe.  In the 
UK, as well as offshore storage at Rough in the southern North Sea, there are onshore facilities 
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at Hatfield Moor near Doncaster and Humbly Grove in Hampshire (a depleted oil field).  Unlike 
with a salt cavity, the gas is held in pores of the rock, at a depth of nearly 2 km, at the same 
maximum pressure as the original gas reserves which were held safely in the strata for millions 
of years.  During that time the overlying strata of salt, claystones and sandstones have provided 
a gas-tight seal and in this part of the UK (as opposed to the Swanage area referred to by the 
Council) no naturally occurring gas vents to surface are known.  A search of subsurface 
incidents across the world shows that none have been associated with depleted gas fields (CD66 
para 34, APP115 esp. table 1, HSE expert report at APP16 section 2, MPS1 Practice Guide 
paras 150-161).  In the list of incidents produced by the Council (CD70/1), only one was at a 
depleted field (oil rather than gas) and was related to surface plant (oral evidence).  Most of the 
incidents have been in the United States where the regulatory regime is more fragmentary 
(APP109 para 12.16). 

6.59 The transmission of gas above ground at high pressures is also established technology.  
The NTS takes gas through centres of population at pressures of up to 90 bar, with a safety 
record of 0.028 incidents per 1000 km per year in 2000-2004 (APP42 page 6).  There is no good 
reason to limit pressure to this.  The proposed maximum pressure in this case of 186 bar 
(equipment rated at 206 bar) would be set as a condition of hazardous substances consent and 
the storage authorisation order, that being the pressure of the original gas field.  With existing 
technology, compressors can operate at over 350 bar and pipelines in the North Sea do so 
(APP112 section 8.1, APP109 paras 11.1-11.4). 

6.60 WRAGS is mistaken in contending that the proposal is inherently hazardous because it 
includes high pressure storage.  Indeed, it tends to be in low pressure gas systems that incidents 
occur.  This is because they do not need to be so robustly built and pass through or under built-
up areas where there is a greater risk of disturbance such as excavation works.  It is the quantity 
of gas that counts.  The amount of hydrocarbon stored above ground in the proposal would be of 
the same order as 2 petrol tankers.  Such quantities routinely exist in or are transported through 
built-up areas (APP109 paras 12.15-12.20, oral evidence). 

6.61 The existing facility at Caythorpe has operated since 1992 without incident.  The 
underground storage and withdrawal phase of the proposal would operate in a similar way.  The 
Council’s stance on the current proposals is inconsistent with the successive planning 
permissions that it granted for the existing facility (CD66 paras 37-38). 

6.62 A risk assessment of the project was carried out by Advantica (doc APP110).  Natural 
gas can only ignite at concentrations of 4.4 to 16% by volume in air.  As it is released, in the 
case of an incident, it disperses and dilutes, and the risk of ignition only occurs in the zone 
within which it passes between these limits, and then only if there is an ignition source present.  
Being lighter than air it disperses upwards, and so behaves differently from other heavier 
hydrocarbons which follow ground contours.  For this reason it is misleading to draw 
comparisons with Buncefield.  If ignition occurred, it would take the form of a flash fire or, if 
escaping from a leak, a jet fire.  There would not be an explosion unless the gas were confined 
in some way.  The obvious place for that to occur is in the compressor houses.  These would be 
designed with relatively flimsy roofs.  An explosion would find the weakest egress and would 
thus be deflected upwards rather than outwards (APP109 sections 3, 5 and 6, 12.19). 

6.63 A range of scenarios was modelled by Advantica reflecting the credible range of 
incidents and the maximum hazard ranges for each (APP109 section 4, tables 1-2 & fig 1; 
APP110).  The lower flammable limit refers to the 4.4% figure above; the half-LFL isopleth is 
also plotted to allow for small pockets of gas outside the main cloud.  The “1% lethality” and 
“building burning” isopleths are calculated on the basis of thermal radiation in the open.  The 
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most serious potential event is a full bore or guillotine failure, where the full bore of the pipe is 
left open to flow.  The consequences of an event must then be related to its probability to obtain 
a level of risk; the latter is plotted at APP109 fig 2.  By comparison the typical risk of various 
rare but more well-known events is at APP109 table 7 (see also APP47, esp. tables 2-5).  There 
are only 2 properties within the risk lines and the probability of fatality there is 53 times less 
than being killed in a road accident (APP109 section 9). 

6.64 The scenario involving an explosion at the compressor house is not modelled in this 
way for reasons explained at APP110 page 10.  This would be the subject of detailed design and 
assessment by the HSE.  That would be a requirement at a COMAH-regulated site, and CGSL 
undertake to operate the site as though it were such a site (APP112 para 4.8, CD69 schedule 2 
para 5).  The compressor would be electrically driven so there would be no flame in the turbine.  
Most compressors used offshore and in the NTS are dual fuel and failure rates which include 
them (at CD73/2) are  not comparable (APP109 paras 11.5-11.7, oral evidence). 

6.65 In the event of a pipeline rupture, automatic shutdown systems would operate to isolate 
the line from the wellhead and minimise losses of gas.  Surface and sub-surface safety valves 
fitted to each well would cut off gas flow in an emergency.  These typically operate within 60 
seconds, or 5 minutes if manual operation were necessary.  Once the underground reservoir had 
been isolated, the remaining gas in the pipe would discharge in 36 seconds.  By comparison, if 
an NTS pipe were to blowdown, it would take 87 minutes for a 40 km section between AGIs to 
depressurise.  In an emergency, the system can be depressurised via the vent stack, vertically 
with no significant ground level hazard (APP109 section 7). 

6.66 The fire and explosion at the Rough offshore gas storage facility in 2006 (CD73 p.17) 
followed the failure of a cooler with a component design that is now obsolete.  The incident at 
Atwick near Hornsea in 1983 involved the failure of a surface pressure containment vessel.  It 
was not an underground incident, there was no gas ignition or off-site impact, and this procedure 
would not be used at Caythorpe.  These events are not comparable with any potential situation at 
Caythorpe (oral evidence). 

6.67 Scenarios are put forward such as an aircraft crashing onto the wellheads.  If that happened 
the aircraft crash itself would be the more serious incident.  Any resulting gas plume would go 
up vertically, limiting its sideways impact.  Similarly, multiple failures of valves may be 
contemplated, but the probability becomes so low that it cannot be regarded as a credible event.  
It can never be said that risk has been entirely eliminated, but that is true of almost any human 
activity.  For example, if the gas reservoir were not re-pressurised there could be a remote risk 
of subsidence (APP109 paras 4.6-4.8, oral evidence). 

6.68 Notwithstanding the concerns expressed by objectors, it is an advantage of this site that 
it is not close to populated areas.  This minimises the consequences of any hazard, and also 
reduces hazards such as puncture by excavators which is more likely in a built-up area.  This is 
one reason, in addition to problems of practicality, why the alternative option of siting some of 
the plant at an industrial estate rather than at this rural location would be less satisfactory.  The 
pipeline route would be inspected daily to detect any activity which could damage it (APP109 
para 11.8, APP112 section 8.3, CD51). 

6.69 In addition to the consents etc sought by these proposals, the project if permitted would 
be subject to a range of regulatory regimes and inspections by the HSE and others.  There would 
be an ongoing involvement by the HSE, with powers of regular inspection and testing and to 
require changes as necessary (APP112 sections 4-7, APP61).  In the section 106 undertaking, 
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CGSL undertakes to comply with the COMAH Regulations including setting up the necessary 
reporting systems, to be supplied to the HSE (CD69 schedule 2 paras 6-7). 

6.70 The Council’s refusal notice refers only to a perception of fear.  On that basis there 
would be no breach of Local Plan policy EC5 which would need there to be an unacceptable risk 
to human health and safety.  Unlike WRAGS the Council does not contend this.  It claims to be 
reflecting local concerns as presented in WRAGS’s evidence and the letters of representation, 
but this is not borne out by the evidence.  For example it refers to a 1983 incident at Atwick, 
near Hornsea, as justifying local fears, but none of the letters of objection make any reference to 
it (APP66 paras 40-41).  Perception of fear is not in any case a proper basis for refusing 
hazardous substances consent. 

6.71 A review of case-law relating to perception of fear (extract from Encyclopaedia of 
Planning Law at APP103 para 4.40) shows that there is a fine line between fear, whether 
justified or not, and public opposition, which in itself does not justify refusing planning 
permission unless supported by substantial evidence (Circular 8/93 Annex 3 para 15).  What is 
asserted to be fear in this case is in fact generalised public opposition based on misleading and 
highly unbalanced information and unsupported by evidence.  It is taken up by the Council out 
of a desire to oppose the development on a range of issues, in none of which was the planning 
officer or any statutory consultee prepared to give any support (APP66 para 42). 

Hydrology 

6.72 No objection is raised by the Council on this issue, or by the Environment Agency 
(APP133 appendix SMF1, APP55).  However protection of water resources is one of the matters 
to be considered in relation to the Gas Storage Authorisation Order (Gas Act 1965 section 4(3)). 

6.73 The Flamborough chalk formation which underlies the site is a “major aquifer” having 
a number of groundwater abstractions including public supply boreholes in the vicinity.  The 
chalk extends to about 170 m below ground level whereas the storage wells extend to 1830 m 
deep.  The maximum groundwater level in the chalk would be several metres below the 
wellfield site basal lining system.  Thus there would be no risk to groundwater resources from 
site preparation and construction (APP133). 

6.74 The stages of drilling would be as follows (APP133 fig SMFA2 & section 4): 
• install conductor at a depth of 32 m, without use of drilling mud, to isolate the upper 

sections of the well and avoid drilling fluid losses; 
• drill to 550 m (the base of the Kimmeridge clay which underlies the chalk) using water-

based drilling mud and install steel casing; 
• drill to 1500 m using oil-based drilling mud and cement in casing 
• drill to 1800 m using water-based drilling mud and an expandable liner cemented across 

the reservoir.  Complete borehole at depth of about 1830 m. 

6.75 Deep drilling with oil-based mud would be fully isolated from the reservoir.  There 
would be no abstraction of groundwater or any other effect on groundwater flow or quantity, and 
consequently no effect on the groundwater resource.  It follows that there could be no adverse 
effect on ground or surface water flow to Willow Garth SSSI. 

6.76 The Environment Agency has confirmed that it has no evidence of any deterioration in 
groundwater flow or quality at any of the local public supply boreholes since the construction of 
the 2 existing Caythorpe wells in 1987 and 1988 (APP133 para 4.6). 
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Need 

6.77 As the environmental impacts have been shown to be so slight, and given the benefits 
of the project, it might be considered that there is no requirement to demonstrate need.  However 
in any event the Council accepts that there is a national need.  The Council also accepted in 
cross-examination that gas storage can only be accommodated in limited locations and that 
security of energy supply is an important consideration.  It is however also necessary to 
demonstrate for the purposes of the Compulsory Purchase Order that there is a compelling 
justification in the public interest (APP66 paras 43, 59). 

6.78 Government policy (APP106 section 4) is to welcome proposals of this kind which 
increase flexibility in the gas market.  Suitable onshore locations for gas storage may be very 
limited in number, so alternative possibilities may not be available (MPS1 Annex 4 para 4.7).  
The Energy Review (CD10) states that “a clean, secure and sufficient supply of energy is simply 
essential” (Foreword by Prime Minister) and refers to the need to ensure that new infrastructure 
comes on-stream in a timely fashion, with the provision of more storage capacity located close 
to the market (para 4.34).  “There is an increasing need for gas supply infrastructure such as gas 
storage projects and LNG import facilities…delays in securing consent…could result in price 
rises and price volatility for consumers” (paras 7.49-50).  The list of planned gas storage 
projects includes Caythorpe (table 4.3).  The Ministerial Statement of May 2006 (CD12) 
reiterates that allowing the free operation of a competitive market is the most efficient way to 
ensure security of gas supply and says that the Government warmly welcomes the potential 
diversity of solutions that the market is seeking to deliver.  Both onshore and offshore, large and 
small solutions are required to meet our needs.  Gas security of supply is addressed in a 
European Directive on the subject (APP27), and notes issued by the Commission accompanying 
the draft directive in 2002 (APP28). 

6.79 In recent appeal decisions concerning gas storage projects at Aldbrough, East Riding 
and at Byley, Cheshire, the Secretaries of State have confirmed the national importance of 
security of gas supply (APP22 & 23; APP106 section 4.13). 

6.80 This issue has assumed greater importance in recent years because increasing energy 
demands have combined with declining indigenous supplies such as from the North Sea.  Supply 
and demand have to balance because “gas fails to danger” (APP106 paras 3.5, 3.9).  Gas 
suppliers are required to put into the NTS each day exactly the same amount of gas that their 
customers have taken out.  Since privatisation, gas prices have increasingly been determined by 
the “spot market” as long term contracts expire, increasing price volatility.  When demand is 
high, such as in the winter, prices are higher; and this can be very marked on particularly cold 
days.  Similarly if supply is restricted, prices will rise.  That was demonstrated dramatically in 
2006 when an accident at the Rough offshore storage facility (6.66 above) caused it to be shut 
down for 4 months and the spot price for gas rose on one day from its normal level of 52p to 
£1.95 per therm (APP106 paras 3.6, 7.22.2).  This affects the long term prices consumers pay.  
If it had coincided with a cold winter, serious problems might have arisen, from power cuts to, 
as the last resort, shutting down parts of the national gas supply (APP106 section 3). 

6.81 There are various ways of meeting demand peaks: 
 a. spare capacity, or “swing”, can be built into supply sources.  That was 
traditionally how peak gas was supplied from offshore fields, but it means capacity lying idle for 
much of the time, and modern facilities, both offshore and imports, increasingly operate with 
less swing (around 10% instead of 50-70%) (APP106 paras 3.10, 5.10-5.14); 
 b. large customers may have an “interruptible” contract, where they have an 
alternative source of energy, to whom supplies may be withdrawn for an agreed number of days 
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a year.  However this tends to be power stations, who would have less ability to switch (as they 
would need both) in a cold winter; and coal-fired power stations are under increasing constraint 
(the Large Combustion Plant Directive comes into force from 2008 onwards) and some may 
close (ibid paras 3.10, 7.5-7.7); 
 c. as a variation on the above, a customer might voluntarily shut down at a time 
of high prices in return for a share in the spot price of gas.  However no interest has been shown 
in such schemes to date and the contribution it might make, if any, is uncertain (ibid para 7.6; 
APP65); 
 d. WRAGS refers to “linepack”: this is the ability to increase supply by varying 
pressure in the pipeline.  It is used to deal with hourly variations during the day.  A proposal in 
2000 to make it available to shippers (i.e. suppliers) was dropped (oral evidence); 
 e. LNG (liquefied natural gas) storage: high cost and limited capacity.  This 
should be distinguished from LNG import facilities, as the Council fails to do: the latter is a way 
of increasing supply, but it does not in itself deal with demand variation (oral evidence). 
 f. gas holders were this country’s traditional method of gas storage.  Over 400 
would be needed to provide the same storage capacity as Caythorpe, which would be both more 
costly and environmentally damaging (APP106 para 7.18); 
 g. aquifer storage is used particularly in France.  It is opposed in the UK because 
of concerns about leakage and harm to groundwater supplies (ibid para 7.9). 

6.82 This leaves underground storage, in salt cavities (either formed from commercial salt 
extraction or created deliberately) or depleted oil and natural gas reservoirs.  In the former, gas 
can be pumped in or out relatively quickly, giving the advantage of rapid response to demand 
peaks; conversely the faster gas is withdrawn, such as in a prolonged cold spell, the more 
quickly it will be exhausted until it can be filled again.  The only example until recent years of a 
depleted field facility in the UK was the offshore Rough facility.  Here, as at more recent 
onshore facilities and as is proposed at Caythorpe, the gas is injected into porous strata and so 
forms a longer term buffer.  However the advantage of a smaller-scale facility like Caythorpe is 
that it can be “cycled” (withdrawn and refilled) more than once in a season, or perhaps partly 
emptied and withdrawn, to suit typically variable winter conditions.  It also requires less 
“cushion” gas [para 4.14 above] than a salt cavity, where it is needed to maintain pressure and 
prevent subsidence.  At 45 days to fill it would be slower than modern salt cavities but quicker 
than Rough, which requires 191 days.  It could thus fulfil an intermediate role, or could partly 
empty and refill at short notice.  It could switch from injection to withdrawal in an hour.  Being 
onshore it is also closer to markets (cf Energy Review para 4.34, quoted above). 

6.83 With the decline in indigenous offshore reserves, there was a deficit in overall supply in 
2004/5 but this has now turned into a surplus as new import facilities have become available, 
such as the Bacton-Zeebrugge and Langeled Interconnectors and LNG import at Grain, with 
other facilities under construction or at various stages of planning (APP107 appendix 2).  
However as indigenous supplies continue to decline and demand continues to rise, winter 
demand is expected to return to deficit by 2011/12 unless new facilities become available.  The 
long lead-time in gaining approval for acceptable projects, and Government concern about it, is 
relevant here (APP106 para 3.17 & section 5, esp. table 8).  The less margin there is between 
“beach” gas supply (i.e. gas other than from storage) and demand, the more likely it is that 
withdrawals from storage will be needed.  Each storage facility can only operate “flat out” for a 
given number of days, so the more facilities there are, the less the risk of running short and the 
greater flexibility in coping with short term variations. 

6.84 There is an important difference between capacity of supply via the pipeline and 
storage capacity.  National Gas Grid (NGG) (the successor to Transco) is required to provide 
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pipeline capacity for the 1 in 20 peak day.  However suppliers are also required by their licences 
to ensure availability of supply during a “1 in 50 winter”, i.e. the coldest winter to be expected 
statistically in a run of 50 years.  Capacity along the lines indicated above, including drawing 
upon stored gas, needs to be sufficient to meet that level of demand (APP106 paras 5.18-5.20, 
CD48 para 2.4).  That is accepted by the Council (APP66 para 46).  

6.85 Meeting demand by increasing imports might be more difficult in a cold winter, since 
similar conditions would be likely to occur at the same time elsewhere in Europe.  During a cold 
spell in early 2005, the Interconnector operated at only 26% capacity, and in winter 2005/6 at 
52% (APP106 pp.44 & 58).  That is reflected in NGG’s 10-year Statement (APP34).  WRAGS 
refers to fig 4.6C (APP34 p.49), but that is “potential” capacity and the paragraph above notes 
that “the construction of new importation infrastructure does not necessarily indicate the 
availability of gas to flow through the infrastructure, particularly given the potential for all such 
gas sources to be diverted to other international markets to some extent”.  Import facilities, 
whether via interconnector pipeline or LNG import, are best suited to meeting base-load demand 
and should be distinguished, as WRAGS and the Council fail to do, from storage facilities which 
are needed to meet demand peaks (APP65; APP16 para 43). 

6.86 Climate change will occur only slowly over the planned 25 year lifetime of this project.  
It will not make climate any less variable, so the problem of meeting peak demand and the 
relationship between an average winter and a 1 in 50 winter will remain unchanged.  Indeed, 
people may be less inclined to conserve energy during a cold spell, which would increase 
variability (APP106 paras 5.32-5.37). 

6.87 An assessment has been carried out of the ability to meet demand in a 1 in 50 winter, 
making various pessimistic or optimistic assumptions in order to test the model’s sensitivity.  
For example, the pessimistic case assumes that at such a time only 20% of spare pipeline 
capacity would be used for spot imports, whereas the optimistic case puts it at 80% (APP107 
appendix 5, APP106 p.44).  All storage facilities existing, under construction or with planning 
permission are included, with varying assumptions as to the capacity at which they would 
operate, but no allowance is made for proposed facilities which do not have planning permission 
as they can only be speculative.  It would be illogical to include all such sites except Caythorpe.  
The results show that, in the pessimistic case, there would be a failure to meet demand from 
2010/11 onwards, and that from 2012/13 onwards demand would be over 20% above supply for 
nearly 6 weeks.  That would require severe interruptions in supply if it came about.  Even in the 
optimistic case, a demand shortfall would arise from 2012/13 onwards, and that would be the 
case for 40 days by 2015/16 (APP106 paras 5.22-5.31 and accompanying tables and figures). 

6.88 A further assessment is made attaching weighted probabilities to projects which do not 
have planning permission.  Caythorpe is included.  Storage capacity would then be adequate in 
the optimistic case, but would be 10-20% short of demand from 2013/14 under the pessimistic 
assumptions.  What this shows is that there are not in reality alternatives.  All currently planned 
projects are needed if gas cutbacks within the next decade are to be avoided (APP106 paras 
7.23-7.25, table 4 p.26).  The Ministerial Statement notes “it is all too easy to suggest that the 
need can be met in some other way, or that the project could be located elsewhere.  All localities 
have a part to play in energy policy” (CD12 paras 40). 

6.89 As to other forecasts, those by Wood Mackenzie (“Wood Mac”, oil and gas 
consultants) and NGG are comparable, though that by NGG is lower than the pessimistic 
forecast presented here (APP106 para 5.39, APP26 & 37).  ILEX (APP32) also find a much 
reduced gas supply problem in the next few years, but that it will reappear from 2014.  However 
their scenarios assume that most of the storage projects without planning permission will go 
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ahead, including Caythorpe: if that did not occur, the gap would arise earlier (APP106 paras 
5.40-5.41).  The JESS December 2006 report on long term security of energy supply (CD49) is 
more optimistic but it is unclear how some of the figures have been arrived at.  They appear to 
assume increased import capacity to provide for peak demand, which would mean it would be 
under-used for much of the year – this seems unlikely.  It also appears to include storage 
projects without planning permission, including Caythorpe, but does not allow for the fact that 
in a 1 in 50 winter these would gradually become empty.  The report accepts that “the provision 
of such infrastructure does not guarantee the supply of gas” (APP106 para 5.42). 

6.90 WRAGS says that Caythorpe is too small to make any difference, but it is in fact a 
fairly average sized onshore project.  Some of the projects that appear to be larger are at an early 
stage and their real capacity is uncertain.  At Bletchingley and Albury phase 2, further appraisal 
work is needed and planning permission has not yet been applied for, and capacity is given as 
“up to” the figures quoted.  There are advantages in small scale.  It increases diversity and 
competition and makes the system less vulnerable if one facility has to close down.  In aggregate 
small projects can make a significant contribution.  Recent planning history elsewhere shows 
that other sites are no less open to objection than Caythorpe (APP106 paras 3.16-3.18 & tables 
4-5, para 7.22).  Caythorpe by itself would contribute to moderating price volatility. 

6.91 It is also argued that onshore gas storage could be avoided by developing another 
offshore storage facility.  Such a facility would be technically feasible at a number of offshore 
fields and it is known that some 3 projects have been investigated, including that by Star Energy 
(CD78).  Despite this and the favourable price climate for investment in recent years, none have 
come forward.  This is because of the very high capital cost (£400-800 million compared to 
about £60 million for Caythorpe) and consequently greater risk and difficulty in obtaining 
financing, despite the greater capacity achieved.  The cost of providing cushion gas for a typical 
North Sea field could add another £250 million.  There is also revenue uncertainty, if more than 
one went ahead.  No offshore facility has been developed since privatisation.  Meanwhile, 
relying on Rough to provide storage capacity confers monopoly power on the operator and is 
vulnerable to interruption, as events in 2006 showed (APP106 paras 6.22-6.26 & 7.11-7.15, oral 
evidence). 

6.92 The OCTEL site (Cheshire) mentioned by the Council (CD79) was rejected as an 
alternative to Stublach (listed at APP106 table 4) because of ground contamination.  It would be 
a similar salt cavity site.  Although it now has planning permission there has been no interest in 
bringing it forward.  Reference to the Goostrey site (CD79) is wholly speculative; there is no 
known feasibility study of it.  The notes on Malton (CD80) say “no current plans known to 
develop” and refers to problems of sour gas, i.e. sulphur content.  These sites have not come 
forward despite the favourable financial climate in recent years.  The Amlwch project in 
Anglesey (CD86) is for LNG import, not gas storage; JESS’s table at pp.48-49 of CD49 is 
misinformed about that.  It is noted as “to be confirmed – pre-planning”.  WRAGS mentions 
exploration for natural gas at Carnaby some 7 km south of Caythorpe, but it is not known yet 
whether viable reserves exist, let alone proceeding to extract them and then considering site 
suitability for storage.  Kinsale in Ireland is a different context (oral evidence). 

6.93 The Council criticises the absence of an area of search process such as was used for the 
Whitehill proposal near Aldbrough (CD71 para 7.9), but that is a salt cavity scheme where there 
is greater scope to select a site.  With a depleted field project one can only go to where a 
depleted oil or gas field exists. 

6.94 Unlike many of the other options, the Caythorpe reservoir is a good quality proven 
resource whose behaviour is well-known from the history of extraction.  Much of the infra-
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structure is already installed. The strata are well-suited to gas injection.  The natural gas 
remaining is of a good quality with a low sulphur content and there is no history of groundwater 
ingress (the site at Malton referred to by the Council, CD80, is thought to suffer from both these 
problems).  It is conveniently sited for access to the NTS.  It is in the interests of sustainable 
development to make the best use of such a resource.  Other sites within the Warwick Group’s 
portfolio have been examined, and given the need could be developed in addition to Caythorpe, 
but at present they are considered to be too small to be viable and are less satisfactory in 
reservoir quality (APP100 section 8, GSAO application section 6.3, oral evidence). 

6.95 The position in law on the identification of alternatives is examined at APP66 paras 52-
53 and the cases referred to (APP68 & 69), although in this case other locations are not true 
alternatives as all are needed.  As the project has specific technical and locational requirements 
and is regarded by objectors as having intrinsically objectionable elements, e.g. safety hazard, it 
would be for others to demonstrate that there are alternatives which avoid these constraints.  The 
Council’s criticism of the ES in this context is misplaced since neither in its scoping opinion or 
subsequently, such as via a Regulation 19 notice, did it ask for alternatives to be further 
considered.  The EIA Regulations ask only that the ES should include an outline of the main 
alternatives studied by CGSL (at schedule 4 part II para 4).  The Council’s approach to 
identifying alternatives, as above, is nothing other than a series of speculations as to what might 
be available at some stage (CD66 paras 54-55).  CGSL has responded to the Inspector’s 
suggestion that a remote brownfield location might be sought, such as at Carnaby industrial 
estate, to access the Caythorpe underground reservoir, and concludes that this would be more 
costly, much more technically difficult (and perhaps not feasible in some respects) and less 
desirable from the safety point of view (CD51). 

Response to objections to the Compulsory Purchase Order (CPO) 

6.96 CGSL is a licensed Gas Transporter (APP100 para 4.1, copy of licence at APP101 
appendix 2).  It consequently has powers of compulsory acquisition of land and rights in land 
under the Gas Acts of 1965 and 1986 (APP100 para 9.1).  The Company has sought to acquire 
the necessary interests by negotiation and has reached agreement with some of the landowners 
concerned.  The position on negotiations as it stood at the end of the inquiry is set out at APP70 
(APP100 section 9). 

6.97 Before the Secretary of State can confirm the CPO he or she must be satisfied that (i) 
there is a compelling case in the public interest to make the Order, and (ii) there are unlikely to 
be any impediments to the implementation of the project arising from either planning or 
financial matters (APP66 para 61, ODPM Circular 06/2004 paras 16-21). 

6.98 The compelling case in the public interest is fully made with regard to the national need 
for facilities of this kind, as analysed above.  There can be no more compelling case than one 
which relates to securing energy supplies in circumstances where the consequences of failing to 
secure them could be as serious as those demonstrated above. 

6.99 As to impediments, the grant of planning permission will be considered at the same 
time as the confirmation of the CPO, so that if planning permission is granted there should not 
be any impediment in that regard.  Evidence has been given, and not challenged, that the project 
would be fully funded and backed by a contract that would ensure its viability.  CGSL has a 10 
year contract with a major European gas trader with an annual payment that will exceed 
repayments required to the bank.  The situation has no comparison with that which arose with 
Independent Energy, where cash flow problems arose when customers were acquired from 
previous supply companies and there were billing problems because of incorrect data.  In the 
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present project, CGSL will have just one customer, the gas trader.  It should be noted that 
WRAGS’s evidence is rather to complain about the profitability of the project than its lack of 
viability (APP66 paras 61-63, APP100 esp. sections 9-11, oral evidence). 

6.100 In reply to the objections from Mr and Mrs Wilson, the rock strata proposed to be used 
for gas storage is the same area for which the DTI granted a field development plan consent.  
The precise area of the gas bearing strata cannot be known with precision unless a very large 
number of boreholes are drilled around the periphery of the area suspected to contain the gas, 
with further boreholes drilled if the periphery was incorrectly identified.  This is wholly 
impractical.  Therefore after discussions with the DTI, it was decided that, as it would not be 
acceptable to store gas within an area for which the Company had not acquired rights, the only 
reasonable alternative is to use the same area as that to which the field development plan consent 
relates.  This will probably include some areas in which gas will not be stored.  However it is 
highly unlikely that any landowner will be adversely affected by storage at the depths involved 
and every landowner affected by the CPO would be compensated in accordance with the 
statutory provisions, whether or not gas is actually stored under the land (APP64). 

6.101 It is acknowledged that the key plan attached to the CPO inaccurately identifies parcel 
2c of order plan B1 as parcel 5c.  The parcel is correctly identified on order plan B1 as 2c.  The 
key plan is not part of the Order.  It is intended, in accordance with advice in Circular 06/2004, 
to be a reference to assist in identifying the relevant order plan for any particular parcel.  The 
Secretary of State is asked to correct this error. 

* 

7. The case for East Riding of Yorkshire Council 

Note: the Council is not an objector to the CPO.  The case relates to the other 4 proposals comprising the project, 
with specific matters relating to proposals D and E being dealt with at the end. 

Landscape and visual impact 

7.1 The landscape character of the Wolds and in particular the Great Wolds Valley has 
been the subject of independent and unbiased assessment in the Landscape Character 
Assessment (CD55).  That has been subject to public consultation and is to be used to inform 
development control decisions (ibid page 1, 4th bullet).  Substantial weight should be attached 
to it.  CGSL has tried to downplay the report as it presents a serious problem to their case. 

7.2 The key characteristics of the Wolds Valley Farmland in which the site is located are 
described at p.189 of the report.  They include reference to a “broad valley landscape with small 
intermittent watercourse” and “remote and tranquil location”.  Later (p.193) it is described as “a 
distinctive landscape character type whose characteristics and features are largely intact”.  It is 
unique “as the only valley landscape in the Wolds to have water courses”.  It is a “high quality 
landscape type” and “a landscape that would be sensitive to built development” (ibid; CD68 
sections 2 and 4). 

7.3 CGSL disagrees with the assessment as a broad valley landform but this betrays lack of 
familiarity with the Wolds, where most valleys are more incised.  Their landscape witness 
disagreed that the area was remote or tranquil, yet in other evidence CGSL accepted that 
Caythorpe is “relatively remote from centres of population” (APP103 para 4.62f), that 
background noise levels are very low (APP127 para 4.7) and that the B1253 has “a relatively 
low flow for such a road” (APP130 para 3.3).  The only way in which CGSL alleges the 
landscape to be not intact is that some of the hedgerows are fragmented.  Yet most other 
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hedgerows are intact.  This does not detract from the high quality of the landscape.  CGSL 
accepts that the area is unique in the Wolds because of its watercourse. 

7.4 The high quality of the Wolds landscape is supported by its identification in the Local 
Plan as an Area of Landscape Protection, to which policy EN3 applies.  Policy EN3 is not out of 
date and remains part of the Development Plan.  The Council is responding to the advice at 
PPS7 para 25 and considering whether, in a future Development Plan Document, the designation 
should continue or be replaced by a criteria-based policy.  In the meantime policy EN3 is to be 
saved.  It meets Government criteria for saved policies in that it conforms with the RSS and 
Structure Plan, is effective and necessary; it “justifies the designation of locally important 
landscape” and is “used regularly” (committee report at APP57).  It is clutching at straws for 
CGSL to suggest that the local landscape designation will not be continued (oral evidence, 
CD92 p.14).  The proper approach was followed by the Inspector in an appeal decision at 
Humberfield Farm, where he took the similar AHLV designation as “a starting point for seeking 
to identify those important landscape characteristics that led the local authority to identify it” 
(CD64 para 28). 

7.5 In granting planning permission for the existing development at the site, the Council 
took into account that it related to extraction of the underlying mineral reserves.  It was 
temporary in nature and remains so even though subsequent planning permissions have allowed 
the use of imported gas.  There is an expectation by the Council and local people that in 2012, or 
at any rate when natural gas reserves are exhausted, the site will be restored.  If renewal of 
permission is sought the Council will seek further assurances on this.  The prospect that on 
current facts the valley will be free of the existing development in 5 years time must be borne in 
mind when assessing the baseline situation.  To express uncertainty about what form restoration 
would take is beside the point – the key point is that equipment and buildings will be removed 
leaving countryside in its place.  Some of the benefits of the current proposals on which CGSL 
relies (APP103 para 7.3) should be viewed in this context.  Many of them, such as the removal 
of the generator house and chimney, would happen anyway. 

7.6 In any case the existing site is relatively localised.  The appeal project would extend 
development along a large part of the valley, particularly during the construction period but also 
for a greatly extended period thereafter.  It would be a change to an industrial and storage 
development harmful to the integrity of the Wolds.  The main site is already heralded as an 
industrial site with signage, barrier and security fence and it would continue to appear so.  The 
equipment and buildings would be industrial in nature (CD68 paras 5.3.1, 5.5.2). 

7.7 The emphasis placed by CGSL on the ability to screen the development should be 
considered in the context of views of the existing site.  Landscaping in the form of bunding and 
planting took place 15 years ago, well over the 5-7 years that CGSL estimates it would take for 
the proposed landscaping to reach the stage of maturity shown on the photomontages in 
APP122.  The results are poor.  Whilst views from the B1253 are filtered, in views from points 
1,2 and 3 (figs SD9A, 10A and 11A) and from the DEFRA walk (APP122/4) the ground 
incinerator can clearly be seen although it is only 8 m tall and behind mounding.  This gives a 
far better indication of the likely success of proposed landscaping, in the same soil and climatic 
conditions, than reliance on growth trials in Scotland (in APP122/2).  Planting on bunds tends to 
grow less well because of lower moisture retention and greater exposure.  It could be 10-15 
years before the site became significantly integrated into the landscape, over half the life of the 
project (oral evidence). 

7.8 CGSL’s assessment was faulty in not showing the vent stack in the cross-section in the 
Errata document (APP5/2: application plan 405/GSF/LP/200B).  This would be 30 m away from 
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any landscaping for safety reasons.  The landscape witness was also unaware of the DEFRA 
walk until informed about it at the inquiry (CD71 para 8.12, CD63). 

7.9 CGSL accepts that the project would have significant adverse visual effects.  For 
example, the impact on the view from the footpath between Church Lane and Boynton (CD68/1 
viewpoint 8) is described as significant during construction and in years 0-5 (APP121 para 
6.22), although the ES does not bring this out.  The site would be in direct view of people 
walking west along this footpath.  The construction site would be seen in front of the main site, 
and in the longer term the vent stack would be prominent at only 0.5 km from the Church Lane 
end of the path.  The degree to which these impacts would be mitigated over time would depend 
on the success of screen planting (CD68 para 5.4.8).  The electricity cable works would also 
take place near to this path.  There would be a similar impact from viewpoint 6, where there 
would be a 30 m loss of hedge along the B1253 to accommodate the construction site access 
(CD68 para 5.4.6).  CGSL’s photomontages (APP122) do not show the construction phase 
impacts of any of the development. 

7.10 The assessment of zones of visual influence (CD68/1 figs 5a-f) show how extensive 
views of the compressor buildings and the vent stack would be.  This reflects the vulnerability of 
the site to views up and down the valley.  Even when vegetation reached 10 m in height, and 
from experience with the existing site it is not clear when that would be, the vent stack in 
particular would be widely visible.  Many of the views would be public ones (CD68/1 fig 4, 
although it is accepted that paths shown at Thorpe Hall and Low Caythorpe Farm are private 
ones).  Private views, including that from the track leading to Binsdale Farm (viewpoint 7) can 
however also be significant to farmers and other people living and working in the area.  Further 
analysis of the landscape impacts of proposals at the extended main site is at CD68/1 App C 
tables 1.5a & 1.6a, also the viewpoints photographs at figs 7-9 (CD68 section 5.4).  In viewpoint 
2 the extension site would appear framed between Willow Garth Wood and the B1253, adding 
to its impact. 

7.11 Turning to the wellsite, CGSL provided no analysis of the visual impact during drilling 
operations of a 47 m high rig in what is at present a corner of an arable field tucked into Carr 
Plantation.  The cumulative impact of this along with the noise and traffic has also not been 
considered.  The site is clearly visible from the bridleway between Rudston and Woldgate, users 
of which would be highly sensitive to adverse impacts (CD68/1 viewpoints 3 & 4, APP122 figs 
SD12A & 13A). 

7.12 During operation, it is accepted that the proposed bund and planting would help to 
screen the platform, but the bund itself would look alien in the corner of this arable field.  It 
would have  a moderate/substantial impact reducing to moderate as vegetation matured.  The 
plant room in the corner of the site would be seen over the bund (APP122/5); this and the 
proposed access track would be all the more intrusive because of the absence of existing 
structures in these views.  Views from the bridleway (see above) would be highly sensitive to 
these impacts (CD68 paras 5.3.2, 5.5.1, oral evidence). 

7.13 Proposed planting around the AGI site would fail to integrate it into the landscape 
character of the Open High Rolling Farmland of which this site forms part in the Landscape 
Character Assessment (CD55 page 171).  Although that refers to shelter belts around farm-
steads, these typically have oval or crescent shapes and are influenced by the prevailing wind.  
Planting should be more than just screening the site (oral evidence). 

7.14 The Council presented no detailed evidence on the impact of lighting as no information 
was provided by CGSL apart from the very limited coverage in the ES section 2.11.  This is a 
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deeply rural area, there is no street lighting along this part of the B1253, yet there has been no 
proper assessment of the landscape impact of lighting.  It is not enough to say that it could be 
dealt with by a condition of planning permission, since it must first be ascertained that an 
acceptable scheme could be devised (reference R (ex. p. Hardy) v. Cornwall CC, [2001] Env. 
LR 25).  Judging by the lighting of the existing site, there is the potential for light to be 
significantly detrimental to the appearance of the area after dark.  Lighting can at present be 
seen through the tree and shrub planting and makes one aware of parts of the site that one is not 
aware of in daylight.  After-dark lighting both during constructional and operational phases 
would be likely to be intrusive (CD71 para 8.5, CD92 pp.7-8). 

7.15 The aim of PPS7 is to protect the countryside for the sake of its intrinsic character and 
beauty.  Structure Plan policy DS5 and Local Plan policy EN3 should be read together and in 
this context.  The phrase “proposals which are otherwise acceptable in the open countryside” in 
policy EN3 is similar to policy EN2 and clearly refers back to policy DS5.  One of the 
categories in that policy is “provision of essential infrastructure”, yet it appears from the 
examples given in the text at para 5.31 that it is small scale development which is contemplated.  
Policy EN3 similarly refers to “small scale tourism and recreation proposals”.  It is not accepted 
that these policies can properly be used to justify industrial or storage development in the open 
countryside, and particularly not on this scale and in the Wolds area of landscape protection.  
This proposal does not constitute essential infrastructure or energy generating development 
(CD71 paras 6.33-6.66, oral evidence, CD92 pp.13-15). 

Tourism 

7.16 Tourism and the economic benefits of maintaining the attraction of the area to visitors 
are the mainstay of the economy in this part of the East Riding.  The refusal grounds refer to 
local amenity and policy EN3 seeks to protect the quiet character of the area.  The B1253 is 
signed as a scenic route and there are several tourist-related facilities near the appeal site, 
including the camping and caravan site at Thorpe Hall, holiday cottages, a cycle route along 
Woldgate, footpaths and bridleways.  The area forms part of the rural hinterland of Bridlington 
and promoting its attractions is important to extending the tourist offer of the resort.  The 
intensive 15 months construction period, including road closures and traffic lights, could deter 
people from visiting or returning to the area.  In operation, this significantly larger industrial 
development could change the perception of the valley.  Such impacts risk damaging the local 
economy and aspirations for the area.  CGSL accepts (APP103 paras 4.68-4.71) that the impact 
of the proposals on the appearance of the area could have an impact on tourism and that it is a 
material consideration in the Structure Plan (policy EC6) and the Local Plan (CD71 para 10.7, 
oral evidence). 

Noise 

7.17 CGSL has demonstrated that noise from the various aspects of the development would 
just meet relevant noise standards – by a whisker in the case of drilling which would go on for 
24 hours a day for 9 months.  This does not mean that the project would be acceptable.  CGSL 
has failed to assess the cumulative impact on living conditions during the 15 month construction 
period, including drilling, pipeline construction, gas flaring and installation of the electricity 
cable, as well as increased traffic.  Cumulatively, construction operations would have a 
significant impact on local residents in this quiet rural area (CD71 paras 8.8-8.11, CD92 p.7). 

7.18 CGSL has made no assessment of noise impact for users of the public footpaths and 
bridleways in the area.  The extent of the construction project, striking across the valley and 
along Woldgate, would disturb people over a wide area.  The cumulative noise and other 
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impacts on users of the countryside would harm local amenity for residents and visitors to the 
area.  The leaflet for the DEFRA conservation walk (CD63) notes that it has been “created for 
the quiet enjoyment of the countryside” (CD71 paras 8.10-8.12). 

7.19 The significance of these objections is increased by the 15 month period of 
construction.  The Inspector in the Byley salt cavern case rightly identified that, for 2 years in 
that case, the main site would be “a full blown construction site” and that there would be “a 
significantly harmful effect on the countryside over a substantial period” (APP22 paras 9.30-
9.32).  And that was at a former airfield site, in contrast to the quiet rural valley in this case (oral 
evidence). 

Traffic 

7.20 Again it is the cumulative impact which would be particularly significant.  Over the 
construction period there would be some 7000 lorry movements, and when employees’ vehicles 
are included there would be about 55,000 vehicle movements.  These would be concentrated 
along the B1253 which CGSL’s traffic witness described as at present having “a relatively low 
flow for such a road” (APP130 para 3.3).  This would add to the noise and disturbance for local 
residents and visitors.  In addition there would be temporary traffic lights and road closures.  All 
seasons of the year would be affected during the 15 months, including the holiday period and 
harvest. 

7.21 The mitigation measures proposed in the section 106 undertaking (CD69) demonstrate 
an acceptance by CGSL that there would be an adverse impact from traffic.  It is not clear 
whether the proposed restrictions on hours and routes of lorry trips could be effectively 
controlled and policed.  CGSL’s traffic witness accepted that such agreements are breached.  If a 
lorry were travelling to or from the site at school start or finish times, it is not realistic to 
suppose that the driver would park somewhere (and where?) for up to half an hour whilst the 
school filled or emptied (CD71 paras 8.6-8.7, CD92 p.7). 

[Note: the Council provided no case on Archaeology, Ecology or Hydrology] 

Safety 

7.22 Case law (the Newport case) has shown that public perception of fear is capable of 
being a material consideration in determining planning applications (CD71 paras 9.1-9.3, CD92     
pp.12-13). 

7.23 In this case a number of factors demonstrate that local people’s fears for their safety are 
neither baseless nor unfounded.  Firstly the site would not be COMAH regulated.  Secondly, 
there is a record of incidents associated with underground gas storage (CD70/1).  Although 
CGSL claims that they are not comparable, they similarly involved the storage of gas 
underground under pressure, and the hazard which led to each accident, namely escape of gas, is 
the same as that identified here.  There have been incidents in this part of England, in particular 
the notorious disaster at Flixborough in the 1970s and the accident at the Atwick gas storage site 
near Hornsea in 1983: these would be remembered by local residents.  The Rough offshore 
facility, the scene of the explosion and fire in 2006, is off this part of the coast.  It is irrelevant to 
say that Flixborough, and more recently Buncefield, did not involve storage of natural gas: they 
were damaging incidents arising from the storage of hazardous substances. 

7.24 Thirdly, there are residential properties (Low Caythorpe Farm, Low Caythorpe 
Cottages and Lyndon Cottage) which CGSL’s safety witness accepted would be within the 
hazard ranges identified by the Advantica report (at APP109 fig 1 and APP110) and so within 
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an area where a gas cloud could ignite.  Also within the hazard ranges are public roads (the 
B1253 and Woldgate) and public rights of way.  Fourthly, it is proposed to store 289 million cu 
m of gas directly under people’s homes, even though people are aware (from examples at 
Telford and Swanage) that gas can leak upwards. 

7.25 Perception of fear might have adverse planning consequences if it led to people moving 
away or being reluctant to move into the area. 

7.26 CGSL accepts that the project should not be located in a populated area, in the Note on 
alternative industrial sites (CD51, at paras 2.16-2.17).  Despite this, people in Rudston and 
Boynton are expected to accept this project at Caythorpe. 

Need 

7.27 It is accepted that there is a national need for gas storage, but the question is whether 
Caythorpe is required to meet that need, in the light of the objections identified above.  The need 
is to ensure security of gas supply and to meet seasonal and daily fluctuations.  However storage 
is not the only means of meeting the need.  CGSL takes no account of Canatxx’s Amlwch 
project in Anglesey, dismissing it as a LNG import proposal (though it is listed in the JESS 
report as a storage project: CD49 page 49), yet it would be able to provide 25-33% of the UK 
daily demand for gas (CD86, at page 3).  Account should be taken of the totality of supply, 
including on and off-shore storage and import capacity (CD71 section 7, CD92 pp.9-12, oral 
evidence). 

7.28 CGSL seeks to downplay the significance of import capacity by referring to recent cold 
spells when the Zeebrugge Interconnector ran below capacity because of competing demands in 
mainland Europe which was also experiencing cold weather.  However it is conjecture whether a 
future extreme winter in the UK would coincide with such conditions in the rest of north-west 
Europe.  In any case, gas imports are now also available from the rest of the world via LNG. 

7.29 The forecasts presented by CGSL rely on outdated climate data.  No account is taken of 
likely reductions in gas demand from both climate change, involving warmer winters, and 
increased emphasis on energy conservation.  The Inspector in the Byley case mentioned this 
point (APP22 para 9.13). 

7.30 Other sources paint a less gloomy picture of future gas supply than CGSL’s witness.  
CGSL estimates a storage capacity of 5,800 million cubic metres (mcm) from existing facilities 
and those with planning permission (APP106 para 5.41), but this assumes, unrealistically, that 
no future capacity will become available.  The ILEX report forecasts a capacity of 7,600-9,400 
mcm by 2013 (APP32 table 22 at page 94).  The JESS report examines the capability to meet 
peak gas demand during a 1 in 50 winter (CD49 page 23), and, as to daily gas deliverability, 
refers to “a good supply-demand match continuing through until about 2020” and “until 
2014/15, supplies without storage would in theory be sufficient to provide for demand 
throughout an average winter” (ibid page 30).  The JESS report also puts onshore gas storage 
into context by highlighting the other options available (ibid page 9 para 41; also APP32 pages 
28 onwards).  The market is responding to supply and demand forecasts by bringing proposals 
forward. 

7.31 Demand can also be addressed by promoting other energy supplies.  In contrast to 
CGSL’s claim that coal-fired power stations are closing, a £100 million project in Hull for a 
bulk coal import and handling facility would supply the Aire and Trent valley power stations 
which provide 25% of National Grid capacity, with a time horizon to 2030.  Such power stations 
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are essential to UK energy supply, with a continuing potential due to the fitting of 
desulphurisation plant (oral evidence). 

7.32 Even in his “optimistic” supply forecast, CGSL’s witness takes no account of future 
projects coming forward, bringing them in only as a sensitivity test.  Even then the approach is 
inconsistent in the probabilities assigned to them.  Storage in onshore depleted fields is 
described as “by far the most likely projects to go forward” (APP106 para 7.27), yet of such 
projects listed at table 4 of APP106, the probability is assessed at only 50% at Albury and 
Gainsborough and 25% at Bletchingley (APP107 appendix 8).  The salt cavity project at Preesall 
is reduced to 40% of the capacity it is published to have (ibid).  As a result, the exercise 
purporting to include “all possible projects” at table 17 of APP106 assumes only some 25% of 
their capacity at 2012/13, rising to 37% at 2015/6.  There is no testing of whether, even on the 
pessimistic forecast, the claimed demand shortfall after 2012/13 would occur if higher 
probabilities were assigned to the projects.  Little weight should be attached to such evidence. 

7.33 As to the claimed role of Caythorpe in evening out fluctuations in gas prices, it is 
simply too small to have any real effect – both in its total capacity and in its daily delivery rate 
(comparative figures at APP107 appendix 8 and APP106 table 4).  Salt cavity storage is more 
suitable for this purpose.  Because the gas is held in a void instead of in porous rock, it is 
capable of a delivery rate 4 times faster than from a depleted field and so is better able to 
respond to daily variations in demand.  Caythorpe would be a less efficient option. 

7.34 While it is accepted that both salt cavity and depleted field storage can only occur 
where geological conditions are suitable, Yorkshire is already well-served by such facilities, 
particularly the East Riding.  There is the existing facility at Atwick, one under construction at 
Aldbrough with a phase 2 planned, and a proposal at Whitehill near Withernwick – all salt 
cavities.  The Rough facility is off this coast; and there are other existing and permitted facilities 
in the north of England.  Any national need may be better met in a different part of the country 
and in less environmentally sensitive locations, “preferably not too far from large cities” (CD61; 
CD71 paras 7.6-7.8 & 7.12-13). 

7.35 For the Whitehill project, the applicant carried out a detailed site search starting with all 
areas within the UK where suitable geological conditions were known to exist.  A short-list of 6 
locations was then examined for ability to accept above-ground infrastructure without 
significant visual impact, taking account of existing development, dwellings, land availability 
and planning designations.  CGSL has carried out no such investigation of alternatives and the 
ES is deficient in this regard.  The project would have significant adverse effects through the 
introduction of an industrial process in open countryside and a significant increase in the size of 
the existing facility, particularly during construction.  Unlike the existing facility, in respect of 
which underlying gas reserves could only be extracted where they occurred, gas storage could 
be located elsewhere.  It is reasonable therefore to expect a search process to be carried out.  
This is all the more so given the requirement to justify the CPO (CD71 section 7). 

7.36 Having identified significant adverse effects and given CGSL’s argument that need 
outweighs any planning disadvantages, it is appropriate for the Council to contend that a search 
for an alternative location is necessary without itself routing round to see if an alternative site 
can be identified.  This follows from the Scott and Trusthouse Forte cases (APP69, CD70/4 & 
5).  But in fact, just by scratching the surface, potential alternatives have been found: 
 a. depleted gas field at Malton, Kirby Misperton, Marishes and Pickering (CD80).  
Reference is made to sour gas but CGSL accepted that this can be overcome; 
 b. OCTEL: a brownfield location and former chemical works, allocated for industry in 
local plan, well located for road links and connection to the NTS (CD79).  It was rejected as an 
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alternative to the Stublach site in Cheshire (permitted in 2006) because of surface 
contamination, but this need not prevent use for underground storage; 
 c. Goostrey: an MOD site in Cheshire well located for road links and NTS connection;      
1 km from residential property (CD79). 

7.37 Offshore gas storage has the potential to provide much greater capacity than an onshore 
site like Caythorpe, at a substantially reduced impact on people or the environment.  CGSL 
referred to the high costs involved but the cost per cubic metre of storage is comparable.  
CGSL’s witness’s figure varied wildly from £400 million to over £1000 million.  He accepted 
that 3 offshore fields are under investigation, but declined to give details because of commercial 
confidentiality.  One of them is the Esmond field currently the subject of a feasibility study 
(CD78). 

7.38 For these reasons it is concluded that, although there is a national need, this can be met 
by the large number of proposals excluding Caythorpe which are coming forward.  There is no 
pressing need sufficient to overcome all the other objections in this case. 

Proposal D 

7.39 Objection is raised to the gas storage authorisation order on the same grounds as set out 
in the decision notices for the planning and hazardous substances consent applications (letter of 
24 July 2006, with SAO bundle). 

Proposal E 

7.40 The proposed installation of an electricity cable is premature until the main planning 
appeal has been determined (decision notice dated 16 January 2007, on file). 

* 

8. The case for Wold Residents Against Gas Storage (WRAGS) 

Landscape and visual impact 

8.1 WRAGS fully supports the case made by the Council on this topic and the following 
points are additional to that. 

8.2 The visual quality of the Wolds is beyond dispute and the Great Wolds Valley has an 
overwhelmingly rural character.  This is confirmed by the Landscape Character Assessment 
(CD55) and it is clear that the Council, via Local Plan policy EN3, intends to continue its 
protection.  Only very limited development should be allowed.  Photographs of the area (CD74 
pp.46-55) speak for themselves.  The area has been painted by David Hockney, amongst others 
(examples at CD74 page 56).  The effect of this proposal on the protected landscape of this 
Valley is in itself sufficient reason to refuse planning permission (CD91 paras 3-4, 9-11). 

8.3 This is not an area where permanent industrial development should be permitted.  There 
is no existing industrial development in the Valley and no detractors from visual amenity apart 
from the existing plant, which is prominent in the landscape and clearly visible from public and 
private vantage points.  Residents are concerned at the creeping industrialisation that is taking 
place, as demonstrated by the visual impact of the site today compared with the original plant 
granted temporary planning permission in 1992.  If the current proposals were permitted, this 
trend may continue with further well sites being sought (CD74 sections 7.1 & 7.4; photographs 
at pp.67-77 compared with CD74/2 appendix 42 p.2).  The Humbly Grove facility in Hampshire 
(photographs at CD74/8), although larger than this project, shows what such a facility can look 
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like.  Residents have gone along with successive changes to the existing facility and extensions 
of time, appreciating the case of need and that it was a temporary plant.  It is upsetting then that 
CGSL should describe local people as a “small but vocal group of NIMBY protestors” (CD74/5 
& 6). 

8.4 CGSL compares the proposals with agricultural buildings in the area.  However there 
are no agricultural buildings of such mass, scale and bulk in the Valley and the proposed plant 
would have structures and features such as light posts, gates and signs which are of an 
exclusively industrial nature (oral evidence, CD91 para 15). 

8.5 It is not accepted that the existing site should be taken as the baseline for assessing the 
visual impact of the proposals.  Existing plant operates under a temporary planning permission 
expiring in 5 years’ time with a requirement to restore to agriculture with a 5 year period of 
after-care.  This is normal practice with a minerals permission and does not justify permanent 
industrial development.  It is unattractive for CGSL to seek to raise uncertainty about their 
intentions in this respect.  Residents have a legitimate expectation that the site will be restored.  
The impact of the proposals should be assessed against a site that would otherwise be restored 
land after 2012 (CD91 para 6, CD74 paras 4.2 & 7.6). 

8.6 As well as public views, the impact on private views of the site by local residents is 
also relevant to their quality of life.  CGSL’s landscape witness accepted that she had not visited 
private properties to assess this.  For example, the wellsite can be seen from upper floor 
windows at Thorpe Hall (CD91 para 13, CD87/3).  CGSL relies on screening of the wellsite by 
Carr Plantation but it does not control the future of that wood.  It is mature woodland with trees 
that may have to be felled as part of its management (CD74 para 7.5.3, CD87/3). 

8.7 The photomontages produced by CGSL are over-optimistic in the light of experience 
with tree and shrub growth and continued visibility at the existing site.  Attention is drawn to the 
Council’s evidence on this point (CD91 para 14).  There is particular concern about the visual 
impact of the proposed AGI, which would be located on open high ground near Rudston 
Beacon.  This would seriously spoil the landscape of the area and would be visible for miles.  
Proposed screening would be completely inadequate.  The site appears to have been selected as 
the cheapest option, with no consideration given to alternative siting along the NTS route such 
as at the Carnaby industrial estate (CD74 sections 6 & 7.8). 

8.8 The impact of lighting can only be judged from the present site and the assumption that 
light pollution would be greater from the proposed extended site.  No details have been provided 
to enable this matter to be properly assessed (CD91 para 16). 

Tourism 

8.9 The Bridlington area is one of the most deprived in the country and has been awarded 
Objective 2 status under the 2000-06 Yorkshire and Humber Programme.  It relies heavily on 
tourism.  This is recognised in the Council’s consultation paper for the Bridlington Area Action 
Plan (CD74/2 appendices 45 & 46, CD87/4).  The Great Wolds Valley, and Rudston and 
Boynton villages in particular, contribute to this and broaden the tourism base beyond that 
offered by Bridlington.  The range of tourist facilities in the immediate area around the site 
includes: 

• West Lawn, Boynton: 6 holiday cottages and traditional farm buildings; 
• Boynton Hall Dairy and No 8 Boynton: holiday cottages; 
• Bosville Arms Hotel, Boynton; 
• Thorpe Hall camping and caravan site, with 80 pitches (see below); 
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• West Meadows, Kilham: 3 holiday cottages; 
• new development of 30 holiday cottages plus equestrian business at Easton Road; 
• Equestrian facilities at Woldgate trekking centre; 
• Seaton House bed & breakfast, Rudston; 
• Eastgate farm cottage, Rudston. 

8.10 The Thorpe Hall camping and caravan site is located in the valley close to the proposed 
wellsite and recently won the David Bellamy Gold Conservation Excellence Award.  Holiday-
makers and local people enjoy the annual “cowslip walk” which takes place each May in the 
area around Thorpe Hall and in particular on the Chalk Bank [para 2.7 above].  The latter is 
almost adjacent to proposed industrial development at the wellsite which would destroy the 
unspoilt character of this area and threaten the future of the walk (CD74 para 7.10.5, including 
photographs; CD74/7). 

8.11 The proposed development has the potential to affect perceptions of the valley.  It 
would be seen as “spoilt countryside”, detracting from the number of visitors to the area and 
harming the economic base.  The small number of jobs created (APP60) would not compensate 
for this (CD91 para 27, CD74 section 7.10). 

Noise and pollution 

8.12 CGSL’s noise witness seemed only partly aware of where neighbouring properties are 
which would be affected by the proposed 24 hour drilling operations, at 6 wells for 45 days per 
well, and identified the wellsite in the wrong place (at APP128 appendix 2).  On his evidence, 
noise levels would be at the top end if not borderline of advice in MPS2 and WHO guidelines on 
avoiding sleep disturbance.  The evidence also shows background noise levels below 30 dB(A), 
which corresponds to the perception of local people that the site is quiet, rural and of a remote 
nature (CD91 paras 24-25). 

8.13 The requirement to install a 66 kV electricity supply indicates the energy consumption 
which would be involved in operating the site and creating the high pressures required.  It is 
accepted by CGSL that the plant would produce emissions of carbon dioxide, methane and 
oxides of nitrogen (in ES addendum section 3.10).  Whether or not these affect the local area 
there would be a global impact.  CGSL claims that levels would be less than from the existing 
plant, but that is expected to come to an end in 5 years time.  There should at least be measures 
to offset the carbon emissions of the proposals (CD74 section 7.7). 

Traffic 

8.14 As CGSL’s witnesses accept, this is a quiet rural area and the B1253 carries a relatively 
light traffic flow for this type of road.  It is however used regularly by local people and visitors, 
by car, cycle, on horseback – and on foot, particularly between Boynton village and the primary 
school; west of Boynton past the site the road has no footway.  The noise, disturbance and 
hazard caused by construction traffic would therefore be all the more noticeable.  For a 15 
month construction period, there would be 66 lorry movements a day in one month, 46-48 
movements a day for 2 more months, 22 a day for one month and 6-12 movements a day for the 
remainder; in addition to 40 or more light vehicle movements each day.  That would be a 
significant increase.  It is frightening to think of this traffic passing Boynton school, separated 
from the playground only by the footway (CD91 paras 17-19, CD74 section 7.9). 

8.15 Despite its quiet nature, the B1253 between Bridlington and Octon had 23 accidents 
resulting in injury or fatality between April 1999 and April 2005 (APP130 para 6.11).  CGSL’s 
traffic witness agreed that this was significantly higher than is to be expected for this type of 
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road.  Contributory causes are the road alignment, which includes deceptive bends, the absence 
of street lighting or footways and the mix of users.  Since production of the ES there have been 
2 more fatal accidents in the neighbourhood of the site.  Bringing more HGVs onto this road can 
only exacerbate the hazards (CD91 paras 21-22, CD74/2 appendices 43 & 44). 

8.16 The proposed road closures of Woldgate and Church Lane would disrupt all road users 
for significant periods, including cyclists on Woldgate which is part of the European network of 
cycle routes, horse riders and farm vehicles (CD91 para 23, CD87/4). 

Nature conservation 

8.17 The importance of the area is demonstrated by the designation of one SSSI and 9 
SINCs in the neighbourhood of the site.  Willow Garth SSSI is unique as the only surviving 
wetland on the chalk of East Yorkshire that has such a continuity of preserved sediments 
containing pollen, plant macrofossils, molluscs and insects from the last 12,000 years.  It is an 
irreplaceable archive, and as yet only partly researched and understood.  The site is very fragile 
in that even a small drop in the water table could cause oxidation of the peat deposits and 
destruction of the fossil record.  Human interference in addition to any impact of climate change 
could cause irreversible damage.  It is not known whether any damage may have been caused by 
the existing development at the site.  Despite the measures described by CGSL’s hydrology 
witness, the risk of damage is simply too great to justify the proposed development, which 
would be close to and upstream of the SSSI and, in the case of electricity cable installation, 
adjacent to it (CD74/9, CD74 section 7.3, CD91 paras 29-32). 

8.18 The Gypsey Race SINC contains populations of white-clawed crayfish and water vole.  
CGSL accepts this, but has not carried out any proper survey of them.  The East Yorkshire 
Chalk Rivers Trust has secured a grant from the Environment Agency to survey the crayfish and 
carry out restoration work.  It is perverse that such work may be taking place close to a major 
construction site with all the disruption and pollution potential that that entails (CD74 paras 
7.4.4-7.4.7). 

8.19 The area has an immense diversity of flora and fauna which has been studied by the 
Yorkshire Naturalists Union and Yorkshire Wildlife Trust (CD74/2 appendices 28-41 & 48-49).  
CGSL is dismissive of this evidence but did not seek further information (CD91 para 28).  Of 
particular note is the dissertation on the chalk grassland community of the Chalk Bank (CD74/2 
appendix 27).  This natural chalk grassland on a hillside near the proposed wellsite is hardly 
mentioned in the ES (CD74 paras 7.5.1-7.5.2, CD74/7). 

8.20 The ES contains no proper analysis of the wildlife interest of Carr Plantation which 
adjoins the proposed wellsite.  CGSL apparently surveyed about 30 m into the woodland from 
the site, but did so without permission from the landowner.  It is extraordinary that CGSL’s 
representatives should have entered private land in that way.  In any event, it is evident from the 
ES that the survey failed to detect the badger setts, a breeding pair of buzzards, great crested 
newts and other wildlife that the records at CD74/2 appendices 28-41 show to be present in this 
area.  The noise, light and disturbance associated with the drilling work would have a potentially 
damaging impact (CD74 section 7.5, CD74/7, CD87/3, oral evidence). 

Archaeology 

8.21 The main site lies on the edge of a deserted medieval village, a scheduled monument 
which until the present facility was built had a setting of an open and unspoilt character.  The 
historic landscape value of this rare survival in what is essentially a late 18th century parkland 
area has been clearly impaired by CGSL’s existing facility.  The appeal proposal would 
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perpetuate and extend that damage.  The harm to the setting of the ancient monument would be  
contrary to Local Plan policy EN13 and Structure Plan policy ENV7 (CD74/10, CD74 section 
5.2, CD91 para 35). 

8.22 The wider area is remarkable for the potential survival of archaeological information 
from the postglacial (mesolithic) right through to the late medieval periods.  The site lies in a 
part of the Great Wolds Valley that has been, unusually, open pasture for many years and bears 
no evidence for modern ploughing or intensive agriculture which is destructive of archaeology.  
Many areas have been only recently cultivated so there is still a high potential for the recovery 
of archaeological information. 

8.23  CGSL’s approach is based on far too little background understanding of the 
archaeological significance of this area.  Research elsewhere suggests that geophysical survey is 
less effective on chalky gravel soils.  Trial trenching at 2-5% is accepted practice in accordance 
with PPG16 but can miss important evidence.  At Caythorpe the density of archaeological 
survival is so high that sampling is inadequate.  CGSL’s work (APP119 appendix 9) shows 
many instances where geophysical survey or trenching cuts across potential remains that ought 
to be properly investigated.  The further work that would be carried out in connection with the 
proposals would be physically destructive yet would cut arbitrarily across the archaeological 
information.  It is like investigating a rare manuscript by taking strips out of it.  If this 
development is to go ahead then much more work needs to be done which is focussed on 
elucidating the archaeology of the area (CD91 para 36, CD74/10, oral evidence). 

8.24 Although it is noted that English Heritage raises no objection, their concern is mainly 
with scheduled monuments in the context of PPG16 and generally they do not get involved at 
the local level.  PPG16 is itself outdated and out of touch with modern archaeological thinking 
which gives more emphasis to local involvement (oral evidence). 

8.25 If there have to be gas storage facilities in the Wolds this is about the most sensitive 
area for its archaeology that could have been chosen.  The cultural heritage value of this area for 
future generations outweighs any economic argument about the need to store small quantities of 
gas (CD74/10). 

Safety 

8.26 The proposals entail substantially different processes from those currently in place at 
the site.  Gas would be stored, transported and injected at pressures of up to 200 bar; to put that 
in context, any gas pipeline which operates at over 7 bar is categorised as having major accident 
hazard potential.  The main site would contain plant operating at high pressures and tanks for the 
storage of liquid hydrocarbons arising from the process.  The 6 proposed new boreholes could 
each be a potential source of gas release from the reservoir in the event of a valve failure.  All of 
these increase the accident potential (CD73 sections 3.2 & 3.4, CD91 paras 39-42). 

8.27 CGSL emphasises the relative safety of underground storage in a depleted gas 
reservoir.  This neglects both the puncturing of that reservoir by the proposed 6 additional 
boreholes and the risks associated with the above-ground processes.  To describe the process as 
“intrinsically safe” is wrong and highly dangerous and it is a matter of concern that CGSL is so 
dismissive of serious safety issues.  The record of accidents shows that it is often the culture of 
the organisation that is at fault.  It is a misconception that regulation by itself guarantees safety.  
However well a process is designed and regulated, safe operation is dependent on standards of 
maintenance and the diligence of the people who operate it.  Since 2001 there has been a 
catalogue of accidents at COMAH regulated sites, yet at each of these the organisation involved 
would no doubt have claimed that safety was its number one priority.  Accidents will happen 
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and references to low probabilities is of little comfort to the victims of them (CD73 sections 3.6 
& 3.8, oral evidence). 

8.28 It is also beside the point to say that some of the recent accidents, particularly 
Buncefield, did not involve natural gas.  They have involved the ignition and explosion of 
hydrocarbon vapour clouds.  It is not necessarily the case that an explosion requires confinement 
by a building: the causes of the Flixborough explosion are still not fully understood.  The 
proposals would entail the juxtaposition of a number of hazardous materials, including liquid 
hydrocarbons, and the use of equipment which is open to faults such as corrosion or valve 
failure.  In such a situation one small incident can have a domino effect across the site.  Gas 
compression equipment has the highest failure rate of all major hydrocarbon process plant 
(CD73/2).  So the history of major accidents elsewhere in the UK hydrocarbon industry is a 
valid indicator of the potential hazards of these proposals (CD73 section 3.8, oral evidence). 

8.29 The presence of gas under high pressure increases the risk of escapes.  It also increases 
the risk of ignition, such as from static charge produced by high gas velocities (CD73 page 14). 

8.30 The major hazards arising from the proposals are ignition and/or explosion.  The 
consequences can be fire, thermal radiation, blast wave, debris throw, or air or water pollution 
(CD73 section 3.7).  CGSL says that natural gas being lighter than air would tend to rise 
upwards in the event of a discharge, but this would not be so in the event of a release under 
pressure, when the jet could be directed along the ground (CD73/3).  CGSL’s evidence 
concentrates on the consequences of ignition of a gas cloud and the resulting thermal radiation 
hazard.  Even then, several properties including Low Caythorpe Farm, Linden Cottage and 
Binsdale Farm lie within the envelope of flammability shown at APP109 fig 1.  Whilst sources 
of ignition can be controlled within the site, this is not so outside it (CD91 para 43, oral 
evidence). 

8.31 CGSL has not modelled the effects of a compressor house explosion or the resulting 
hazard ranges (scenario 10 at APP109 tables 1 & 2).  Although the reasons for this are explained 
in the Advantica report (APP110), on the basis that the roof would blow off first, there would 
still be an uncontrolled release of stored energy, and where would the roof land?  Some non-
vertical release of energy would be likely yet the effects of this have not been modelled.  The 
Flixborough explosion caused damage 4 miles away.  A low shock wave of only 40 mb pressure 
can cause glass to shatter, and this can cause up to 90% of the injuries and fatalities resulting 
from an explosion (CD73 page 14, CD73/1, oral evidence). 

8.32 CGSL’s evidence regarding the role of the HSE is not reassuring.  It is pointed out that 
the prime responsibility lies with the operator, but this refers back to the above points about the 
appropriate safety culture within the organisation.  There is concern that the HSE is under-
staffed and under-resourced to carry out inspections with the frequency required to ensure full 
compliance with the regulations and that they are likely to become involved only after an 
incident has actually happened (CD91 para 45). 

8.33 For these reasons WRAGS’s objection under this issue goes beyond unfounded fears 
and amounts to a genuine concern about the nature of what is proposed, its size, operation and 
processes, and the potential effect at this location on human health and safety (ibid para 38). 

Need 

8.34 The need for gas storage is accepted but the question is what contribution Caythorpe 
could make as weighed against all the harm that would be caused to the landscape, the ecology, 
the archaeology and historic setting, health and safety fears for the residents and through 
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disruption during construction.  The answer is that Caythorpe is too small to make any 
significant difference to energy supplies; and suggestions that the National Gas Grid could not 
cope without it are misleading.  The claim that it would have any effect on gas prices is wholly 
speculative and the failure to supply any evidence to substantiate it, in response to questions put 
to CGSL’s need witness, indicates that there would be no effect (CD74 sections 3.1-3.2, 3.6.1.3 
& 3.6.7; CD91 paras 46-50). 

8.35 The average daily energy demand for the coldest 50 days in a 1 in 50 winter is given as 
4855 GWh (APP106 para 7.6), i.e. 242,750 GWh for the 50 days.  Caythorpe would provide just 
0.96% of this (capacity 2320 GWh: APP107 appendix 8)∗.  The daily withdrawal rate from 
Caythorpe was given by CGSL as 8.5 mcm at the beginning of the phase, then declining, with 
an average of 4.7 mcm per day.  This is equivalent to 92 GWh maximum, declining to 43 GWh 
at 4 mcm/day.  By comparison, the contribution that might be made by voluntary interruptible 
supplies, at 111-133 GWh/day, is described by CGSL as “fairly limited” (APP106 para 7.6).  
Similarly, there was debate at the inquiry whether the capacity of the Langeled pipeline should 
be taken as 320,000 GWh/year (capacity of the southern leg) or 280,000 GWh (capacity of the 
northern leg) (APP107 appendix 2 para A2-2.4).  CGSL used the lower figure (ibid table A2.3) 
and later explained why (APP65), but uncertainty remains.  The difference of 40,000 GWh is 
equivalent to 3680 mcm, which is 1½ times the size of Caythorpe.  Essentially, Caythorpe’s 
capacity is equivalent to rounding errors when it comes to supply forecasting (oral evidence). 

8.36 CGSL accepts that there is no likelihood of supply problems before 2011/12, even 
should there be an extreme winter.  This is partly because of the huge increase in import 
capacity and in infrastructure projects including interconnector pipelines and LNG import 
terminals as well as underground storage.  These have come as a market response to demand.  
CGSL’s need witness’s main analysis makes no allowance for any further projects coming 
forward, on the grounds of uncertainty and despite the evidence of recent projects and the 
pattern of planning permissions granted for new facilities, including on appeal.  It is unrealistic 
to have ignored, even in the “optimistic” scenario, any prospect that further projects will come 
forward to meet widely publicised expectations of a future supply shortfall.  The JESS report 
(CD49) supports this view (CD74 para 3.6.3.6-3.6.6 & figs 2-4, CD91 paras 51-52). 

8.37 There are a number of other ways of adjusting existing capacity to meet demand 
fluctuations: 

• “linepack”, or varying the pressure within the system.  Ofgem has considered making it 
available on the market to reduce price fluctuations; 

• “swing”, i.e. spare capacity in the system; 
• the ability of some power stations to switch to alternative fuels to relieve gas demand; 
• LNG storage, including designated constrained facilities which may be called upon at 

times of high demand; 
• interruptible contracts, as above (CD74 sections 3.3-3.6). 

8.38 Even when CGSL includes planned storage facilities in a sensitivity analysis, only 
some 37% of the potential capacity is included, even in the “optimistic” scenario.  Nevertheless, 
in the optimistic case, the analysis shows that capacity would be adequate to meet demand in a 1 
in 50 winter up to 2015/16.  The pessimistic case is less clear because the witness did not have 
time to complete the analysis (APP106 para 7.24, CD91 para 54, oral evidence).  The 
downgrading of possible sites in terms of size and probability is curious; for example 
Bletchingley is reduced to 12.5% of its stated size, yet the company that owns that site has made 

 
∗ A conversion matrix between mcm, GWh and other capacity figures is at page 121 of APP34, also reproduced at 
CD82. 
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no statements concerning negative prospects for it and is investing significant sums in its 
appraisal (CD91 para 56, oral evidence).  CGSL produces a chart purporting to show that 
Caythorpe is not particularly small (APP106 fig 16 at p.83), but the scale of that chart distorts 
the impression.  If the dominating position of the Rough offshore field is taken out, Caythorpe 
can be seen to be indeed small, amounting to just 6% of onshore depleted field projects (CD82).   
Moreover that excludes salt cavern projects which are significantly larger (APP106 table 4 on 
p.26).  These include, in East Yorkshire alone, Whitehill and the Aldbrough expansion (CD74 
para 3.4.3.3). 

8.39 CGSL suggests that further investment in offshore storage capacity would not be 
viable, but this is inconsistent with the claim that there is a huge demand for gas storage.  There 
must be a market price for gas storage at which offshore fields do become viable.  CGSL has 
carried out no proper analysis of such prospects, which is fundamental if one is to conclude that 
there are no alternatives to Caythorpe.  In fact, the evidence about the Forbes/Esmond field 
(CD74/2 appendix 50, CD78) shows that significant sums of money are being expended in 
appraising that field.  That alone is some 7 times the capacity of Caythorpe.  CGSL’s need 
witness accepted that 2 other fields are being investigated, but would not provide details because 
of commercial confidentiality.  There are 172 fields in UK waters producing gas (APP106 para 
7.12) and Centrica told the Competition Commission that several are suitable for conversion 
into storage facilities.  There is also offshore gas storage in Irish waters at Kinsale Head (CD74 
paras 3.4.3.2 & 3.9.3-7, CD74/1 appendix 16, CD91 paras 55 & 58). 

8.40 It is not appropriate to compare storage capacity in the UK with that of other countries, 
since the commercial and political contexts are and have been very different.  A more useful 
question would be whether the UK might make use of excess foreign storage capacity (CD74 
section 3.6.2). 

8.41 It is not accepted that what CGSL’s need witness calls his “optimistic” forecast is in 
reality that.  It is too cautious in what it excludes from the supply side, as analysed above.  It is 
below the forecast made by Wood Mackenzie, which is not stated to be an optimistic one 
(APP106 fig 11 on p.55).  As to demand, the NGG’s 2002 forecast predicted demand levels in 
each year significantly below those forecast in 2001 (CD82 p.3).  JESS expected that gas 
demand for the winter 2006/7 would be 20% lower than was forecast in 2002 (CD49, point 9 on 
p.24).  Climate change and energy conservation will strengthen this trend.  Account should be 
taken of Professor Odell’s evidence to the Common Committee on Trade and Industry (CD74/1 
appendix 7).  The suggestion by CGSL’s need witness that increasing temperatures would lead 
to more gas being consumed at peak times appears to be little more than clutching at straws (oral 
evidence, CD74 paras 3.3.5-7, CD91 paras 53 & 62). 

8.42 It is not clear what purpose Caythorpe is intended to serve in this context.  It is too 
small to provide strategic storage.  It would be slower than salt cavity storage and so less 
efficient in ironing out short term fluctuations.  It is accepted that this country needs gas storage 
for strategic reasons, but that is different from “nice to have” arbitraging ability.  If Caythorpe 
sought the latter role, it might be only partially full at the start of a winter and so less able to 
meet winter demand shortfalls on which CGSL places such reliance (CD74 section 3.6.1). 

8.43 The ES has not adequately demonstrated that there are no alternatives to Caythorpe.  In 
addition to all the alternatives examined above, WRAGS with its limited time and resources has 
not had to look far outside the local area to find a potential development.  At Carnaby some 7 
km south of Caythorpe, seismic surveys have established a gas reserve in the same geological 
strata, and test drilling is to be carried out.  The arguments advanced in favour of Caythorpe 
could equally well apply to that site (CD74 para 3.9.2 & CD74/1 appendix 15). 
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Compulsory Purchase Order  

8.44 Statutory objectors to the CPO have appeared in their own right, but WRAGS supports 
their objections.  In order for an acquiring authority to show that land or interest in land have to 
be taken away from landowners against their wishes, it has to show that there is a compelling 
need in the public interest that justifies the loss of private land.  The burden of proof is on CGSL 
to show on the balance of probabilities that this is the case.  Furthermore, CGSL must justify a 
CPO by showing in as much detail as possible how it intends to use the land which it is 
proposing to acquire and that all the necessary financial resources are likely to be available to 
achieve that end within a reasonable timescale (Circular 02/2003 paras 16 & 17 [sic: sc. Circular 
06/2004]).  The acquiring authority is also under an obligation to consider the availability of 
other less sensitive sites upon which the need could be satisfied and to show that they are of no 
comparison in relation to the proposed site.  The suggestion that a statutory objector has to 
identify such possible sites is nonsensical and manifestly unfair in the light of the Human Rights 
Act 1998, especially when those objectors are likely to be individuals who do not have the 
requisite resources or technical or legal knowledge (CD91 para 7). 

* 

9. The case for objectors to the Compulsory Purchase Order  

Sir Ian Macdonald 

9.1 Representations are set out principally in the inquiry statement, CD87/3, and in emails 
dated 6 November 2006 and 28 December 2006.  Objections are also made in connection with 
the planning and hazardous substances applications and appeals and the Gas Storage 
Authorisation Order application.  The main points, in addition to those made by WRAGS, are: 

 a. it is not appropriate that a private company should be able to seek a CPO in 
these circumstances for a speculative enterprise.  It is not clear that the promoters will be able 
successfully to complete the scheme; 

 b. the scheme is too small to meet a national need; 

 c. this area is a carefully created and lovingly maintained landscape.  The 
proposed industrial development is unacceptable.  Planting a few trees round it would not screen 
it and cannot amount to an improvement; 

 d. the proposed access track, at 5 m wide, would resemble a road and would 
stand out as an alien feature; 

 e. some of the trees in Carr Plantation are approaching 200 years old and may 
soon have to be felled.  Others may have to felled for the safety of the wellsite.  The plantation 
should not be relied on as a screen; 

 f. in any event the well site can be seen from the upper floors of Thorpe Hall.  
Noise during construction and flaring are bound to cause disturbance, especially if one chooses 
to have windows open at night; 

 g. concern about safety for all those living in the area; 

 h. the attitude of Warwick Energy.  The noise assessor called without 
appointment or clear identification.  The ecology consultant entered the Thorpe Hall estate 
without permission and without notice.  In a radio interview the company dismissed local people 
as a small but vocal group of NIMBY protestors; 
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 i. even then the ecological survey failed to identify the species diversity present 
in Carr Plantation and contained significant errors; 

 j. disturbance of sporting rights, especially during construction. 

Mr and Mrs Wilson 

9.2 Representations are set out principally in the inquiry statement, CD87/2, and in letters 
from Ullyott & Butler dated 20 and 28 December 2006.  The main points are: 

 a. the easement sought should be confined to the area to be used for gas storage, 
and as far as the pipeline is concerned should not include land over which an easement already 
exists for the existing pipeline; 

 b. all the requirements of the Gas Act 1965 must be met, including ensuring that 
the Company has the necessary financial standing; 

 c. the Order map is in error in omitting area 5c, without which the remaining 
areas cannot be used for gas storage.  Late amendments to the order should not be permitted; 

 d. if permitted, storage must be restricted to natural gas, with arrangements to 
ensure that pressure is controlled and that gas cannot migrate to other strata.  Issues of safety 
must be properly addressed; 

 e. damaging effect on the landscape; 

 f. increased risk of accidents during the construction period; 

 g. important to consider alternative sites which would meet the identified need 
with less damage to interests of acknowledged importance; 

 h. in the vicinity of the proposed electricity cable installation, English Nature has 
discouraged ploughing or hedge planting because of the risk of damage to the archaeology; 

 i. unjustified interference with human rights, namely respect for private and 
family life, home and correspondence. 

Mr and Mrs Marriott 

9.3 Representations are set out principally in letters dated 20 January 2005 [this appears to 
be an error for 2006], 15 March 2006 and 21 December 2006, and in oral submissions at the 
inquiry.  Objections are also made in connection with the planning application and appeal and 
the Gas Storage Authorisation Order application.  The main points are: 

 a. harm to the planet from storing and burning fossil fuels; 

b. if storage is needed, it should be offshore; 

 c. any compulsory purchase should be limited to the stratum in which the gas 
would be stored.  Premature to consider the CPO until the planning appeal has been determined; 

 d. evidence to the inquiry gives no reassurance as to the financial standing of 
CGSL.  No business plan has been provided, just vague reference to “arrangements” that have 
been made.  A recent press article further undermines confidence (CD87/1); 
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 e. it has not been shown that there is a compelling need in the public interest to 
justify the CPO.  In particular, no proper investigation of alternatives.  Unjustified infringement 
of human rights; 

 f. loss of property values in the area; 

 g. history of site gives no reassurance that the site would be eventually restored; 

 h. installation of the electricity cable along Church Lane would involve 
destruction of recently planted hedgerow; 

 i. support for objections raised by WRAGS, in particular: damage to landscape; 
industrialisation of the countryside (proposed landscaping likely to be ineffective); harm to 
Wolds area of landscape protection; potential damage to Willow Garth SSSI and the Gypsey 
Race; harm to sites of archaeological importance; fear of explosion; lack of need. 

9.4 An objection made by Messrs Sellers and Sons Ltd, which was also an objection to 
the gas storage authorisation order, has been withdrawn (letter of 24 January 2007). 

Non-Statutory Objectors 

9.5 Boynton Parish Council supports the objections made by WRAGS.  Any decision on 
the CPO should be withheld until after the result of the planning appeal (letter of 30 December 
2006; CD74/5). 

9.6 Mr and Mrs Turner object on grounds of harm to the archaeological and landscape 
value of the area, impact on tourism, safety hazard, and disturbance during the construction 
period.  As to the case of need, the amount of gas stored would be infinitesimal.  The local area 
would irreparably damaged (letter of 3 January 2007). 

* 

10. The case for other interested persons 

Proposal A 

10.1 There are 25 letters of objection to the main planning appeal.  These letters are on file.  
Objectors were generally represented by WRAGS at the inquiry and some appeared as witnesses 
for WRAGS.  WRAGS’s case as set out in section 8 above deals with all the main points made 
in the letters. 

10.2 The Transport and General Workers Union supports the proposal on the grounds of 
the need for additional gas storage to support industry and reduce volatility of gas prices. 

10.3 Representations made to the Council at the application stage are attached to the 
Council’s questionnaire bundle.  There is one letter of support.  The points made by objectors 
have been included above.  Consultation replies were made by: English Heritage, the Health and 
Safety Executive, English Nature (now Natural England), the Environment Agency, the CPRE, 
Yorkshire Water, Rudston and Boynton Parish Councils and Humberside Archaeology, as well 
as internal replies from the Council’s highways and landscape officers. 

Proposal B 

10.4 Several of the letters object to all the proposals in general, and/or object to the 
hazardous substances consent proposal in addition to proposal A.  There are 5 objections 
specifically to proposal B, which are on that file.  These refer to matters already summarised 
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above under WRAGS’s case, in particular the risk to human health and safety, lack of need, 
harm to archaeological and ecological interests (including Willow Garth SSSI), and harm to the 
landscape quality of the area. 

[Proposal C is the CPO, objections to which are covered  in section 9] 

Proposal D 

10.5 There are specific objections to the gas storage authorisation order (SAO) by East 
Riding of Yorkshire Council and 6 others, including one by Sellers & Sons Ltd which has been 
withdrawn.  Of these, Sir Ian Macdonald and Mrs S Marriott are owners of land within the 
proposed SAO, and their objections are similar to those made to the CPO which have been 
summarised above.  The other objections are contained in the SAO bundle and relate to matters 
that have already been included above. 

Proposal E 

10.6 There are 2 objections specifically to the electricity cable proposal, which support the 
Council’s case that the proposal is premature.  These are on file.  Some other objections already 
included above also refer to this proposal. 
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11. Conclusions 

Note: in this section, figures in square brackets are references to preceding paragraphs of this report. 

Introduction 

11.1 The proposal is to use land at Caythorpe for the underground storage of natural gas in 
strata from which existing natural gas reserves have been largely extracted.  To enable this, an 
existing plant site that has been used to extract the native gas and generate power from it would 
be adapted and expanded to accommodate gas compression and associated equipment for 
injecting gas into storage and withdrawing it as required.  Six new wells would be drilled from a 
site about 1 km south-west of the main site to access the strata, connected to the main site by 
buried pipeline and a surface access track.  Gas would be taken from and returned to the gas 
National Transmission System (the NTS) at a proposed above-ground installation (AGI) 
adjacent to Woldgate south-west of the main site, via an inter-connecting pipeline some 4.5 km 
long, following the same route as has been used for the existing plant. 

11.2 The project requires planning permission and hazardous substances consent.  A 
compulsory purchase order (CPO) has been served to acquire the necessary rights over the land 
involved.  A gas storage authorisation order (SAO) is required under the Gas Act 1965 for the 
underground storage.  A further planning permission is required to install an underground 
electricity cable linking the main site to a supply point adjoining Church Lane∗. 

11.3 The site and surroundings, the planning history and the proposals are described in more 
detail in sections 2-4 of this report.  Section 5 summarises relevant planning policy, including 
national energy policy.  Sections 6-10 present the main points made by the parties to the inquiry, 
including those made by written representation. 

11.4 The layout of these conclusions is as follows: 
• identification of the main considerations relating to the project as a whole; 
• assessment in turn of each of the main considerations; 
• conclusion on each element of the project in the light of the assessment; 
• conditions; 
• section 106 undertaking. 

Main considerations 

11.5 I consider that the main considerations are: 
a.  the visual impact on the landscape quality and character of the area; 

 b.  the effect on living conditions of residents, particularly from noise and traffic; 
 c.  the implications for nature conservation; 
 d.  the implications for archaeological remains, and where appropriate their settings; 
 e.  whether there would be an unacceptable risk of harm to human health and safety, 
and the weight to be attached to perceptions of harm; 
 f.  other issues raised by the Secretary of State for Trade and Industry’s list of matters 
which appear to him to be relevant to his consideration of the SAO application [1.6], namely the 
impact on water resources and tourism; 
 g.  whether the need for the proposal outweighs any objections found under the above 
issues, or any other identified harm. 
 

 
∗ also known as Sands Lane: see footnote on page 4 
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Landscape and visual impact 

11.6 A useful starting point is the Landscape Character Assessment of the East Riding 
carried out by consultants for the Council in 2005 (CD55).  Various comments are made on it by 
the parties [6.8-9, 6.12, 7.1-3, 7.13, 8.2].  As a policy document it has no formal status in my 
view.  Although consultations took place as part of its preparation, it has not been adopted as 
supplementary planning guidance [6.8, 7.1].  One of the objectives in the project brief was to 
inform development control decisions, but from my reading of the brief (CD55 appendix 1) that 
is to be achieved by using the Assessment as an input to emerging Development Plan 
Documents.  The Council has not yet started on that stage of the process [6.13]. 

11.7 The document does have value however as a thorough assessment of the landscape 
character of the area, and an impartial one in that it was not prepared with this project in mind.  
During the inquiry I got to know this part of the Yorkshire Wolds quite well, and what the 
Assessment says about it rings true with my experience, notwithstanding CGSL’s reservations 
[6.8].  At the same time it needs to be read carefully.  The main part of the appeal site is in 
landscape character area 15a: Wolds valley farmland: Gypsey Race corridor, Rudston to 
Bridlington.  It is character area 15 generally that is described at p.193 as “a remote valley 
landscape that is sparsely settled…a landscape that would be sensitive to built development” (as 
quoted by the Council at CD68 para 2.4.2).  Character area 15a is described, more accurately in 
my view, at p.191: “This lower stretch of the valley contains a greater density of individual 
buildings, farmsteads, hamlets and villages than character area 15b”; and it goes on to refer to 
Thorpe Hall and Boynton, the deserted village at Low Caythorpe, and the Gypsey Race.  In my 
opinion, while this part of the valley has its own charm, it has a more intimate and settled 
character than the upper part of the valley towards Wold Newton, where in between the 
settlements it takes on a more remote quality. 

11.8 Another feature of the vicinity of the appeal site brought out by the Assessment is the 
relationship between the valley itself and the aptly named “open high rolling farmland” on either 
side, which is defined as landscape character area 13.  The AGI on Woldgate would be located 
in that area, and the pipeline link would strike across the valley towards it south of Rudston.  
Although CGSL refers to the presence along the Woldgate ridge of existing masts and pylons 
and fragmented hedgerows [6.9, 6.12], these do not in my view seriously detract from the open 
quality of this area.  The examples of Hockney paintings cited by WRAGS are in this area [8.2]. 

11.9 A related matter is the weight to be attached to Local Plan policy EN3, which identifies 
the Wolds as an area of landscape protection [5.7].  The appellant says that little weight should 
be attached to it, because of the advice in PPS7 para 25 [5.12, 6.13].  However PPS7 does not 
say that there should no longer be local landscape designations, but that their justification should 
be rigorously reviewed in preparing LDDs.  The Landscape Character Assessment is intended to 
contribute to such a review, and, as I read the evidence, the Council has simply not decided yet 
whether retention of the area of landscape protection is justified [7.4].  In the meantime, policy 
EN3 remains part of the development plan, and I do not accept that the intention to review it 
means that it is out of date pending that review. 

11.10 I am also in considerable agreement with the view of local people and the Council that 
this part of the Gypsey Race valley, within the Wolds, has a quality that is worth protecting 
[8.2].  The valley form of the landscape, whilst it precludes views into it from beyond the ridges 
either side [6.8], results in development on the valley floor being potentially widely visible 
along the valley and from its sides.  The more developed character of this part of the valley 
noted above means that (compared with the upper part of the valley) there are more roads and 
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other rights of way linking the valley floor with the ridge, affording more elevated views along 
the valley [2.1-2 & 8.2 and photographs referred to]. 

11.11 If one accepts, as I do, that the area has a higher landscape quality than is contended by 
CGSL, the important question is what effect the proposed development would have on it.  I 
examine first the existing main site.  Photographs submitted by WRAGS give a useful impres-
sion [8.3, referring to CD74 pages 67-77], though these are taken in winter and as CGSL points 
out, several of them are taken from the field to the south which is not a public viewpoint [6.5].  
The photographs submitted by the Council and CGSL (in CD68/1 and APP122) show public 
views, and the difference between winter and summer may be noted.  The closest views are from 
the B1253 past the site entrance, but apart from the entrance itself the site is fairly well screened, 
at any rate in summer, by trees and shrubs, combined with the site floor being set down from the 
road [2.3].  Not many people walk along the road, which has no footway, although there are 
cyclists and horse-riders [2.4, 8.14].  For a person driving past, there is a momentary impression 
of some kind of installation, but it is not a prominent feature.  It does not come as a surprise 
element in an otherwise undeveloped area, for the experience in travelling along this part of the 
B1253 is regularly punctuated by an awareness of development, often associated with trees as 
the appeal site is, from Boynton school past Thorpe Hall to Rudston. 

11.12 Other public views are chiefly from the east and south-east, from Church Lane/Sands 
Lane, the footpath south of West Lawn Wood leading to Boynton, and the “DEFRA walk” [2.2, 
2.12].  Some of the static viewpoints are obscured by intervening woodland, especially by 
Willow Garth [6.5], but in walking these routes there is a succession of views.  There are also 
views from the bridleway to the south-west (viewpoints 3 and 4 in CD68/1 and APP122), but as 
I noted from my site visit, these views are more distant and in places partly obscured by an 
intervening shoulder of land.  In all these views, the existing chimney stands out, as well as the 
ground flare in some cases. 

 11.13 CGSL say that the existing development should be taken as the baseline for assessing 
the impact of the proposals, in accordance with standard landscape appraisal practice [6.2-4].  
WRAGS say that the baseline should be a restored site, for that is what the current planning 
permission requires after 2012 and it is what local people have a right to expect [8.5].  The 
Council initially accepted CGSL’s approach but at the inquiry moved more to a position that the 
temporary nature of the existing plant must be taken into account [7.5].  At first I was inclined to 
WRAGS’s position, in that normally the existence of a plant site associated with temporary 
mineral workings would not be taken to justify a semi-permanent industrial development.  But 
the 2003 planning permission (CD76) has blurred this picture.  The existing plant is no longer 
tied mainly (or arguably even at all – this is a matter for interpretation) to use of native 
underground gas reserves [3.2].  CGSL has indicated that if the present proposals do not succeed 
they will seek to retain the existing power generation plant after 2012.  The Council would have 
to justify any refusal on the basis of whether there had been any change in circumstances and the 
impact of the site at that date.  So it is not certain that the plant would be removed after 2012, or 
even perhaps likely.  It is therefore valid in my view to give significant weight to changes in 
landscape and visual impact (both adverse and beneficial) by reference to the impact of the 
existing site. 

11.14 On this basis I turn to the effect of the proposals.  During the construction period, the 
main impact would be the temporary construction site itself [2.5, 4.10 and references there, 7.9].  
The site would be clearly seen from the B1253 through its temporary traffic light-controlled 
access, with lorry movement and other activity drawing attention to it; it would also be seen 
from Church Lane and the Boynton footpath, and there would be a clear view of development 
taking shape on the main site [7.9].  However this activity would last for only 15 months, 
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following which this part of the site would be restored in accordance with the landscaping 
scheme (application plan 405/GSF/LP/100B).  Although my colleague in the Byley appeal 
referred to “a full blown construction site in the countryside” [7.19, ref. APP22 para 9.30], the 
period there was up to 4 years and I have no comparable evidence about its visual impact.  In my 
opinion, although the construction site would be an imposition on the area, the limited period 
and absence of lasting impact mean that it would be an acceptable element on balance if the 
remainder of the project is considered acceptable. 

11.15 At the main site itself, after completion of construction, the compressor buildings with 
their coolers and the vent stack would be the most conspicuous new items [4.7-8].  CGSL tend 
to concentrate on particular viewpoints and criticisms of the Council’s methodology [6.4-5].  
Whilst this reflects standard landscape appraisal practice, it seems to me that it does not bring 
out the cumulative impression that would be gained of a significant new development in the 
area.  On the other hand it is valid to relate the impact of this new development to the benefits 
that would accrue from removing items of existing plant, which is something that the Council 
and WRAGS do not sufficiently appreciate [7.9-10, 8.3].  I have dealt above with the question 
of the temporary nature of the current planning permission.  The existing chimney is a 
prominent local landmark for the wrong reasons and its removal in the short term would be a 
significant visual benefit to balance against the additional impact of the new development.  As 
far as the latter is concerned, I have concentrated on the compressor houses and the vent stack 
because the other new items would be mostly contained within the existing site and would not 
add noticeably to its impact.  I agree with CGSL that the vent stack, though 1 m taller than the 
existing chimney, would be a more slender and generally less ugly feature [6.10]. 

11.16 The Council, WRAGS and others describe the proposal as unacceptable industrial 
development in the countryside, contrasting it with the existing site which is related to under-
lying gas reserves [7.5-6, 8.3-4, 9.1(c), 9.2(e), 9.3(i)].  That would be a convincing argument if 
this were a “footloose” industrial scheme, but it seems to me that it is just as related to the 
underground gas reservoir as the existing plant – potentially more so, if the existing plant were 
to be run entirely on imported gas.  Given this link, I do not consider that “in principle” 
arguments against industrial development on this site justify rejecting this project.  I return to 
this below in examining Local Plan policy EN3.  If permission were granted it should not set a 
precedent for further industrialisation in the valley. 

11.17 Scepticism is expressed about CGSL’s comparison with groups of farm buildings in the 
area [6.10, 8.4].  I accept that from close quarters, such as travelling past the site on the B1253, 
it would be clear that this was some kind of industrial plant.  But from more distant views the 
overall grouping would not be that dissimilar.  That is particular so in views from the bridleway 
to the south-west, where apart from the chimney the existing plant with its surrounding 
vegetation is comparable at that distance with Low Caythorpe Farm.  The submitted 
photomontages (APP122 views 3 and 4) do not perhaps bring out the new development as 
clearly as one would see it on the ground, but even so I think the visual impact of the 
development would not be incompatible with that of groups of farm buildings.  The vent stack is 
the one exception to this, and it is a valid criticism, partly made good at the inquiry (APP58), 
that CGSL’s landscape analysis contained errors in that respect [7.8], but even so similar if 
smaller features can be found at farms (example at APP122 fig SD6D). 

11.18 CGSL’s reliance on the success of proposed earth mounding and tree/shrub planting is 
criticised by the Council and WRAGS by reference to the patchy success of planting at the 
existing site after 15 years [6.6, 6.10, 6.16, 7.7, 8.7].  In fact the existing screen planting has 
been quite successful alongside the B1253, and it is on parts of the southern bund that there are 
gaps.  No clear explanation was given for this.  However that part of the bund and its planting 
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would be removed to accommodate the proposals, and a new bund created [4.9].  In my view, 
CGSL’s appraisal does make optimistic assumptions about growth rates of proposed trees and it 
would be appropriate to assume that the new development would be less well screened than the 
photomontages in APP122 indicate, at any rate for a good many years.  The mounding, reduced 
ground level and even low planting would however still reduce and soften views of the lower 
elements of the extended site. 

11.19 The Council has assessed the zones of visual influence of the compressor houses and 
vent stack and contends that this shows how widely they would be visible [7.10].  These do 
bring out the reliance of the scheme on the success of planting to reduce visibility, though they 
do not take account of existing intervening individual trees and hedges [6.8].  However they also 
show how the local valley topography limits the extent of visibility, particular from the west or 
south. 

11.20 Moving on to the proposed pipelines [4.6], during installation these would create 
conspicuous scars in the landscape along the valley to the wellsite and across the valley side to 
Woldgate.  However the impact would be temporary.  It would be important to ensure that the 
routes were properly restored after the pipes had been laid.  However the route of the existing 
pipeline is now virtually undetectable [2.7]. 

11.21 The access track between the main site and the wellsite would be a permanent feature 
in what is at present open countryside, although there is an existing grass track along part of the 
route [2.10, 4.4].  The application plans show the proposed track as 5 m wide (plan 16151005 
sheet 5) and the need for this is criticised [9.1(d)].  I return to this below [11.110] and advise the 
addition of a condition if planning permission is granted to enable this to be considered further. 

11.22 Unlike the main site, the proposed wellsite would be a new development in what is now 
unspoilt countryside [2.8].  During the construction phase, the 47 m high drilling rig would be a 
prominent and indeed dramatic feature in the landscape, and the 13 m high storage silos would 
also be very noticeable [7.11].  While some people might find them to be features of interest, 
they would undoubtedly detract from the rural character of this part of the Wolds valley.  The rig 
would be widely visible, including perhaps from Thorpe Hall, at any rate in winter through the 
trees [8.6, 9.1(e)-(f)], particularly because it would have to be lit [4.4].  The only mitigating 
feature is that the rig would only be on site for about 9 months.  Clearly such a development in 
such a location would not normally be justified, and it can be considered only in the context of 
the case for and against the development as a whole.  However if the development as a whole is 
found to be acceptable, I do not consider that the visual impact of the drilling rig for this limited 
period would by itself make it unacceptable. 

11.23 Once drilling was complete, the site would consist only of the platforms, which would 
be on 2 levels and hydro-seeded, the concrete plinths and wellheads, the plant/switch room and 
the methanol package.  Landscaping would take the form of earth mounding and planting, and 
CGSL has shown how the mounding alone would screen most of these features from the 
bridleway to the south, which is the principal public viewpoint [4.4-4.5, 6.11, 7.12].  Local 
people, who are familiar with the site as part of an arable field, would be aware of change, but I 
do not consider that the site would be a significant intrusion into the countryside once the 
drilling phase was complete.  CGSL confirmed that there would be no lighting except in an 
emergency [6.17].  Indeed, I would suggest that, given the decision to locate the wellheads 
remotely from the main site (for archaeological reasons, see below), this site has been well 
chosen, tucked into a corner of the field next to Carr Plantation.  I take the point that if tree 
felling took place in Carr Plantation that could reduce its screening effect [9.1], but it has not 
been suggested that the entire wood is likely to be felled. 
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11.24 The AGI would be a prominent new feature on the Woldgate ridge [8.7].  Proximity to 
Rudston Beacon is mentioned, but I deal with that in relation to archaeological impact.  
However CGSL explains why this site was chosen, to avoid having to cut a new pipeline route 
and perhaps damage more archaeological remains [4.11, 6.48].  Once the construction phase was 
complete it would only contain an instrument kiosk and pipework, which would be enclosed in 
fencing and screen planting [4.12].  The existing Rudston AGI (which would be retained by 
NGG) gives a useful impression of the likely appearance [2.7], which from a distance resembles 
a fenced enclosure, and from close up a curious but not obtrusive installation.  I see nothing in 
the Council’s criticism of the shape of the enclosure [7.13] as there is no reason why a shelter 
belt should not be rectangular in shape.  On balance, allowing for proper implementation and 
maintenance of the landscaping, I do not find this to be an unacceptable element of the scheme. 

11.25 The Council does not object to the electricity cable proposal on grounds of landscape 
impact [7.40].  There is concern from others about loss of hedgerow, including recent planting 
along Church Lane [9.2, 9.3].  The supporting statement provides for the route along Church 
Lane to be agreed in detail, including placing it in the carriageway if necessary [2.11, 4.12], 
although that would be both more costly and more disruptive.  I consider that conditions pro-
posed to be attached to a planning permission (see Annex D) would resolve points of this kind 
satisfactorily.  On that basis I see no objection on grounds of landscape impact to this element. 

11.26 A final criticism made under this issue is that of lighting [7.14, 8.8].  It is not said that 
lighting would have an unacceptable impact, only that sufficient information has not been 
provided to assess this, to which CGSL replies that the issue was not raised prior to the inquiry 
[6.17].  I viewed the existing site after dark.  The site lighting can be seen from the road when 
driving past, but the source is not obvious unless one slows down.  People are not likely to be 
walking along the road after dark, and I would not expect many to cycle.  There is no evidence 
that the expanded site might require more intrusive lighting than that which exists, even though 
it would cover a larger area.  In my view this matter could be dealt with by imposing a condition 
if planning permission is granted requiring details of lighting to be approved.  The other 
elements of the scheme would not be lit, except during construction or in emergency [6.17]. 

11.27 I turn to evaluate this issue in terms of the development plan policies.  Local Plan 
policy EN3 refers to “proposals which are otherwise acceptable in the open countryside”.  This 
would not be such a proposal without special justification.  However Structure Plan policy DS5 
allows for “the provision of essential infrastructure” in the countryside and para 5.31 expands on 
this: “Certain types of infrastructure may be required in the open countryside…Examples 
include energy generating developments and transmission infrastructure…These may require an 
open countryside location for operational reasons”.  The Council suggests that this means small-
scale facilities, by reference to the “small scale tourism and recreation” example in policy EN3, 
but while larger and more prominent facilities may require more careful justification, I do not 
see that they are excluded from these policies.  I conclude that provided a case of need is made 
out, this project would accord with these elements of the development plan.  A permission 
granted on that basis would not set a precedent for other forms of development which were not 
justified in this way [5.4, 5.7, 6.14-15, 7.15, 8.2]. 

11.28 Policy EN3 also sets out 3 criteria [5.7].  On the first, I think there would be some harm 
to the quality of the landscape, but that it would be appropriately mitigated in the various ways 
examined above.  Under criterion (2), the Council expressed some criticism of the landscaping 
scheme [7.7, 7.12, 7.13; cf 6.7, 6.16], but I did not interpret this as saying that the proposed 
screen bunding and planting would not be needed if the rest of the development were permitted.  
The new buildings would be of functional design but the Council raises no criticism in that 
respect.  I do not consider that criterion (3) would be breached having regard to my conclusions 
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on other matters below.  When policy EN3 is read as a whole and in the context of Structure 
Plan policy DS5, I consider that it would be substantially complied with. 

11.29 Drawing these points together, I think the Council is right to emphasise the cumulative 
impact of the various elements of this project on the character of this area which at present, apart 
from the existing site, is open countryside within the Wolds.  The impact would be particularly 
noticeable during the construction period, with the construction site, movement of vehicles, 
laying of the pipeline, the drilling rig and associated silos, and construction of the AGI on the 
ridge top.  That would be for only 15 months, but after that the expanded main site with its 
compressor houses, coolers and vent stack would remain, as would the access track and the AGI.  
I consider that these developments taken together would be unacceptable in a rural location of 
this character without special justification.  However in my view the case of need, specifically 
the need to choose this location if the underground strata here are to be used for storage, is 
capable of providing that justification.  The visual impact and the harm to the landscape would 
not be so great as to justify refusal if that case of need is made out. 

Living conditions 

11.30 Noise.  The evidence provided by the appellant about predicted noise levels is not 
challenged [6.20-26].  In drawing conclusions from the evidence, while the Council lays stress 
on cumulative impact [7.17], it is the drilling operations which cause most concern.  They would 
continue for 24 hours a day for 9 months.  Apprehension about what that would mean to people 
living in the area is understandable, and CGSL did not help its case by uncertainty at the inquiry 
about the location of or distance to the nearest dwellings [8.12, 9.1(f) & (h)]. 

11.31 Nevertheless the evidence does not in my view justify these concerns.  The predicted 
level of 42 dB LAeq would be a worst case with respect to the rig orientation and wind direction, 
based on a distance of 486 m.  It could be up to 8 dB less than that.  The nearest residential 
properties would be East Lodge, Thorpe Hall and the Stable Block, which would be 500 m or 
more away from the positions within the wellsite where the drilling rig would be sited.  Even 
with windows slightly open, the noise level within bedrooms would be reduced by 15 dB; more 
than that with windows closed [2.9 and footnote on that page, 6.20-22].  The conditions 
proposed for inclusion in a planning permission would require noise to be monitored and the 
prescribed levels not to be exceeded (CD77/1).  Given these factors and the temporary nature of 
the operation, I conclude that while there may be a risk of disturbance under certain conditions, 
drilling noise would not justify refusal of permission. 

11.32 None of the other construction operations would take place outside normal working 
hours [6.23-24], and no evidence has been provided of undue disturbance from them.  The 
Council refers to disturbance to users of footpaths and bridleways in the area [7.18].  I agree that 
such people would both see and hear the works at times, but the impact would be localised in 
extent and except when close to operations, such as pipe-laying, people would not experience 
such noise as to spoil their enjoyment of the countryside, again bearing in mind the temporary 
nature.  The Council refers to the DEFRA walk, but apart from the limited disturbance of cable 
laying that would be about 1 km away from construction works. 

11.33 The Council’s concern about cumulative impact pre-supposes that the same group of 
people would suffer multiple impacts.  But drilling and on-site works would primarily affect the 
vicinity of the site and the Thorpe estate, to the extent examined above, whilst most lorry traffic 
would approach from the east through Boynton, where construction works would not be seen or 
heard [6.26].  Of course people living in the area would be aware of the works as a whole as 
they travelled about, but that falls far short of any impact warranting rejecting the project. 
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11.34 Some noise would be generated at the main site during operation, mainly from the 
compressors [6.25].  No evidence of disturbance from this source or specific objection to this 
aspect of the scheme has been put forward. 

11.35 WRAGS also refers to pollution impact and it is convenient to deal with that here 
[6.28, 8.13].  The objection is raised on a global basis; it is not contended that unacceptable 
pollution would arise in the locality.  I take the point that this process entails the use of 
significant quantities of energy in order to store energy.  But that is an objection to underground 
gas storage in general, not to this particular scheme.  I consider that it goes beyond the scope of 
this report.  As far as carbon offsetting is concerned, the landscaping proposals would achieve 
that to some degree. 

11.36 Traffic.  As with noise, objection is confined to the construction phase.  During opera-
tion, traffic generated would be little different from the existing site [6.33].  The Council 
emphasises the cumulative impact of construction traffic in terms of total numbers of lorries 
[7.20].  To my mind what matters is the number of lorry movements each day, and consequently 
their frequency along the B1253.  For the first 3 months there would be 46-66 movements a day 
[4.10 and reference there, 8.14], and I agree that that would be noticeable and perhaps disturbing 
for people living near or using the road, including people travelling between Boynton village 
and the school.  The generally fairly quiet nature of the road, which CGSL accepts [6.30] would 
increase the relative impact.  But it would be for only a short period.  For the rest of the 15 
months, lorry numbers would fluctuate between 6 and 12 a day, with one month at 22.  I 
consider that this would be well within the environmental as well as the physical capacity of the 
road. 

11.37 Other disruption from road closures and temporary traffic lights are sources of 
legitimate concern.  These could potentially conflict with tourist and business interests, 
including farming, as well as travel by local residents [7.20, 8.16].  But road closures would 
affect only Church Lane and Woldgate and would be for only short periods – about a month is 
estimated for Woldgate [4.12, 6.32].  Access on foot, and probably cycle, would still be 
possible.  This would be akin to routine road maintenance or work by utilities.  There would be 
no closure of the B1253.  All the works, including the construction site access onto the B1253 
and traffic signals there, have been agreed in principle with the Highway Authority [6.30]. 

11.38 WRAGS draws attention to the accident rate along the B1253, including recent tragic 
incidents [8.15].  No evidence was given about how this compares with other roads.  My own 
subjective impression was that some people do drive faster along some of the Wolds roads, 
including the B1253, than the road alignment makes advisable, perhaps because they are 
normally so quiet, and this is a concern outside these proposals.  CGSL have undertaken to 
make lorry drivers and other employees aware of the dangers, including the use of local roads by 
pedestrians, cyclists and horse-riders [6.31].  The danger might perhaps arise more from other 
drivers not being aware or not making sufficient allowance for the presence of these additional 
vehicles on the road.  It is quite impossible for me to say that no additional accident will occur 
as a result of these works, but that could be said of almost any construction project.  I have no 
evidence that the B1253 is particularly unsuitable to accommodate the traffic. 

11.39 The Council questions the enforceability of the section 106 undertaking as regards lorry 
routes and restriction on the times at which lorries would pass Boynton school [7.21].  The 
undertaking is examined in more detail below, but the Council does not question the wording of 
the clauses that apply to this matter.  It provides that any breach of the agreed route and times 
would also be a breach of the contract between CGSL and contractors, and would be enforceable 
on that basis (CD69 schedule 2 paras 1-3).  Local people would no doubt be quick to report any 
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breaches.  I see no reason to assume that CGSL as a responsible company would seek to renege 
on its obligations.  The defined lorry route is clear and is the obvious one to use anyway, and it 
should not be difficult to schedule deliveries so that lorries do not pass the school during the 
proscribed hours. 

11.40 There would also be some lorry traffic to the AGI construction site via the A166 and 
Burton Agnes, but no specific objection is raised to this [4.12]. 

11.41 Drawing together my conclusions on the effect on living conditions, the main effect 
would be during the construction period, when local people and visitors would certainly be 
aware of the works taking place.  But when examined in detail, none of the works would in my 
view have such an adverse impact as to render the project unacceptable, either individually or 
taken together.  Once construction works were complete, the area would be left with the 
extended main site, the wellsite and the AGI.  Only the main site would then generate a certain 
amount of noise, traffic or activity, and no evidence has been provided of any undue disturbance 
from these.  I conclude that the impact of the project on living conditions for local people would 
be acceptable, and would comply with criterion (3) of Local Plan policy EN3. 

Nature conservation 

11.42 The Council raises no objection under this issue.  English Nature (now Natural 
England) considers that the development is not likely to have an adverse impact upon Boynton 
Willow Garth SSSI or any statutory protected species provided all mitigation measures are 
implemented in full; and therefore raises no objection (letter to Council of 3 Feb 2006, in 
questionnaire bundle).  The Environment Agency also raises no objection subject to comments 
and suggested conditions contained in the letter of 9 Jan 2006 (also in questionnaire bundle) 
[6.34].  The agreed conditions (CD77/1 conditions 3, 8 and 14) would require the development 
to be carried out in accordance with the details in the application and ES, the developer to obtain 
the Council’s agreement to arrangements to implement the ecological monitoring and mitigation 
strategy set out in the ES, and to use the best practicable means to prevent the pollution or silting 
up of any watercourse or the pollution of underlying strata.  A scheme of ecological monitoring 
would also be required in connection with the electricity cable (CD77/4 condition 6). 

11.43 Nevertheless, WRAGS does object on grounds of harm to nature conservation interests, 
and was supported at the inquiry by witnesses with both academic and practical expertise in this 
field and detailed knowledge of the area (in particular, docs 74/7 & 74/9).  The objections refer 
to the importance of the Willow Garth SSSI [8.17], the Gypsey Race SINC [8.18], and the 
diversity of flora and fauna in the area generally, with particular reference to the Chalk Bank 
and Carr Plantation [8.19-20]. 

11.44 This evidence leaves me in no doubt about the importance of these features for nature 
conservation, as is recognised by their statutory and local designations.  However in order to 
justify withholding permission in this case, it is necessary to demonstrate that the proposals 
would be likely to have an adverse effect on these interests (para 8 of PPS9 with respect to 
SSSIs), or at least that there is an unacceptable risk of adverse effect.  Accepting that there are 
these nature conservation interests in the area, how would the proposals harm them?  This is 
where I have found WRAGS’s evidence to be on the whole lacking. 

11.45 Boynton Willow Garth SSSI is some 250 m south-east of the main site and 280 m east 
of the proposed access bridge and pipeline crossing of Gypsey Race.  CGSL’s case on this has 
been set out [6.35-39].  The measures described in the ES and required in proposed planning 
conditions would be sufficient in my view to guard against any risk of pollution coming 
downstream to Willow Garth.  Of course the possibility of accident can never be entirely 
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eliminated, but the same is true of existing farming and other activities in the area.  Effect on the 
water table is the more serious concern according to WRAGS [8.17].  I appreciate the 
vulnerability of the area in this respect, but there is no evidence of any likely adverse impact 
from any part of the development.  The issue of water resources is examined further below. 

11.46 The electricity cable works would be able to be routed on the other side of Church Lane 
to the SSSI, and would be downstream of it [4.13, 6.38].  Any disturbance to Sands Wood SINC 
from installing the cable in the road verge would be localised and without significant adverse 
impact in CGSL’s view [6.42], and I agree. 

11.47 The measures set out in the application and ES would also in my view safeguard 
against adverse impact on Gypsey Race, including the crayfish, water vole and other species 
which inhabit it.  I see no reason why construction work need conflict with the planned 
ecological survey [8.18].  The Environment Agency (letter referred to above) suggested a 
natural bridge rather than an arch culvert, but the proposals do provide for a mammal ledge 
[6.43, 6.45], which would maintain continuity for water vole, and perhaps otter.  Crayfish 
inhabit the bed of the channel which would not be disturbed [6.44].  The Agency also asks for a 
condition requiring a 5 m buffer zone to be provided along the watercourse.  However I do not 
consider this to be appropriate as apart from the bridge crossing the stream is outside the 
application site. 

11.48 The wellsite and AGI site are at present arable land with little wildlife interest.  It is 
suggested that the noise and lighting associated with drilling would disturb wildlife in Carr 
Plantation [8.20, 6.40], but any such impact would be temporary and reversible, and confined 
mainly to the margin of the wood nearest the site.  Apart from this I see no evidence for any 
adverse impact on the wide species diversity in this area, including badger setts one of which I 
was shown during my site visit [6.46, 8.20].  The question of CGSL’s ecology witness having 
trespassed into the Thorpe estate in the course of surveying the area [9.1(h)] is a matter between 
the company and the landowner. 

11.49 The Chalk Bank, as well as being the subject of ecological study, is clearly a much 
appreciated local amenity, but it is upstream of the site and I see no reason to expect any adverse 
effect, nor was any specific harm suggested [8.10, 8.19, 6.41].  I do not see why the “cowslip 
walk” should not continue. 

11.50 Structure Plan policies ENV1 and 2 and Local Plan policies EN9-11 refer to protection 
of nature conservation interests [5.5, 5.8].  In the light of these conclusions I do not consider that 
there would be any breach of these policies.  I conclude that there is no undue risk of adverse 
effect on nature conservation interests from the project. 

Archaeology 

11.51 It is common ground that this area is rich in archaeological remains.  The ES identified 
6 scheduled ancient monuments within 2 km of the site [5.6 and references there].  Only one of 
these would be directly affected by the works: this is the probable Romano-British or Anglian 
settlement site which straddles Church Lane north of Willow Garth, and would be cut into by 
the installation of the electricity cable along that road.  The excavation trench would be limited 
in width and depth, and English Heritage has agreed that it would be adequate for a watching 
brief to be kept during these works to identify and record any remains [4.13, 6.54].  Scheduled 
monument consent would be required for these works and further detailed control could be 
exercised at that stage.  I conclude that effect on the ancient monument would not be an 
adequate reason for rejecting the proposed electricity cable works. 
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11.52 The existing main site adjoins Low Caythorpe deserted medieval village, which lies 
west of it [2.6].  The proposed extension works would be on the other side of the main site.  I 
have considered in relation to landscape impact WRAGS’s case that the decision should assume 
that the main site would be restored after 2012 if these proposals were refused.  I conclude that 
the position is uncertain in that respect and there is a clear prospect that an extension of time for 
the existing plant might be permitted [11.13].  If comparison with the existing site were taken as 
the base-line, I would not see the proposed extension eastwards as having any material increased 
impact on the setting of the monument.  Indeed, there would be some improvement in the setting 
from removal of the existing generator house and chimney [4.7, 6.55].  This reduces the weight 
to be attached to any adverse impact that might be identified from the proximity of the site to the 
monument, if it were assumed that otherwise the site would be restored. 

11.53 Another point, which I put to WRAGS at the inquiry, is that the setting of the former 
medieval village has already been compromised by the subsequent laying out of the estates at 
Thorpe Hall and Boynton Hall, with the result that the historic landscape of this area now is 
mainly 18th century parkland [8.21].  It might be argued that there has been a process of change 
of which the existing plant site and the current proposals are the latest manifestation.  Be that as 
it may, in all the circumstances as summarised here I do not consider that the proposals would 
unacceptably harm the setting of the deserted village.  This is a view with which English 
Heritage and Humberside Archaeology concur (letters both dated 26 May 2006, in Council’s 
questionnaire bundle), although prior to the amendments to the application both bodies objected 
(letters of 10 January and 9 March 2006, in bundle). 

11.54 Effect on setting falls to be considered where there are visible remains (PPG16 para 
27), as is the case at Low Caythorpe.  Of the other scheduled monuments, the settlement site 
straddling Church Lane has no visible remains [6.56].  Rudston Beacon is a complex of round 
barrows some 100 m north-east of the proposed AGI site; however the site would be on the 
other side of Woldgate and its roadside hedgerows [6.56].  I do not consider that the AGI would 
materially affect the Beacon’s setting.  For the reasons given by CGSL, I also do not consider 
that the settings of any other of the scheduled monuments in the area would be affected [6.56], 
nor does WRAGS contend otherwise.  No reference has been made to any non-scheduled visible 
archaeological remains in the area. 

11.55 Moving on to direct effects of the proposals on archaeological evidence, I consider that 
if the project is to go ahead at all, it has been carefully designed to minimise the impact.  Indeed, 
WRAGS does not appear to challenge this: their objection is that the risk of harm is so great that 
the proposals should be rejected on principle [8.25].  The siting of the AGI would enable the 
existing pipeline route to be followed rather than cut a new route through this archaeologically 
rich area, as would be required for example if the AGI were located at Carnaby industrial estate 
to the south.  The wellsite has been separated from the main site to reduce the site size required 
for the main site extension which is in a more sensitive area.  It, and much of the connecting 
pipeline route, are sited in an area which is and has been subject to deep arable ploughing and 
has few recorded remains.  The application has been amended in respect of the main site so that 
the proposed extension can be focussed eastwards and not southwards where there is a higher 
risk of damage to remains.  Landscaped areas would be designed to avoid damaging shallow 
remains.  The area has been subject to detailed archaeological analysis, the results of which have 
been provided, prior to determination of the planning application [6.48-53]. 

11.56 WRAGS rightly draws attention to the importance of this area for its remarkable 
survival of evidence from all archaeological periods since the end of the Ice Age [8.22].  
However it is important to consider carefully the actual effect that these proposals would have.  
For example, although it is suggested that this part of the Great Wolds Valley bears no evidence 
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of the destructive effects of modern ploughing, the wellsite, AGI site and much of the pipeline 
route are under arable cultivation [2.5, 2.7-8, 6.51]. 

11.57 The proposals would inevitably damage archaeological remains.  However the policy of 
PPG16 is that it is in the case of nationally important remains that the presumption is in favour 
of their physical preservation (at paras 8 and 27 [5.13]).  Paradoxically, that cannot be finally 
determined until the works have been carried out, but the evaluation in this case does not 
indicate that such remains are likely to be found, and as indicated above this position is accepted 
by English Heritage and Humberside Archaeology.  WRAGS’s criticism of the role of English 
Heritage as being confined to scheduled monuments and visible remains is not borne out by the 
latter’s letter of 9 March 2006.  WRAGS also criticises PPG16 [8.24] but accepts that it is extant 
planning guidance to which I and the Secretaries of State must have regard. 

11.58 The criticism of the geophysical survey and trial trenching carried out in this case 
[8.23] relates to a debate which goes on in archaeological circles and is beyond the scope of this 
report: archaeological evaluation often requires excavation, yet that excavation is itself 
destructive of the physical record.  Thus it is said that trial trenching was not enough, yet 
objection is raised to the proposals which would comprise full excavation and recording of the 
areas where works are to take place.  WRAGS’s reply to that is to the effect that the works are 
random from an archaeological perspective – their location is determined by the proposed 
development not by what is required to understand the archaeology.  That point must carry some 
weight, but to my mind the analogy drawn with a rare manuscript [8.23] is a false one.  Perhaps 
it would be more accurate if the manuscript were buried out of sight and cutting a slice from it 
was the only way to gain knowledge about it.  It is true that the proposed development would cut 
across the grain of archaeological remains, but provided the evidence were properly recorded I 
do not see why it could not be married up with evidence in the adjoining land if at some future 
date the opportunity should arise to evaluate it. 

11.59 For these reasons, although I accept WRAGS’s expert evidence about the 
archaeological importance of this area, I consider that the project has been properly designed, 
including prior evaluation, to address the issue.  The extent of development has been defined in 
order to leave in situ areas with the highest probability of extant remains, and proper recording 
of the excavations that would take place is provided for, and can be required as a condition of 
planning permission.  The effect upon the setting of visible remains has been taken into account.  
The project has been designed in close consultation with English Heritage and Humberside 
Archaeology and adapted to meet their criticisms.  I conclude that the scheme would comply 
with the advice in PPG16 and the relevant policies of the Structure Plan and Local Plan [5.6, 
5.9, 5.13] and that the impact on archaeological interests does not justify refusal of permission. 

11.60 Although it was not a matter emphasised at the inquiry, the effect on the setting of 
listed buildings at and near Thorpe Hall is a material consideration [5.6].  I consider that the 
effect would be limited to views of the drilling rig and associated structures at the wellsite.  
Such views would be largely obscured by the trees in Carr Plantation, and would be for a 
temporary period during drilling operations.  The effect on the setting of the listed buildings 
would accordingly be transitory and not significant.  The longer term retention of the wellsite 
platform and ancillary features [4.4] would probably not be seen from any of the listed buildings 
and in any case would not affect their setting. 

Safety 

11.61 In addition to the planning appeal, this topic is particularly relevant to the hazardous 
substances appeal and the storage authorisation order application.  The observations of the 
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Health and Safety Executive should be noted (letter of 8 June 2006 attached to Council’s 
questionnaire bundle on HSC file; copy also with SAO bundle). 

11.62 It is understandable that there should be apprehension locally about this project.  It 
involves the storage of large quantities of gas at high pressure under people’s homes – gas under 
similar pressures was there before but people were not aware of it until it was discovered in the 
1980s, and anyway there are fears that the integrity of the reserve has been compromised by 
drilling into it.  There would also be high pressure surface and near-surface storage and 
transmission of natural gas at the various elements of the development; and of liquid 
hydrocarbons awaiting transport at the main site.  People are aware of recent incidents involving 
hydrocarbons, particularly Buncefield even though that did not involve natural gas; and at the 
Rough offshore field in 2006 which was in connection with natural gas storage [7.23, 8.26, 8.28-
29].  However although case-law referred to by the Council shows that public fear can by itself 
be a material planning consideration [7.22], it seems to me that in order to attach weight to it, it 
is necessary to examine to what extent it is objectively justified. 

11.63 As far as the underground storage itself is concerned, each well would be protected by 
surface and sub-surface safety valves designed to shut off the flow in emergency [6.65].  Unlike 
in salt cavern storage where large volumes of gas are held underground in a void, the gas would 
be held in pores of the rock which would provide friction retarding the rate of escape if a leak 
should occur.  Storage would be nearly 2 km below ground level [3.1].  The gas would only be 
held underground at maximum pressure at times when the reservoir was full [4.14].  There are 
numerous examples worldwide of onshore storage of gas in depleted oil or gas reservoirs, yet 
the parties produced only one example of an accident at such a plant, and that involved surface 
plant rather than any hazard from the underground storage itself [6.58, 6.67, 7.23]; that was also 
true of the Rough offshore event [6.66].  It is clear from the geological evidence that the 
Council’s reference to seepage of underground gas in Dorset has no bearing on the conditions 
under which gas accumulated in underground strata in East Yorkshire [6.58, 7.24].  I conclude 
that there is no credible risk to people in the area from the underground storage itself.  Both the 
Council and WRAGS placed more emphasis on the risk of surface incidents. 

11.64 Risks arising from the surface storage and transmission of gas (including near-surface 
buried pipelines) should be assessed by reference to what might occur (the hazard and its conse-
quences), how likely it is (the probability), and who might be affected.  The range of hazards is 
examined in some detail in the Safety Report (APP11) and the report produced by Advantica for 
CGSL [(APP110): 6.57, 6.62].  The sources of the data used to estimate scenario frequencies are 
explained in section 6 of the Advantica report.  These reports are not challenged by the Council 
or WRAGS as to their content; it is a question of interpretation.  When one examines the range 
of scenarios in the Advantica report, it becomes clear that some are more significant than others.  
A small bore puncture at a wellhead or in the pipework is, fairly obviously, less serious than a 
full bore rupture.  A rupture in which the gas escaped vertically would have less widespread 
consequences than one which led to a lateral jet [8.30].  Failure of a condensate (liquid 
hydrocarbon) storage tank would be contained in bund walls.  WRAGS refers to the risk of a 
“domino effect” where one incident might lead to another [8.28], but while this cannot be ruled 
out, the probability is much reduced as one incident would have to occur at the same time as 
another, in the context where both are improbable because of the safety measures taken.  Thus a 
condensate storage tank fire, serious enough within the plant, would only have wider 
consequences if it occurred at the same time as a leak of gas, and then the magnitude of the 
consequences would be affected by the nature of the leak (e.g. size and location) and the speed 
with which shut-off systems operated [6.63, 6.65]. 
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11.65 In some respects the Advantica report examines a worst case.  It assumes that pipeline 
pressure is at the maximum proposed, although as already explained this would only be so at 
stages in the injection or withdrawal cycle when the reservoir was full, or nearly so.  In 
examining how far a flammable gas cloud would travel after a rupture, it maps the half lower 
flammable limit isopleth (½ LFL) as giving the maximum hazard distance (for those scenarios 
affecting the main site or wellsite: see APP109 fig 1 which is taken from the Advantica report), 
although ignition at that distance would not necessarily lead to ignition of the main gas cloud, 
for which a 1 LFL isopleth gives a more realistic estimate [6.63].  That has a significant bearing 
on the range of properties likely to be affected. 

11.66 At the same time, I see it as a weakness of the Advantica report that it does not analyse 
the compressor house explosion scenario.  But the report explains the reasons, and neither the 
Council nor WRAGS challenged the report’s conclusion that the maximum hazard distance 
from such an event would be less than that for other scenarios, because of the way the 
compressor house would be designed.  WRAGS refers to the shock wave caused by an 
explosion, but does not quantify the consequences [6.64, 8.31]. 

11.67 CGSL criticises WRAGS for stimulating people’s fears and suggesting scenarios so 
unlikely that they may be discounted (such as an aircraft crashing on the wellsite at the same 
time as a multiple valve failure) [6.67, 6.70-71].  The probabilities of an incident occurring are 
compared with other hazards such as being struck by lightning or killed in a road accident, and it 
is said that even for someone living in a property within the predicted maximum hazard ranges, 
they are 53 times more likely to be killed in a road accident than as a result of an accident at this 
site [6.63]. 

11.68 That is all very well, but to my mind it is important not to under-estimate the risks 
involved.  Relying on past safety records as CGSL do can be misleading, and is open to the 
counter-argument that despite all precautions accidents have nevertheless happened and 
continue to occur [6.59-61, 8.27-28].  The difficulty with an argument based on relative 
probabilities is that in this case the risk, however low, is being imposed on people.  It is small 
comfort to tell them that an accident probably will not happen.  One is unlikely to win the 
national lottery, yet people do win it. 

11.69 To this a number of points may be made in reply.  Firstly, the maximum hazard ranges 
encompass only a small number of properties.  From the evidence [6.63, 7.24, 8.30] and 
inspection of APP109 fig 1 it seems to me that they are Low Caythorpe Farm, 1 & 2 Low 
Caythorpe Cottages, Lyndon Cottage, East Lodge and perhaps Binsdale Farm (which is off the 
map).  The Safety Report also mentions Thorpe Hall (APP11 para 6.25) but this lies outside the 
plotted hazard distances.  No properties appear to be within the maximum hazard distances for 
the wellsite (scenario 2: APP110 fig 7).  No scenario was put to me of an incident at this site 
affecting Boynton or Rudston villages, nor can I conceive of one. 

11.70 Secondly, notwithstanding what is said above, the probability of an event affecting 
nearby properties is very low.  That is because, even if an event did occur, it would be most 
likely to be confined to the site or at most its immediate environs, whereas even the nearest 
property to the main site, Lyndon Cottage, is some 280 m away (CD90 supplemented by scale 
measurement).  Fig 2 of APP109 brings this out, on which East Lodge is outside the range of 
probabilities mapped and Low Caythorpe Cottages are borderline. 

11.71 Thirdly, account should be taken of the degree to which the site would be regulated and 
subject to regular inspection by the HSE.  At my request, CGSL produced a list of the 
regulations applying in addition to those which were the subject of this inquiry (APP61).  In 
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addition, the Company undertakes to operate the site as though it were COMAH regulated 
[6.69].  WRAGS expresses some criticism of the philosophy of the HSE in placing primary 
responsibility on the operator to ensure safety [8.32], but that, it seems to me, is a matter for the 
HSE.  If the inspection and regulatory regime were considered to be lacking, then the answer 
would be to modify it rather than not undertake gas storage on that account.  I appreciate 
WRAGS’s argument that accidents will happen, but that goes back to the above question of 
probabilities.  I am not prepared to make assumptions about CGSL’s safety culture from 
comments made by their witnesses and quoted by WRAGS out of context – though if WRAGS’s 
remarks prove to be salutary it will do no harm [8.27-28]. 

11.72 The Council draws attention to the comment made by CGSL, in response to my request 
that siting the project at Carnaby industrial estate should be investigated, that “it is not best 
practice to place the wellsite within a populated area if a less populated option is available” 
[7.26, quoting from CD51].  CGSL has replied to this [6.68].  I see no inconsistency here.  As 
examined above, the proposed site, especially the wellsite, is more remote from people than it 
would be if sited within an industrial estate, where there would indeed be more risk of damage 
from operations carried out on adjacent sites.  This option is examined further below. 

11.73 Drawing these points together, I conclude that, although the project does involve the 
use of hazardous materials, the risk of accident is very low and the risk of its causing serious 
harm or worse at nearby properties is even lower.  The site would be regulated and inspected by 
the HSE.  It is in no-one’s interest to do anything which might cause an accident and very much 
in CGSL’s interest to avoid one.  Risk cannot be entirely eliminated, but that is true of any form 
of onshore gas storage, whether on the surface or underground.  One could decide that such risks 
were unwarranted, and, as a matter of policy, confine storage to offshore facilities.  At times this 
seemed to be WRAGS’s argument, for it is far from clear, given the geological constraints, that 
an underground onshore site free from risks to nearby people could be found.  But on the 
assumption that there is no such policy, I conclude that there are not such risks to human health 
and safety, nor such evidence to justify the fears expressed, as to warrant rejecting this particular 
site.  Local Plan policy EC5 would be complied with, subject to the proposal being also 
acceptable in its effect on the open countryside, the water environment and nature conservation, 
as analysed elsewhere in this report. 

Other SAO matters 

11.74 The matters which the Secretary of State for Trade and Industry indicated would be 
likely to be relevant to his consideration of the SAO application have been set out above [1.6].  
All of these have been considered above in these conclusions, except for questions of need in 
relation to national planning and energy policy, which is examined below, and impact on water 
resources and tourism.  The latter matters are therefore addressed here. 

11.75 Tourism.  Both the Council and WRAGS express concerns that the project could harm 
the attractiveness of this area for tourism.  Evidence is given of the range of holiday facilities in 
the locality, of the importance of tourism to the local economy, including the support it provides 
to Bridlington as a deprived area, and the particular potential of the countryside resource of the 
Wolds, including the Gypsey Race valley, providing a much-needed broadening of the tourist 
“offer” of Bridlington itself.  There is concern that the short-term disturbance and disruption 
caused during the construction period, and the long term impact of industrial development, 
could put people off coming to the area [7.16, 8.9-11]. 

11.76 The disturbance during construction would amount primarily to closure of parts of 
Church Lane and Woldgate for short periods and traffic light controls at the site access.  I cannot 
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see that such minor inconvenience (or the construction traffic itself) would put off tourists.  
Hold-ups and diversions caused by road works are a common occurrence wherever one travels.  
The visual impact and perhaps the sound of drilling would be a striking feature for people using 
the bridleway between Rudston and Woldgate or Woldgate itself, but it seems to me that for a 
visitor to the area that could be a point of interest as much as a detraction; their perspective may 
be different from that of local people in that respect. 

11.77 The visual impact of the development in the longer term has been analysed above.  
There is no evidence that the existing power generation facility or the Rudston AGI on 
Woldgate have discouraged tourists [6.18].  The proposal would entail a larger main site, but 
also a larger amount of landscaping.  The extent of views of it has already been examined above.  
The wellsite would not in my view be conspicuous to visitors once drilling was complete.  The 
AGI, once complete and landscaped, would look similar to the existing one, though somewhat 
larger.  As already indicated, I do not accept the apprehensions of those who say this would be a 
significant industrialisation of the area.  In my opinion the project would have no adverse impact 
on local tourism. 

11.78 Water resources.  No evidence is presented on this topic by the Council or WRAGS; 
however CGSL provided evidence in response to the Secretary of State’s statement [6.72-76].  
In the light of this, I see no reason to anticipate any adverse impact on ground or surface water 
flow or quality.  The Environment Agency has found no evidence of any such effect from the 
existing wells at Caythorpe.  In addition to the Agency’s general comments on the proposals 
[11.42], comment on the proposed wells is at APP133 appendix SMF1. 

11.79 A matter of concern to WRAGS is possible impact of drilling or other operations on the 
water table at Boynton Willow Garth, causing drying out of sediments there.  That has been 
considered above under the nature conservation topic [11.45].  There is no evidence of any 
possible adverse impact. 

Need 

11.80 It is common ground that there is a national need to replace the declining energy 
resource which for the past 30 years or more has been provided by offshore natural gas reserves.  
This is not just a requirement to replace total capacity, but also to ensure an ability to maintain 
the gas distribution system during the coldest winter or during any interruption in supply.  That 
has also become more critical because of reduction in the spare capacity or “swing” which was 
built into offshore pipelines, which has decreased with recent more market-orientated types of 
supply.  I have drawn attention to Government statements of national energy policy, and indeed 
European policy, on this issue.  National planning policy in MPS1 also stresses the role of 
underground gas storage in particular.  A recent appeal decision has confirmed the national 
importance of security of gas supply [5.14-15, 6.77-80, 7.27, 8.34]. 

11.81 But does the need have to be met at Caythorpe?  WRAGS and others argue 
persuasively and cogently that Caythorpe by itself is simply too small to make any significant 
difference to overall UK energy supplies [8.34-35, 8.42, 9.1(b)].  They point out that the site is 
actually within the margin of error of estimates of other supplies; and whilst one could debate 
the validity of their particular examples, it seems to me that the point is well made when one 
looks at any energy forecast which must inevitably have a range of estimates.  CGSL contends 
that Caythorpe by itself could assist in preventing short-term shortages and so ironing out 
damaging peaks in gas prices, but no evidence was provided to support this assertion [6.90, 
7.33, 8.34].  It seems to me that the gas supply industry could manage without Caythorpe.  But 
could it manage without any onshore storage, and if not, why not at Caythorpe? 
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11.82 CGSL argues that it is not a question of alternative sites as all are needed.  Questions of 
supply and demand are examined further below, but on the face of it, this seems an 
unconvincing proposition.  All sites will not come to pass.  CGSL itself points out that there are 
doubts about the capacity, feasibility and quality of other projected underground storage projects 
[6.90].  Whatever the decision on this project, other locations may have overriding 
environmental or other planning objections.  For the same reason, however, I do not accept the 
argument of the Council and WRAGS that, in assessing adequacy of supply, one could 
realistically assign a 100% probability to all the projected alternatives [7.32, 8.38].  It would in 
any case be inconsistent to do that while excluding Caythorpe, without much more solid 
evidence than has been provided in this case that there are particular and overriding objections 
here which do not apply to other sites. 

11.83 I do not accept the Council’s suggestion that Caythorpe is a less satisfactory option than 
salt cavern storage [7.33].  Whilst it is true that, other things being equal, gas can be injected or 
withdrawn more rapidly from a salt cavern, there are situations where a slower rate of 
withdrawal better meets demand [6.82].  There is also some indication that storage in depleted 
strata is a safer method [11.63], albeit that the analysis in this case and in salt cavern appeals 
shows that neither method is intrinsically unsafe. 

11.84 CGSL presents a detailed analysis of supply and demand forecasts.  It is common 
ground that the need to be met is the 1 in 50 winter [6.84].  If supply proved to be inadequate 
during such a winter, supplies to power stations and other major consumers would have to be 
interrupted to preserve continuity of domestic supplies, resulting in the risk of power cuts and 
loss of industrial output.  Government policy stresses the essential requirement to balance 
supply and demand [5.18].  CGSL’s analysis shows how supplies are only now responding to 
the projected shortfall that was emerging a few years ago, and that they only just coped with the 
interruption from the Rough offshore storage facility in 2006 [6.80].  It is contended that peak 
winter demand is expected to return to potential deficit by 2011/12 unless new facilities come 
on-stream, as offshore supplies continue to decline [6.83].  Even if assumptions are made that 
some of the currently proposed projects will come forward, the risk of a deficit from 2013/14 
onwards still occurs [6.87-88]. 

11.85 Although the Council and WRAGS criticise these forecasts and the assumptions made,  
they do not dispute that the threat of a shortfall will arise within the next 10 years if further 
provision is not made.  Other forecasts, such as those made by JESS and ILEX, support this 
general case, even if they are more sanguine than CGSL that adequate supplies will come 
forward [6.89, 7.30, 8.41].  It should be noted that all the analyses which make assumptions 
about projected sites coming forward include Caythorpe [6.89]. 

11.86 It is relevant here to consider the debate at the inquiry about what supplies it is 
legitimate to put into the balance.   A range of options are put forward by the Council and 
WRAGS – these include new interconnector pipeline capacity to mainland Europe, LNG import 
and storage, retention of coal-fired power station capacity through desulphurisation, interruptible 
contracts, and the various methods of utilising flexibility in the system such as linepack and 
swing [7.27-28, 7.31, 8.36-37].  CGSL seeks to draw a clearer distinction between import 
capacity, which can meet base-load but can only meet peak demand to the extent that there is 
swing in the system; and storage facilities, which it contends are a more efficient way of 
meeting peak demand than providing pipeline capacity which would remain idle for much of the 
time – and, consequently, would be less likely to be provided by the modern market-based 
industry [6.81, 6.84-85]. 
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11.87 Whilst the distinction drawn between base-load and peak demand is clearly a valid one, 
it seems to me that there is not such a clear-cut distinction between the various sources of 
supply.  One could envisage a theoretical position where import capacity exactly matched base-
load (which would include topping up stores), and storage capacity matched the projected 
demand peak, but the market does not work so precisely.  It is now responding to the threat of an 
energy shortfall in all manner of ways, as summarised above and set out in detail in the inquiry 
references.  As a result, spare capacity such as in import pipeline capacity and LNG imports is 
likely and can contribute towards peak demand – they cannot be dismissed as irrelevant as 
CGSL appeared at times to suggest.  Complexities in the market, including the extent to which 
this country is competing with others for an ultimately finite resource, make this impossible to 
gauge exactly.  However as this country becomes more reliant on imported gas, security of 
supply is another significant advantage of gas storage [6.55, 7.28]. 

11.88 I agree with the Council and WRAGS that account should be taken of climate change 
and the drive to reduce energy consumption.  These will surely reduce future demand for gas 
and in my view CGSL is being unrealistic in not including them in its forecasts [6.86, 7.29, 
8.41].  I regard it as a material consideration which reduces the case of need for this project; and 
it is likely to increase the spare capacity of other projects coming forward.  But, firstly, there is 
no indication in Government policy of any reconsideration of the need for underground gas 
storage in the light of this.  Secondly, it is valid for CGSL to point out that the primary effect of 
these factors will be to reduce base-load.  Climatic variability is not predicted to decrease so 
there will still be a need to cater for peak demand.  To the extent that this is not met by spare 
capacity, there will continue to be a need for gas storage in some form. 

11.89 It is not in my view a sufficient argument against Caythorpe to say that the need can be 
met elsewhere.  Indeed, the note accompanying the Ministerial Statement of May 2006 
explicitly advises against such an approach, at paras 40-41.  Both that statement and Annex 4 of 
MPS1 reiterate the role of the market in ensuring security of gas supply and the advantages in 
that context of underground storage, in both salt caverns and depleted strata [5.14, 5.18].  While 
some contribution might be made to meeting peak demand by more efficient use of the existing 
system, such as through linepack or interruptible contracts [8.37], it is common ground that to 
meet projected demand in the context of declining indigenous supplies, new infrastructure 
projects will be needed.  I see no reason to suppose (and there is no evidence to suggest) that any 
of these will be uncontroversial.  There will always tend to be a conflict between the national 
need and local environmental impact. 

11.90 Looking in more detail at the question of alternatives, case-law was cited at the inquiry 
as to whether alternatives need to be specified [6.95, 7.36].  This is partly a matter of law, but it 
appears to me that in this case it would not be enough for the Council simply to say “look 
somewhere else”.  Firstly that would be contrary to the Ministerial Statement quoted above.  
Secondly, it is common ground that storage in depleted strata can only take place where suitable 
conditions exist – this means not just geologically suitable, but also that oil or gas reserves must 
have existed in viable quantities and been extracted to provide the reservoir.  There are only a 
few such sites across the country.  Greater flexibility is obtained if one adds potential salt 
caverns, but even then the available sites are limited (and East Yorkshire tends to be one of the 
main concentrations, as the Council is aware [7.34]).  Annex 4 of MPS1 recognises that 
alternative possibilities may not be available [5.14, 6.78].  There needs in my view to be some 
evidence, even if it is not site-specific, that alternatives are both feasible and preferable. 

11.91 The evidence points rather the other way.  CGSL’s analysis of the high quality of the 
Caythorpe resource is not challenged.  The strata are well known from experience with gas 
extraction [6.94].  The remaining native gas, which inevitably mixes with injected gas [4.14], is 
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of good quality.  The plant site already exists: this would not carry much weight if there were a 
definite prospect of its being removed shortly, but I have explained above why I do not find that 
to be the case [11.13].  The site’s location in the Wolds would be an important objection to 
“footloose” industrial development, but I have already reached the conclusion that if a special 
case for this project has been made out, then the visual and landscape impact would not be an 
overriding objection, in the context of the relevant development plan policies [11.29].  The other 
objections likewise do not outweigh the consideration that if this resource is to be utilised, the 
plant needs to be located in this area. 

11.92 Prior to the inquiry, I raised the question whether this underground resource might be 
exploited from a different site.  The only realistic alternative to emerge was the Carnaby 
industrial estate to the south.  CGSL’s response [6.95: CD51] gives persuasive reasons why that 
option would be more costly, less satisfactory, and perhaps not feasible.  Neither the Council nor 
WRAGS expresses any enthusiasm for it; WRAGS does suggest that the AGI might be sited 
there [8.7], but the need for a long new pipeline route across country to it would makes that less 
appropriate in my view.  WRAGS also refers to gas exploration under way at Carnaby.  Though 
this would apparently be in the same geological strata it would be a different reservoir.  It is at 
too early and uncertain a stage for it to be regarded as a genuine alternative to Caythorpe [8.43, 
6.92]. 

11.93 The Council criticises CGSL for not having investigated alternative siting in the way 
that for example the proposers of a salt cavity project at Withernwick did.  However I do not 
consider that to be an appropriate comparison.  The Caythorpe reservoir can, as explained 
above, only realistically be exploited from this site.  Either this reservoir is acceptable for gas 
storage or it is not.  If it is, then the project deserves to succeed.  If it is not, then competing 
projects at other sites may nonetheless come forward, and as stated above would no doubt meet 
the need, but they are not really alternatives from CGSL’s perspective [7.35, 6.93-94].  This is 
an important consideration with regard to the CPO. 

11.94 Table 4 of APP106 lists a number of other projects at various stages, some of which are 
at depleted fields.  Some are at an early stage, and although WRAGS criticises CGSL’s caution 
about the prospects for these, I think such a stance is reasonable in terms of the capacity that 
may eventually come forward [6.90, 7.32, 8.38].  No party presented any planning analysis to 
suggest that any of these sites would be more or less acceptable than Caythorpe.  The same is 
true of the Malton sites mentioned by the Council, and in addition the quality of the reservoir 
there appears to be inferior [6.94, 7.36].  The OCTEL site put forward by the Council does on 
the face of it seem to have certain advantages in planning terms, but it is a salt cavity prospect in 
another part of the country, and even if it went ahead, I do not see that it would materially 
reduce the case for Caythorpe.  The Goostrey site seems to be wholly speculative [7.36, 6.92].  
For reasons already explained, I accept, contrary to CGSL’s contention, that LNG proposals 
such as that at Anglesey mentioned by the Council [7.27, 6.92] may be able to contribute to 
peak demand, but I do not consider that they provide a secure peak reserve in the way that gas 
storage does. 

11.95 Given the planning and, as is argued, safety objections to underground gas storage 
wherever it is located onshore, should provision be restricted to offshore locations?  WRAGS 
invites consideration of this point.  The size of the offshore fields is such that even one more in 
addition to Rough would make up for several Caythorpes.  The high cost may be offset against 
the greater capacity, and as the Council points out, the unit cost is not much different.  Interest in 
one such prospect, at the Esmond field, has already been made public and CGSL accepted that 2 
others are being investigated [8.39-40, 7.37].  On the other hand, CGSL refers to the uncertainty 
whether such projects will come forward, and the disadvantages such as the large amount of 
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cushion gas required, the relative monopoly power conferred on the owner of such a large 
resource, and the greater vulnerability to interruption [6.91].  Despite these reservations, it 
seems to me that offshore storage does have a future and is capable of making a significant 
contribution to strategic reserves.  But there is no indication in government policy that offshore 
provision should be preferred to onshore.  Small facilities, such as Caythorpe, would meet a 
rather different role in providing a quick response to short term demand peaks.  They add to the 
range of tools available for providing security of supply under differing circumstances. 

11.96 In drawing this complex topic to a conclusion, in the end I come down in support of 
CGSL’s case, but in more qualified terms.  It is clear that there is a need to meet gas demands, 
and specifically peak demand.  Though, contrary to CGSL, I find that spare pipeline and import 
capacity is likely to be capable of meeting this to a significant degree, there will be a continuing 
and growing role for gas storage.  As well as helping to meet demand quantitatively, it provides 
security, flexibility and a short-term response.  Underground gas storage is in itself relatively 
safe, and its surface requirements are comparable to all forms of storage.  Salt caverns and 
depleted strata each have their merits and demerits [6.82] and it seems to me that a diverse 
portfolio of sites of both types is to be preferred.  There is only very limited scope for onshore 
depleted field storage.  No analysis of the relative planning merits of possible alternatives is 
available, but from a general idea of those suggested I see no reason to suppose that they would 
be any less open to objection than Caythorpe.  There is no evidence that they would.  Caythorpe 
is proven and available and would be an extension of use of an existing site.  The objections 
identified under the other issues do not outweigh a genuine case of need.  On balance, I believe 
that need to have been made out. 

Overall conclusion – the main planning application 

11.97 The project would cause some noise and disturbance during the construction phase, 
particularly from drilling operations and traffic.  But these would not amount to a convincing 
objection, bearing in mind the limited period.  In the longer term, there would be some adverse 
visual impact, particularly in respect of the main site where the proposed long term retention and 
expansion of development within the Wolds area of landscape protection would be unacceptable 
in the absence of a special case.  However the impact would be mitigated by visual improve-
ments at the existing site (the issue of the temporary nature of the existing plant is discussed 
above) and proposed landscaping measures.  I find no convincing objection on grounds of 
ecological or archaeological impact, and no evidence that there would be harm to tourism or 
water resources.  Though the risk of accident can never be entirely eliminated, I consider that the 
risk to human health and safety would be acceptably low and the distance from residential 
property is on the whole an advantage of this site.  There is a strong case of need, in the context 
of national energy policy, for provision of underground gas storage capacity, including depleted 
field storage as part of that portfolio.  I find no essential case of need for such capacity to be 
provided at this location, but in the light of my conclusions on the other issues and the evidence 
about the quality of the resource and lack of clear or preferable alternatives, I conclude that this 
scheme is on balance acceptable.  In the terms already discussed above, it would comply with 
the relevant policies of the development plan.  I conclude that planning permission should be 
granted, subject to conditions as examined further below. 

Conclusion – hazardous substances consent 

11.98 In the light of my above conclusions as to the implications for human health and safety, 
and bearing in mind the observations of the Health and Safety Executive, I consider that 
hazardous substances consent should be granted, subject to the conditions recommended by the 
HSE (which are set out at CD77/2). 
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Conclusion – Compulsory Purchase Order  

11.99 Objectors express surprise that a private company should have powers of compulsory 
purchase to promote its scheme [9.1(a)], but a gas transporter, which CGSL is, does have such 
powers [6.96]; the relevant sections of the Gas Acts are specified at the beginning of this report. 

11.100 A compulsory purchase order can only be made where there is a compelling case in the 
public interest (ODPM Circular 06/2004, para 17).  The justification for making an order is 
expanded upon at paras 16-23 of that Circular.  Not all of the matters mentioned in those 
paragraphs are relevant to this scheme, but it appears to me that CGSL must show a case of need 
for the development, that the exercise of powers of compulsory purchase is required in order to 
carry it out, that there are no planning or other impediments to implementation and that the 
necessary funds are available.  These are similar tests to those identified by CGSL [6.97]. 

11.101 Most of the statutory and non-statutory objections to the CPO [9.1-9.6] are objections 
on planning grounds to the principle and details of the scheme.  I have considered these issues 
above.  In particular, I have explained the terms in which I find there to be a need for the 
development [11.97].  The Secretaries of State will have to reach a view as to whether this 
amounts to a compelling case in the public interest.  In my opinion there is such a case because 
(a) an overall need for gas storage has been demonstrated, (b) the specified lands and interest 
must be acquired in order to carry out this project, (c) no suitable or preferable alternative sites 
for underground gas storage in depleted strata have been identified, and (d) this particular 
reservoir can only, or at any rate on the evidence can most appropriately, be used via this 
project. 

11.102 CGSL has responded to questions by CPO objectors and WRAGS about their financial 
standing [3.3, 8.44, 9.1(a), 9.2(b), 9.3(d), 6.99].  Concern is understandable in the light of the 
history of the predecessor company at this site.  However there is no evidence that the project 
would not be viable. 

11.102 CGSL has responded to the detailed points raised by Mr and Mrs Wilson [9.2(a), (c) 
and (d), 6.100].  The SAO would control the type, quantity and pressure of gas stored.  As to the 
definition of the area under which gas storage rights are sought, it seems to me that the approach 
adopted by CGSL is the only practicable one and that any attempt to define the extent of 
underground storage more accurately would incur the other difficulty identified by Mr and Mrs 
Wilson, namely that gas might migrate outside the defined area.  I cannot see that any party is 
prejudiced by the proposed approach, subject to the appropriate terms of compensation being 
agreed.  I reach the same conclusion with respect to a similar point raised by Mr and Mrs 
Marriott [9.3(c)].  It is agreed that the key plan to the CPO is in error in its numbering of one of 
the parcels of land [6.101], but I am satisfied that this may be corrected without prejudice to any 
party. 

11.103 Compulsory purchase involves interference with human rights, particularly Article 8 of 
the European Convention on Human Rights and Article 1 of the First Protocol (Circular 06/2004 
para 17).  However I consider that it follows from the above conclusions, if they are accepted, 
that the interference would be justified in the public interest.  No evidence has been provided 
that the objectives of the development could be achieved with a lesser degree of interference.  
As moreover compensation would be paid for the interference that would occur, I conclude that 
there would be no violation of human rights. 

11.104 I have considered all the other points made by the objectors to the CPO, but consider 
that none of them provide any justification for not confirming the CPO. 
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Conclusion – Storage Authorisation Order 

11.105 Having regard to my above conclusions, I conclude as follows on the matters identified 
by the Secretary of State for Trade and Industry as relevant to his consideration of the SAO 
[1.6]: 

• the proposed storage is consistent with the Government’s energy policy as set out in the 
documents referred to; 

• the proposal would accord with RSS policy N3 and Local Plan policies EN3 and EC5, in 
the terms explained more fully above [11.28, 11.41, 11.73]; 

• concerns over the safety of the public can be satisfactorily addressed, including having 
regard to the document referred to (APP16); 

• there would be no adverse impact on water resources; 

• there would be no unacceptable adverse impact on flora and fauna, including local 
woodlands; 

• noise and disturbance during construction and operation would not have unacceptable 
adverse impacts; 

• the development would have some adverse visual impact but this is justified by proposed 
mitigation measures and the case of need in the terms explained above; 

• it follows that there would also be some harm to the Wolds area of landscape protection, 
but this is also justified in the same terms, as is provided for by Local Plan policy EN3; 

• the potential impact on archaeological features would be acceptably mitigated; 

• there would be no adverse impact on tourism. 

11.106 I conclude therefore that the SAO may be confirmed.  The recommended conditions 
(see Annex C) are those which are considered to apply having regard to the Secretary of State’s 
duty under section 4 of the Gas Act 1965.  Conditions 1 and 10 are based on conditions listed in 
Annex A for proposal A.  Conditions 2 and 3 are taken from the DTI field development plan 
authorisation already granted.  Conditions 4 to 7 are taken from the HSE’s recommended 
conditions for the hazardous substances consent. 

Conclusion – underground electricity cable 

11.107 If planning permission is granted for the main application, I conclude that permission 
should also be granted for the underground electricity cable, subject to conditions as 
recommended below. 

Conditions 

11.108 Subject to particular points examined below, schedules of conditions for proposals A, 
B, D and E were agreed between the parties at the inquiry and are at CD77/1-4.  No issues arise 
for the schedules for B, D and E and these conditions are repeated at annexes B to D (with minor 
amendments), with a brief statement of reasons for each. 

11.109 For proposal A, the main planning appeal, the Council wishes to add a condition 
requiring the submission of a green travel plan during the construction period, having regard to 
the number of employees and vehicle trips.  The fact that most of the traffic would be generated 
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by contractors and their employees is not seen as an obstacle.  As to this, I note the advice in 
PPG13, especially para 89 which advises that green travel plans should be submitted alongside 
planning applications which are likely to have significant transport implications.  There is 
further advice in the recent DCLG/DOT’s Guidance on Transport Assessment.  In my view a 
requirement for a green travel plan is not justified in this case.  The feasibility and benefits of 
such a plan over the 15 month construction period has not been demonstrated. 

11.110 As mentioned above, criticisms are made of the width of the proposed access track 
between the main site and the wellsite, and its visual impact [11.21].  Notwithstanding the 
indications on the application plans that the track would be 5 m wide, the need for this was not 
explained clearly at the inquiry, and on reflection I believe a condition should be added 
requiring details of the track, including its width, to be submitted for approval so that whatever 
width is required can be considered further and properly justified.  Approval of the materials to 
be used would also ensure that the track did not stand out unnecessarily.  As such a condition 
would only relate to the approval of points of detail, I do not consider that adding it would 
prejudice CGSL. 

11.111 The schedule of conditions for proposal A at annex A incorporates this change and 
other minor amendments. 

Section 106 undertaking 

11.112 The undertaking is at CD69.  The principal matters dealt with are summarised at [1.5] 
and for the most part have been further referred to under the appropriate sections of the above 
conclusions.  CGSL does not ask the Secretaries of State to attach weight to the undertaking 
except as regards willingness to comply with the COMAH Regulations (paras 6-7 of Schedule 
2).  Although they would be legally bound by the other elements, no weight should be attached 
to them in deciding whether to grant planning permission (APP66 para 66, oral addition).  
Notwithstanding that comment, it seems to me that as to the traffic management matters 
included in the undertaking and discussed further above [11.38-39], even if refusal of planning 
permission might not have been justified without them, they would be at any rate of material 
assistance in mitigating the traffic impact of the project and reassuring local people, and I have 
given some weight to them accordingly. 

11.113 At the inquiry, representations were made by the Council as to evidence of title to the 
main site (“the PGF site”), in the light of information provided by CGSL at APP63.  It is noted 
that that site is the subject of a lease now assigned to Warwick Energy (Caythorpe) Ltd, which 
while a wholly owned subsidiary of the Warwick Group is not a party to the undertaking; and 
moreover is subject to a charge in favour of a German bank which also is not a party.  Although 
CGSL points to para 13 of APP63, that these legal interests are included in the CPO and so 
would be acquired either by agreement or compulsorily by CGSL which is a party to the 
undertaking, the Council is concerned that a situation could arise where planning permission 
was granted but the CPO was either not confirmed or was quashed on legal grounds.  In that 
case there might be a move to commence implementation of the planning permission by parties 
not bound by the undertaking.  Although the lease has a clause limiting use of the site under the 
lease to gas extraction and power generation (APP63 para 2), the Council would have no control 
over whether that clause was enforced.  Development might be partly implemented using the 
main site alone, with its existing well.  Although condition 3 of the agreed schedule of 
conditions would require development to be carried out strictly in accordance with the planning 
application and the ES, as amended, this would not prevent partial implementation and the 
Council would wish to avoid getting into the uncertainties of enforcement action in that 
situation. 
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11.114 The appellant in response draws attention to the information in APP63.  The lessee is 
not a party to the undertaking as, following the need to amend the draft in response to comments 
made during the inquiry, it was simply not possible to obtain the necessary signatures, including 
that from a German bank, before the close of the inquiry.  There is no practical difficulty.  The 
development could not be carried out without having access to the whole application site and 
that would require acquisition of the necessary interests covered by the CPO.  Condition 3 
would provide the necessary control.  There is no prospect that a planning permission could be 
implemented without the undertaking coming into force and having to be complied with. 

11.115 The Secretaries of State will need to reach a view on this in order to decide whether any 
weight can be attached to the s.106 undertaking.  To my mind it would be unsatisfactory to grant 
a planning permission without resolving this uncertainty even if it were considered that no 
weight need be attached to the undertaking.  In any case the undertaking to comply with 
COMAH is a material consideration in concluding on the safety aspects of the main planning 
application, the hazardous substances application and the SAO. 

11.116 Normally one would expect all parties with any interest in the land to sign a s.106 
undertaking and for evidence of title to be provided accordingly if there is any doubt about it.  
However primary weight should be attached to the purpose of this, which is to ensure that the 
undertaking binds all those carrying out the development and operating the site thereafter.  This 
is essentially a practical matter.  In this case it is surely inconceivable that any planning 
permission could be implemented without the developer having acquired all the land and 
interests the subject of the CPO.  If there were doubt about this then there would be a question 
whether the CPO should be confirmed in the first place.  The development could not be 
implemented using the existing PGF site alone, particularly because (a) the compressors and 
coolers would be located largely outside the existing site, and any change to that would require a 
fresh planning permission; and (b) acquisition of the rights to store gas underground is needed.  
The Council in response says that at any rate a start could be made, but if so it would not be able 
to progress very far. 

11.117 It seems to me therefore, in the particular circumstances of this case, that weight can 
legitimately be attached to the undertaking despite its not having been signed by all parties with 
a current interest in all the land.  If the Secretaries of State disagree however, the appropriate 
course would presumably be to defer a decision and require the missing parties to be added. 

* 

12. Recommendations 

Proposal A: the main planning application 

12.1 I recommend that the appeal be allowed and planning permission granted, subject to the 
conditions set out in Annex A. 

Proposal B: hazardous substances consent 

12.2 I recommend that the appeal be allowed and hazardous substances consent granted, 
subject to the conditions set out in Annex B. 

Proposal C: Compulsory Purchase Order  

12.3 I recommend that the Caythorpe Gas Storage Ltd (Caythorpe Gas Storage Facility) 
Compulsory Purchase Order 2006 be confirmed, with the modification that on the key map, in 
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the parcel of land indexed to map B which continues plot 2c eastwards from map A, “5c” shall 
be deleted and “2c” substituted. 

Proposal D: Gas Storage Authorisation Order 

12.4 I recommend that the Order be made, subject to the conditions set out in Annex C. 

Proposal E: Electricity cable 

12.5 I recommend that the appeal be allowed and planning permission granted, subject to the 
conditions set out in Annex D. 

Andrew S Newman 

Inspector 
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CD7 Decision Notice - Refusal of Planning Permission - 19 July 2006. 
CD8 Decision Notice - Refusal of Hazardous Substances Consent - 26 June 2006. 
CD9 Onshore Oil and Gas - Mineral Planning Factsheet - (DCLG) – 2005. 
CD10 Energy Review: The Energy Challenge  - (DTI) - July 2006. 
CD11 Joint Energy Security of Supply Working Group – (DTI/OFGEM ) - April 2006. 
CD12 Ministerial Written Statement – Energy Statement of Need for Additional Gas Supply 

Infrastructure - 16 May 2006. 
CD13 Memorandum by British Geological Survey – The Case for Underground Gas Storage – Select 

Committee on European Union (2004). 
CD14 Town and Country Planning Act 1990. 
CD15 Gas Act 1965. 
CD16 Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981. 
CD17 Health and Safety at Work etc Act 1974. 
CD18 Ancient Monuments and Archaeological Areas Act 1979. 
CD19 Gas Act 1986. 
CD20 Planning (Hazardous Substances) Act 1990. 
CD21 Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990. 
CD22 Environmental Protection Act 1990. 
CD23 Protection of Badgers Act 1992. 
CD24 Pollution Prevention and Control Act 1999. 
CD25 Planning (Hazardous Substances) Regulations 1992. 
CD26 Construction (Design and Management) Regulations 1994. 
CD27 Conservation (Natural Habitats, &c. Regulations) 1994. 
CD28 Borehole Sites and Operations Regulations 1995. 
CD29 Pipelines Safety Regulations 1996. 
CD30 Gas Safety (Management) Regulations 1996 (as amended). 
CD31 (No allocation) 
CD32 Planning (Control of Major Accident Hazards) Regulations 1999 (“COMAH”). 
CD33 Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 1999. 
CD34 Pollution Prevention and Control (England and Wales) Regulations 2000 (“IPPC”). 
CD35 Town and Country Planning (Inquiries Procedure) (England) Rules 2000. 
CD36 Gas (Underground Storage) (Inquiries Procedure) Rules 1966. 
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CD37 Compulsory Purchase by Non-Ministerial Acquiring Authorities (Inquiries Procedure) Rules 
1990. 

CD38 Planning Policy Guidance 15: Planning and the Historic Environment. 
CD39 Planning Policy Guidance 16: Planning and Archaeology. 
CD40 Planning Policy Statement 7: Sustainable Development in Rural Areas. 
CD41 Planning Policy Guidance 24: Planning and Noise. 
CD42 Planning Policy Statement 22: Renewable Energy. 
CD43 Draft Minerals Policy Statement 1: Planning and Minerals & Good Practice Guidance: Nov-04. 
CD44a Minerals Policy Statement 1: Planning and Minerals: Nov-06. 
CD44b Minerals Policy Statement 1: Good Practice Guidance. 
CD45 Minerals Policy Statement 2: Controlling and mitigating the environmental effects of mineral 

extraction in England. 
CD45/1 Minerals Policy Statement 2: Annex 2: Noise. 
CD46 Offshore Installation and Wells (Drilling and Construction etc) Regulations, 1996. 
CD47 Energy White Paper - Our Energy future - creating a low carbon economy. (DTI) CM 5761 - 

February 2003. 
CD48 Gas security of supply - the effectiveness of current gas security of supply arrangements: an 

energy review consultation (DTI) - October 2006. 
CD49 JESS - Long term Security of Energy Supply December 2006 Report (DTI/Ofgem) 39052. 
CD50 Statement of Common Ground - March 2007. 
CD51a Notes for Inspector on Alternative Sites  March 2007. 
CD51b Notes for Inspector on Alternative Sites  - (Extract on Need) - March 2007. 
CD52 Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000. 
CD53 The Hedgerows Regulations 1997. 
CD54/APP52 Guidelines for Landscape & Visual Impact Assessment Landscape Institute & 

Institute of Environmental Impact Assessment Practitioners. 
CD55 The East Riding of Yorkshire Landscape Character Assessment. Carl Bro/Golders Associates – 

2005. 
CD56 PPS 1 Delivering Sustainable Development. 
CD57 (no allocation) 
CD58 Regional Spatial Strategy.  The Yorkshire & Humber Plan. Consultation Draft 2005. 
CD59/APP32 Strategic Storage and Other Options to Ensure Long-Term Gas Security - Ilex 

Energy Consulting, April 2006. 
CD60 Circular 2/85. Planning Control Over Oil and Gas Operations. 
CD61/APP27 Proposal for a Directive of the European Parliament and the Council concerning 

measures to safeguarding security of natural gas supply (Official Journal  3312, 31/12/2002 
p.0262-0278) 2002. 

CD62 Countryside Agency Character Area Study. 
CD63 DEFRA Conservation Walk Leaflet 2005.  
CD64 Appeal Decision - Land at Humberfield Farm, North Ferriby - 3 July 2006. 
CD65 ERYC Opening Speech. 
CD66 WRAGS Opening Speech. 
CD67 (no allocation) 
CD68 ERYC Proof of Evidence - Philip Crichton. 
CD68/1 ERYC Appendices to Proof of Evidence - Philip Crichton. 
CD68/2 ERYC Summary Proof of Evidence - Philip Crichton. 
CD68/3 ERYC Errata to Proof of Evidence - Philip Crichton.  
CD69 Unilateral Undertaking. 
CD70/1  List of known incidents associated with underground gas storage, submitted by the Council. 
CD70/2  Map showing wellsite position in relation to Thorpe Hall Estate, submitted by the Council. 
CD70/3  Map showing rights of way at Boynton, submitted by the Council. 
CD70/4 Extract from Encyclopaedia of Planning Law on the availability of alternative sites, submitted 

by the Council. 
CD70/5 Trusthouse Forte Hotels Ltd v Secretary of State for the Environment & Another, 53 P & CR 

293, submitted by the Council. 
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CD71 ERYC Proof of Evidence - Mary Holt.  
CD72 ERYC Summary Proof of Evidence - Mary Holt. 
CD73 WRAGS Proof of Evidence - Jon Oliver. 
CD73/1 R Chegwin: Fragment Retention Window Film in the Oil and Gas Industry, in Business 

Briefing: Exploration and Production: the Oil and Gas Industry: 2004, submitted by Mr Oliver. 
CD73/2 HSE Offshore Hydrocarbon Releases: Failure Rates, submitted by Mr Oliver. 
CD73/3 HSE Laboratory Case Studies: Natural Gas Releases from High Pressure Pipelines, submitted 

by Mr Oliver. 
CD73/4 HSE Frequently Asked Questions: risk assessment, submitted by Mr Oliver. 
CD73/5 Safety Report Assessment Guide: Methane gas holders, submitted by Mr Oliver. 
CD74 WRAGS Proof of Evidence - Robert Deri. 
CD74/1 WRAGS Appendices to Proof of Evidence - Robert Deri - Part I. 
CD74/2 WRAGS Appendices to Proof of Evidence - Robert Deri - Part II.  
CD74/3 WRAGS Summary Proof - Jon Oliver - Technical and Safety Issues. 
CD74/4 WRAGS Summary proof - Robert Deri – Need. 
CD74/5 WRAGS Statement - Janet Brannen. 
CD74/6 WRAGS Statement - Trevor Pickering. 
CD74/7 WRAGS Statement – Tony Ezard. 
CD74/8 Photographs of Humbly Grove exhibited by David Croft for WRAGS. 
CD74/9 WRAGS Statement - Dr Jim Innes. 
CD74/10 WRAGS Statement - Tim Shadla Hall. 
CD75 Letter from DTI - Informal Statement of Matters re SAO. 
CD76 Copy of planning permission reference DC/03/00983/STPLF, 28 Oct 2003, submitted by the 

Council. 
CD77 Schedules of Agreed Conditions: 

CD77/1:  proposal A 
CD77/2:  proposal B 
CD77/3:  proposal D 
CD77/4:  proposal E. 

CD78 Star Energy Group Feasibility Study, submitted by the Council. 
CD79 Notes re: Octel Site/MOD Site/Goostrey, submitted by the Council. 
CD80 Notes on Malton Depleted Fields, submitted by the Council. 
CD81 Extract from East Riding Biodiversity Action Plan. 
CD82 Additional Charts (Graph/Pie Chart) submitted by Mr Deri (WRAGS). 
CD82/1 WRAGS notes on draft schedule of conditions and section 106 undertaking. 
CD83 Extract from Circular 02/03. 
CD84 Scoping Opinion. 
CD85 (no allocation) 
CD86 Information re Canatxx - Anglesey Regasification Plant submitted by the Council. 
CD87/1 Newspaper article exhibited by Mr Marriott. 
CD87/2 CPO Submission - Mr. Wilson. 
CD87/3 CPO Submission - Sir Ian MacDonald. 
CD87/4 CPO Submission - Sir Ian MacDonald – Tourism. 
CD88 (no allocation) 
CD89 1996 Planning Application & Supporting Statement. 
CD90 Table of Distances between Carr Plantation and Dwellings at Thorpe Hall, submitted by the 

Council. 
CD91 Closing Submissions – WRAGS. 
CD92 Closing Submissions – ERYC. 

CGSL Documents 
APP1 Scoping Report - Apr-05. 
APP2 Planning Application - Nov-05. 
APP3 Amendments to Planning Application - May-06. 
APP4 Hazardous Substance Consent Application - Mar-06 (on file). 
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APP5 Environmental Statement - Nov-05. 
APP5/1 ES Addendum – Dec 2006. 
APP5/2 Planning application and ES Errata – Dec 2006. 
APP6 Appendices to Environmental Statement - Nov-05. 
APP7 (no allocation) 
APP8 Gas Storage Authorisation Order Application Book 1 - Jan-06. 
APP9 Gas Storage Authorisation Order Application Book 2 - Jan-06. 
APP10 Gas Storage Authorisation Order Application Book 3 - Jan-06. 
APP11 Safety Report - Nov-05. 
APP12 ES Non-technical Summary - Dec-05. 
APP13 Electricity Cable Installation Application - Oct-06 (on file). 
APP14 Grounds of Appeal against refusal of Planning Permission - 11-Aug-06. 
APP15 Grounds of Appeal against refusal of Hazardous Substances Consent - 01-Aug-06. 
APP16 Health and Safety Executive Risks and Regulatory Strategy Related to Energy Developments - 

28-Jun-06. 
APP17 Appellants Statement of Case - 30-Oct-06. 
APP18 Compulsory Purchase Order - Jul-06. 
APP19 Statement of Reasons for Compulsory Purchase Order - Apr-06. 
APP20 Appendix to Statement of Reasons - 16-May-06. 
APP21 CPO Order Maps – 2004 (in box). 
APP22 Planning Appeal Decision - Land at Holford Brinefield, Cheshire (Ref No. 

APP/Z0645/A/02/1092623). 
APP23 Planning Appeal Decision - Land at Garton Road, Aldbrough (Ref No. 

APP/E2001/A/98/1012893). 
APP24 Northern Archaeological Associates 2005: Caythorpe Gas Storage Project, East Riding of 

Yorkshire - Archaeological Evaluation Project Design. Unpublished report NAA 05/131 
November 2005. 

APP25 Northern Archaeological Associates 2006a: Caythorpe Gas Storage Project, East Riding of 
Yorkshire - Archaeological Evaluation Report.  Unpublished report NAA 06/08.  2006. 

APP26 Northern Archaeological Associates 2006b: Caythorpe Gas Storage Project, East Riding of 
Yorkshire - Archaeological Excavation and Recording Project Design (Draft). Unpublished 
report NAA 06/53 – 2006. 

APP27/CD61 Proposal for a Directive of the European Parliament and the Council concerning 
measures to safeguard security of natural gas supply (EU) – 2002. 

APP28 EU Council Directive 2004/67/EC of 26 April 2004 concerning measures to safeguard security 
of natural gas supply (EU) April 2004. 

APP29 European Spot Gas Markets 1st July 2005 (Heren Energy) - July 2005. 
APP30 European Spot Gas Markets 4th July 2005 (Heren Energy) - July 2005. 
APP31 Rough SBU Price History (Centrica Storage) – 2006. 
APP32/CD59 Strategic Storage and Other Options to Ensure Long Term Gas Security  (by Ilex 

Energy Consulting) (DTI ) - April 2006. 
APP33 Winter 2006/07 Consultation  Report (NGG) - September 2006. 
APP34 National Grid Gas - 2006 10 Year Statement (NGG) - December 2006. 
APP35 Gas Storage: Making regulation work - a DTI perspective, Ruth French (DTI)   
 March 2007. 
APP36 UK Update from Shortage to Surplus (Wood Mac paper to TBE 2006) July 2006. 
APP37 TBE - Development of NTS Investment Scenarios July 2006. 
[Note: APP38-51 are in a ring binder and fuller copies of some of the documents are supplied separately] 
APP38 Lees FP; Loss Prevention in the Process Industries 2nd Edition, Vol.1; Butterworth – 

Heinemann Ltd. 
APP39  API RP 521, 1988; American Petroleum Institute, Recommended Practice. 
APP40 Human Vulnerability to Thermal Radiation Offshore; Health & Safety Laboratory Report No. 

HSL/2004/04; Authors S O’Sullivan & S Jagger. 
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APP41 Indicative Human Vulnerability to the Hazardous Agents Present Offshore for Application in 
Risk Assessment of Major Accidents; HSE Hazardous Installations Directive Semi-Permanent 
Circular SPC/Tech/OSD/30. 

APP42 UKOPA (UK Onshore Pipeline Association) Pipeline Fault Database (1962-2004); Advantica 
Report Ref: R 8099. 

APP43 BS EN 14161:2003; Petroleum and natural gas industries. Pipeline transportation systems; 
ISBN 0 580 43196 7. 

APP44 BSI PD 8010-1 Code of practice for pipelines Part 1: Steel pipelines on land. 
APP45 BS EN 60079-10 ; 2003 Hazardous Area Classification. 
APP46 IGE/SR/25; “Hazardous area classification of Natural Gas installations” Institution of Gas 

Engineers. 
APP47  Reducing Risks, Protecting People; HSE’s Decision Making Process; ISBN 0-7176-2151-0. 
APP48 Chamberlain GA: Developments in design methods for predicting thermal radiation from 

flares; Chemical Engineering Research & Design; Vol.65, No.4, pp299-309, 1987. 
APP49 Kalghatgi GT: The visible shape and size of turbulent hydrocarbon jet diffusion flame in cross 

wind; Combustion & Flame; Vol.52, pp91-106, 1983. 
APP50 IGE/TD/1 “Steel Pipelines for High Pressure Gas Transmission”; 4th Edition; Institution of Gas 

Engineers. 
APP51 EU Directive 1999/92/EC “on minimum requirements for improving the safety and health 

protection of workers potentially at risk from explosive atmospheres”. 
APP52  (no allocation) 
APP53 CGSL Opening Speech. 
APP54 Full List of Application Plans: proposal A (as revised). 
APP55 Environment Agency Consultation Response. 
APP56 Site Area Calculations. 
APP57 LDF Saved Policies: ERYC report to Cabinet, 10 April 2007. 
APP58 Vent Stack Section. 
APP59 Dwelling Distances from Carr Plantation. 
APP60 Notes on Emissions & Local Employment.   
APP61 Schedule of consents, permissions and notifications required prior to commencement. 
APP62 List of application plans: proposal B (HSC). 
APP63 Notes on Title re: s.106 Undertaking. 
APP64 Notes on CPO: definition of area and plan correction. 
APP65 Response Note from Niall Trimble. 
APP66 Closing Submission - Caythorpe Gas Storage Ltd. 
APP67 Costs Application - Caythorpe Gas Storage Ltd.  
APP68 R (on the application of Edwards) v Secretary of State for the Environment, Transport and the 

Regions and another - [2000] All ER (D) 1994.  
APP69 R (on the application of Jones) v North Warwickshire Borough Council [2001] All ER (D) 16 

(Mar). 
APP70  Current position on negotiations with objectors to the CPO. 
APP71-99 Not allocated  
APP100 Dr Jones’s Proof of Evidence. 
APP101 Appendices to Dr Jones’s Proof of Evidence. 
APP102 Not allocated  
APP103 Mr Brett’s Proof of Evidence. 
APP104 Appendices to Mr Brett’s Proof of Evidence. 
APP105 Mr Brett’s Summary Proof. 
APP106 Mr Trimble’s Proof of Evidence. 
APP107 Appendices to Mr Trimble’s Proof of Evidence. 
APP108 Mr Trimble’s Summary Proof. 
APP109 Mr Ennis’s Proof of Evidence & Appendices to Proof of Evidence. 
APP110 Advantica Report. 
APP111 Mr Ennis’s Summary Proof. 
APP112 Mr Tyldesley’s Proof of Evidence & Appendices to Proof of Evidence. 
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APP113 Not allocated  
APP114 Mr Tyldesley’s Summary Proof.  
APP115 Dr Batchelor’s Proof of Evidence. 
APP116 Appendices to Dr Batchelor’s Proof of Evidence.  
APP116/1 Appendix 6 to APP116. 
APP116/2 Appendix 7 to APP116. 
APP117 Dr Batchelor’s Summary Proof. 
APP118 Mr Cardwell’s Proof of Evidence. 
APP119 Appendices to Mr Cardwell’s Proof of Evidence.  
APP120 Mr Cardwell’s Summary Proof. 
APP121 Ms Dodwell’s Proof of Evidence. 
APP122 Appendices to Ms Dodwell’s Proof of Evidence. 
APP122/1 E-mail correspondence re: ERY Landscape Character Assessment, submitted by Ms 

Dodwell. 
APP122/2 Scottish Agricultural College Technical Note TN593, April 07: Maintenance of Young 

Farm Woodlands, submitted by Ms Dodwell. 
APP122/3 DEFRA Conservation Walk: Five Views + Viewpoint location plan, submitted by Ms 

Dodwell. 
APP122/4 Photographs from WRAGS viewpoints submitted by Ms Dodwell. 
APP122/5 Aerial Perspective diagrams of Carr Plantation wellsite submitted by Ms Dodwell. 
APP123 Ms Dodwell’s Summary Proof. 
APP124 Mr Mellor’s Proof of Evidence.  
APP125 Appendices to Mr Mellor’s Proof of Evidence. 
APP125/1 Mr Mellor’s Supplementary/Rebuttal Evidence. 
APP126 Mr Mellor’s Summary Proof. 
APP127 Mr Smith’s Proof of Evidence. 
APP127/1 Amended Proof of Evidence of Mr Smith (superseding APP127). 
APP128 Appendices to Mr Smith’s Proof of Evidence. 
APP129 Mr Smith’s Summary Proof. 
APP130 Mr Lammas’s Proof of Evidence & Appendices to Proof of Evidence. 
APP131 Not allocated  
APP132 Not allocated  
APP133 Mr Foster’s Proof of Evidence & Appendices to Proof of Evidence. 
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Annex A – Recommended conditions for Proposal A (the main planning appeal) 

1. The development hereby permitted shall be begun before the expiration of three years from the 
date of this permission.  
Reason: to comply with the provisions of Section 91 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990, as 
amended.  

2.   The development hereby approved shall have a duration until 31 December 2032. At the end of 
this period, the development shall have ceased, the site shall be cleared of all surface plant and buildings, 
and restoration shall be completed in accordance with a scheme of restoration to agricultural or forestry 
use to be submitted in writing for the approval of the local planning authority not later than 31 December 
2027.  The restoration scheme shall show the location of all subsurface wells, boreholes and pipelines 
remaining on the site.  The approved scheme shall be implemented.  
Reason: in accordance with the 25 year site life stated in the application, to ensure the proper restoration 
of the site on completion of the use, and to ensure the recording of remaining subsurface equipment.  

3.  The development shall be carried out strictly in accordance with the submitted application and 
Environmental Statement and the additional information and plans including the Environmental 
Statement Addendum dated December 2006 and the Planning Application and Environmental Statement 
Errata dated December 2006, unless the written agreement of the local planning authority is obtained to 
vary the details of the development, or as required to comply with the conditions of this permission. 
Reason: for the avoidance of doubt and to ensure that all the necessary measures to mitigate 
environmental impact are taken. 

4.   Unless otherwise agreed in writing by the local planning authority, no building or other 
obstruction shall be located over or within 4 metres either side of the centre line of the water mains 
which crosses the site. 
Reason: to allow sufficient access for maintenance and repair work at all times. 

5. The landscape scheme, schedule and specification of work at the main gas storage site, the 
well-site and the AGI site contained respectively in CGSL’s inquiry document APP122, at figures SD1, 
SD2 and SD3 (together with Parts A and B of Appendix 2.4.2 to the Environmental Statement) shall be 
implemented in full during the first planting season after the commencement of development on that part 
of the site to which each figure relates. 
Reason: to ensure a good quality of landscaping of the site and mitigate the visual impact of the 
development 

6. The development shall not be brought into use until a landscape management plan for the 
duration of gas storage at the site has been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning 
authority.  The plan shall include details in the form of arrangements for its implementation, specification 
for maintenance tasks and maintenance materials as well as a clear indication of maintenance visits and 
task frequency.  The plan must include the stated maintenance objectives.  Development shall be carried 
out in accordance with the approved plan.  
Reason: to ensure a good quality of landscaping of the site and mitigate the visual impact of the 
development 

7. If, within a period of 5 years from the date of the planting of any tree or shrub, that tree or 
shrub or any tree or shrub planted in replacement for it is removed, uprooted or destroyed or dies (or 
becomes seriously damaged or defective), another tree or shrub of the same species, size and maturity as 
that originally planted shall be planted at the same place, unless the local planning authority gives its 
written consent to any variation.  
Reason: to ensure a good quality of landscaping of the site and mitigate the visual impact of the 
development. 

8. No development shall be carried out until full details of the access road between the main 
storage site and the well-site have been submitted to and approved by the local planning authority.  The 
details shall include the width of the track, the materials to be used, the bridge crossing over Gypsey 
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Race and any earth modelling either side of the route.  The development shall be carried out in 
accordance with the approved details. 
Reason: to ensure that the visual impact of the proposed roadway is kept to a minimum. 

9. No development shall be carried out until the developer has obtained the written agreement of 
the local planning authority that arrangements for the implementation of (a) the archaeological 
monitoring and mitigation strategy as set out in CGSL’s inquiry document APP26, and (b) the ecological 
monitoring and mitigation strategy as set out in paragraphs 2.3.7.1 to 2.3.7.14 of the Environmental 
Statement have been secured.  The development shall thereafter be carried out in accordance with the 
requirements of those strategies. 
Reason: to ensure the effective mitigation of the archaeological and ecological impacts of the proposal. 

10. No development shall take place until there has been submitted to and approved in writing by 
the local planning authority a programme for the monitoring of noise generated by the development 
during construction and operation.  The programme shall specify the locations from which noise will be 
monitored, the method of noise measurement (which shall be in accordance with BS4142) and the 
maximum permissible levels of noise at each location.  The programme shall make provision for such 
noise measurements to be taken by the operator as soon as possible following requests by the local 
planning authority and such measurements shall be given to the local planning authority as soon as 
practicable.  The approved noise monitoring/mitigation programme shall be implemented. 
Reason: to ensure effective monitoring of noise levels to prevent undue disturbance to people in the area. 

11. Noise from well-head construction (including drilling) between 2200 hours and 0730 hours 
shall not exceed a free-field noise level at a height of 3 m above ground level at any noise sensitive 
property of 42 dB LA90,1hr.  If the background noise level between 2200 hours and 0730 hours exceeds 42 
dB LA90, then noise from well-head construction and drilling operations shall not exceed the ambient 
noise level. 
Reason: to ensure that night-time noise from these works does not cause undue disturbance to local 
people. 

12. Development shall not commence until a construction programme detailing proposals for the 
mitigation and monitoring of vibration and dust has been submitted to and approved in writing by the 
local planning authority.  The programme shall identify: 
 a. areas on site designated for the storage of heavy-duty plant and equipment, vehicles 
and car parking facilities for construction site operatives and visitors; 
 b. activities such as earth-moving, aggregate mixing, crushing, screening, piling and on-
site storage and transportation of material; 
 c. working practices for protecting nearby residential dwellings, including measures to 
control vibration arising from on-site activities, such as piling, as set out in BS5228 Part 1: 1997 – Noise 
and Vibration Control on Construction and Open Sites; 
 d. the locations of and methods by which vibration and dust shall be monitored.  The 
programme shall provide for the results of such monitoring to be made available to the local planning 
authority within a time period to be specified in the agreed programme. 
Reason: to ensure effective monitoring of dust and vibration and prevent undue disturbance to people in 
the area. 

13. No development shall commence until details of all external on-site lighting, covering both the 
construction and operation phases of the site, have been submitted to and approved in writing by the local 
planning authority.  The scheme shall provide that all external lighting shall point in a downwards 
direction and shall be cowled or otherwise designed to minimise sideways or upwards leakage of light.  
No external lighting shall be installed at any part of the site except in accordance with the approved 
scheme. 
Reason: to avoid light pollution in the surrounding area. 

14. During construction, no operations (except drilling) or deliveries shall take place except 
between 0730 and 1830 hours Monday to Friday and between 0800 and 1300 hours on Saturday, except 
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by prior agreement in writing with the local planning authority.  No operations (except drilling) or 
deliveries shall take place on Sundays or Bank Holidays. 
Reason: to prevent undue disturbance to people in the area. 

15. At all times the best practicable means shall be used by the operator to prevent the pollution or silting 
up of any adjoining watercourses, or the pollution of the underlying strata, arising from operations on 
site.  In particular, any above ground oil or liquid chemical storage tanks shall be located at least 10 
metres from any watercourse and within a bund having a capacity of not less than 110% of the largest 
tank, or if the tanks are connected by pipework to allow equalisation of the level of the contents, 110% of 
the largest combined volume.  Inlet/outlet vent pipes and gauges must be located within the bunded area, 
and any tap or valve shall be so arranged as to discharge vertically downwards and shall be kept locked 
shut when not in use. The floor and walls of the bund shall be impervious to oil/water and resistant to any 
stored chemicals. 
Reason: to prevent pollution of surface or ground water. 
 
 

* 
 
Annex B – Recommended conditions for proposal B (hazardous substances consent) 

1. The maximum pressure in any storage reservoir shall not exceed 207 bar.  

2. The number of wellheads shall not exceed 7 in total.  

3. At each wellhead the riser internal diameter shall not exceed 180 mm.  

4. The internal diameter of the manifold connecting the wellheads at the new wellhead site shall not 
exceed 450 mm.  

5. The internal diameter of the pipeline between the new wellhead site and the main site shall not exceed 
500 mm.  

6. The pipeline between the new wellhead site and the main site will be located underground with a 
nominal depth of cover of 1.2 metres.  

7. The hazardous substance(s) shall not be kept or used other than in accordance with the application 
particulars provided in Form 1, nor outside the area(a) marked for the location of facilities on the plans 
which formed part of the application.  

The reason for these conditions is: in the interests of human health and safety and to protect the 
environment. 
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Annex C – Recommended conditions for proposal D (Gas SAO) 

1. The development of the gas storage project shall be carried out strictly in accordance with the 
submitted application, the Environmental Statement, the Environmental Statement Addendum dated 
December 2006 and the Planning Application and Environmental Statement Errata dated December 2006 
unless the Secretary of State consents to a variation of the development or variation is required to comply 
with the conditions of this Order or of the planning permission issued by the Secretary of State for 
Communities and Local Government under reference number APP/E2001/A/06/2024097.  No 
development shall be undertaken until the Applicant has received written confirmation of compliance 
with conditions 8, 9, 10, 12 and 13 attached to that planning permission.  

2. During the first cycle of the injection of gas into the field reservoirs, the amounts of gas injected shall 
not increase the total storage capacity of the field above a total of 289 million cubic metres. 

3. During any cycle of the injection of gas into the field reservoirs, the reservoir pressure of the Kirkham 
Abbey Dolomite reservoir shall not be permitted to exceed the initial reservoir pressure of 2835 pounds 
per square inch absolute (195.5 bar); and the reservoir pressure of the Rotliegendes Sandstone reservoir 
shall not be permitted to exceed the initial reservoir pressure of 2969 pounds per square inch absolute 
(205 bar).  

4. The number of wellheads shall not exceed 7 in total.  

5. At each wellhead the riser internal diameter shall not exceed 180 mm.  

6. The internal diameter of the manifold connecting the wellheads at the new wellhead site shall not 
exceed 450 mm.  

7. The internal diameter of the pipeline between the new wellhead site and the main site shall not exceed 
500 mm.  

8. The Flamborough Chalk Formation shall be sealed by means of a grouted steel liner during 
construction of each well to prevent contamination of the aquifer by reservoir fluids or non-water based 
drilling fluids.  

9. The installation of the boreholes shall be in accordance with details set out in figure SMFA2 as 
produced in CGSL inquiry document APP133 (proof of evidence of Mr Foster).  

10. At all times the best practicable means shall be used by the operator to prevent the pollution or silting 
up of any adjoining watercourses, or the pollution of the underlying strata, arising from operations on 
site.  In particular, any above ground oil or liquid chemical storage tanks shall be located at least 10 
metres from any watercourse and within a bund having a capacity of not less than 110% of the largest 
tank, or if the tanks are connected by pipework to allow equalisation of the level of the contents, 110% of 
the largest combined volume.  Inlet/outlet vent pipes and gauges must be located within the bunded area, 
and any tap or valve shall be so arranged as to discharge vertically downwards and shall be kept locked 
shut when not in use.  The floor and walls of the band shall be impervious to oil/water and resistant to 
any stored chemicals. 

The reasons for these conditions are explained at para 11.106. 
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Annex D – Recommended conditions for proposal E (electricity cable) 

1. The development hereby permitted shall be begun before the expiration of three years from the date of 
this permission. 
Reason: to comply with the provisions of Section 91 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990, as 
amended.  

2. No development shall commence until a survey of trees, shrubs and hedgerows along the route of the 
proposed cable has been submitted to the Local Planning Authority.  Any trees, shrubs and hedgerows to 
be removed to accommodate the cable shall be replaced.  Details of replacement shall be submitted to 
and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  Any replacement planting shall take place 
during the first planting season following the completion of the installation.  If within a period of 5 years 
from the date of the planting of any tree or shrub that tree or shrub, or any tree or shrub planted in 
replacement for it, is removed, uprooted or destroyed or dies (or becomes seriously damaged or 
defective) another tree or shrub of the same species, size and maturity as that originally planted shall be 
planted at the same place, unless the Local Planning Authority gives its written consent to any variation. 
Reason: to mitigate the visual and ecological impact of the development. 

3. No development shall take place until a schedule of landscape maintenance for a minimum period of 5 
years has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  The schedule shall 
include details in the form of the arrangements for its implementation, specification for maintenance 
tasks and maintenance materials as well as clear indication of maintenance visits and task frequency.  
The schedule must include the stated maintenance objectives.  Development shall be carried out in 
accordance with the approved schedule. 
Reason: to mitigate the visual impact of the development. 

4. No development shall take place until full details of a schedule of works is submitted to and approved 
in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  The schedule of works shall include details of noise 
attenuation, hours of operation, any lighting and method of installation.  The development shall be 
carried out in accordance with the approved schedule. 
Reason: to prevent undue disturbance to people in the area. 

5. No development shall take place until the applicant has secured the implementation of a programme of 
archaeological work in accordance with a written scheme of investigation which has been submitted by 
the applicant and approved by the Planning Authority. 
Reason: to secure effective mitigation of any adverse archaeological impacts of the development. 

6. No development shall commence until details of a scheme of ecological mitigation has been submitted 
to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  The development shall be carried out in 
accordance with the approved scheme. 
Reason: to secure effective mitigation of any adverse ecological impacts of the development. 
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Annex E – Application plans: proposal A (the main planning appeal) 
 
C7266/1   Location plan 
C7266/2   Project location plan 
C7266/2A   Project location plan Inset A 
C7266/2B   Project location plan Inset B 
C7266/2C   Project location plan Inset C 
C7266/2D   Project location plan Inset D 
C7266/2E   Project location plan Inset E 
C7266/2F   Project location plan Inset F 
16151005 Sheet 1 Rev 4 General layout of pipeline 
16151005 Sheets 2-4 Rev 4 Indicative pipeline strip map and profile details 
16151005 Sheet 5 Rev 0 Sections through pipeline right of way 
16151006 Sheet 1 Rev 3 New AGI layout, construction and operational phases 
16151006 Sheet 2 Rev 1 New AGI layout and elevations 
16151007 Rev 2  Vent stacks general arrangement 
16151009 Rev 2   Existing site 
16154006 Rev 2  Drain crossing detail No 1 
16154007 Rev 2  Gypsey Race crossing detail No 2 
16154009 Rev 2  Typical road crossing detail, anchor block and sleeve detail 
16154010 Rev 3 Elevation of compressor building with VSD equipment module 
16154011 Rev 3  Elevation of LV switchgear building 
16154012 Rev 5  Soil profile indicating elevations along section lines 
16154013 Rev 4  Construction site layout (temporary works) 
16154016 Sheet 1 Rev 4 Site plan references 
16154016 Sheet 2 Rev 3 Transformer compound and switchgear building 
16154016 Sheet 3 Rev 3 Lube oil cooler 
16154016 Sheet 4 Rev 3 Electric motor and VSD cooler 
16154016 Sheet 5 Rev 2 Compressor aftercooler 
16154016 Sheet 6 Rev 1 Wellhead separator 
16154016 Sheet 7 Rev 1 JT package 
16154016 Sheet 8 Rev 2 Glycol package 
16154016 Sheet 9 Rev 1 Hydrocarbon stabilisation package 
16154016 Sheet 10 Rev 2 Storage tanks 
16154016 Sheet 11 Rev 1 Fire water tank 
16154017 Sheet 1 Rev 4 New wellsite layout drilling phase 
16154017 Sheet 2 Rev 2 Elevation at wellsite drilling phase 
16154017 Sheet 3 Rev 2 Elevation at wellsite drilling phase 
16154018 Sheet 1 Rev 4 New wellsite layout testing phase 
16154018 Sheet 2 Rev 2 Elevation at wellsite testing phase 
16154018 Sheet 3 Rev 2 Elevation at wellsite testing phase 
16154019 Sheet 1 Rev 4 New wellsite layout operational phase 
16154019 Sheet 2 Rev 2 Elevation at wellsite operational phase 
16154023 Rev 2  Gypsey Race culvert bridge detail 
16154025 Rev 0  Compressed air and N2 generator packages 
405/GSF/LS/100 Nov 05 Landscape survey: existing PGF site and proposed extension area 
405/GSF/LP/100 B Dec 06 Landscape proposals: the extended PGF site 
405/GSF/LP/200 B Dec 06 Landscape proposals: the extended PGF site – sections 
405/CPW/LP/100 Nov 05 Landscape proposals: proposed Carr Plantation wellsite 
405/CPW/LP/200 Nov 05 Landscape proposals: proposed Carr Plantation wellsite – sections 
405/AGI/LP/100 Nov 05 Landscape proposals: proposed Woldgate AGI 
405/AGI/LP/200 Nov 05 Landscape proposals: proposed Woldgate AGI – sections 
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Annex F – Application plans: proposal B (hazardous substances consent) 
 
16154019 Rev 4 New wellsite layout – operational phase 
16154016 Sheet 1 Rev 4 Site plan references 
16151010 Rev 0 Site map 
16151011 Sheet 1 Rev 1 Substance location plan 
16151011 Sheet 2 Rev 1 Substance location plan 
405/GSF/LP/200 B Existing PGF site and proposed extension – sectional elevation 

 


