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Parry, Jane

From: Charles Forgan 

Sent: 14 February 2015 11:35

To: Horne, Janet

Cc: Armstrong, Peter; Planning Admin; 'Clive Rowe-Evans'

Subject: York Potash and Whitby Tourism

Attachments: York Potash and Whitby Tourism.Rev 2.doc

Dear Ms. Horne, thank you for talking to me yesterday about the York Potash proposals.   The Coastal Tourism 
Advisory Board has adopted the attached paper arising out of concerns about the effect of mine traffic on A171 on 
Whitby’s tourism industry.  It calls for ‘joined up working’ between the four authorities.  We are looking for a separate 
specific assessment of the impact of the proposals on Whitby, an holistic appraisal which would naturally include your 
Council because so much of Whitby’s tourism traffic via A171 either arises in or crosses Redcar and Cleveland. 
 
We would not look to you to initiate, so this is for information.  We would like you to be aware of the paper, to register 
it, and to treat it as part of any consultation process on the subject? 
 
I am writing on behalf of the Chairman of the Coastal Advisory Board, Clive Rowe-Evans, who would have sent this 
email, had his connections not been temporarily interrupted by his moving home. 
 
Best regards, Charles Forgan  



 

York Potash and Whitby Tourism 

 
At a meeting in Pickering in November, a chart was presented showing that there might 

be an HGV every 2.6 minutes on the A171 between Guisborough and Whitby during the 

four or five years of construction of the mine. 

 

At their meeting on 5 February, the Coastal Tourism Advisory Board decided to write to 

the North York Moors Planning Authority, North Yorkshire County Council (Highways), 

Redcar and Cleveland Council (Highways), and Scarborough Borough Council to 

request: 

 

1. A joint appraisal of the likely traffic impact of the York Potash proposals 

on tourism to Whitby particularly during the construction phase.  

 

2. An appraisal of the best way to organize construction traffic, should the 

mine receive planning approval, to minimize its effect on Whitby tourism   

 

3. A mechanism for coping efficiently with unforeseen eventualities and 

managing construction traffic  

 

The Advisory Board is aware that the two traffic authorities are working on general 

traffic issues, that more information is expected and that  it is a moving picture.  

 

Reasons 

 

1    York Potash commissioned Ipsos Mori to conduct a Visitor Survey on the likely 

impact of the project on tourism.  In the main, it looked at visual impact and the impact 

on the Coast to Coast walk.  However the survey was confined to the impact on the area 

within the park boundaries.  Whitby lies outside the boundary.  The impact of the project 

on Whitby tourism was not considered. 
 

2.   The major traffic artery for the mine is the A171 between Guisborough and Whitby 

and on south to the mine at Dove’s Nest Farm.  On the way, it serves three sites for the 

Mineral Transport System (MTS), west to east:  at Tocketts Lythe  to the north of 

Guisborough; Lockwood Beck after the climb onto the Moor; and Ladycross Plantation 

between A171 and Egton.   Mine traffic in the construction phase, particularly HGVs, is 

perceived to be a major threat perhaps the greatest threat to Whitby tourism. 

 

 

3.  York Potash’s Planning Statement does not see mine traffic as a problem, for example, 

‘….. the proposals limit impacts across the highway network to an acceptable level, both 

within the National Park and its surroundings…’  This begs the question. 
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4.  At the public meeting in Pickering, a chart was shown: 

 

‘Impact of HGV traffic during construction • Cumulative effects of construction  

traffic for five separate sites - 276 HGV movements per day along A171 (NP) at 

peak construction – 1 every 2.6 minutes’  (there was a further estimate for the 

fifth site at Wilton)  

 

5.    In the real world there is nothing to guarantee that HGVs will arrive at the entrance 

to A171 at regular intervals.  What with gradients on the route and impediments through 

Whitby, HGVs are likely to bunch, cause congestion and blockages.  Measures of 

mitigation are proposed under Section 106.  Welcome though they are, improvement of 

the Mayfield Road junction will not deal with congestion caused by HGVs elsewhere.  

Doubling the frequency of service on the Esk Valley railway line is likely to effect a 

marginal reduction in tourism road traffic.    

 

6.  HGVs are mainly for goods inwards, construction materials and plant, moving to the 4 

sites serviced by A171.  The highest concentrations will be experienced by the incoming 

tourist at the Guisborough end, with some thinning out as the MTS sites are serviced.  

The HGVs have to return. 

 

7.  There are contingencies on top of the 276 movements, requiring different kinds of 

vehicles to carry out polluting strata when encountered, and polyhalite product until the 

MTS is fully operational. 

 

8.  Peak traffic is said to be normal rush hours.   This may be true within Teesside, but 

takes no account of and makes no provision for the mid-morning to lunchtime peak of 

inward tourism traffic. 

 

9.  Traffic through Whitby at certain times of the year was deemed to be at capacity.  

That is why £3 million has been spent on the Park and Ride.  NYCC said the Park and 

Ride should reduce traffic on A171 by between 4 and 8% in the month of August.  York 

Potash believe their operation will increase traffic by 8%.   Mine traffic should surely 

avoid tourism traffic?  Mine traffic should be separated from tourism traffic, not 

superimposed on top.   This consideration does not appear to have been factored into the 

mine’s proposals. 

 

 

10.  The planning documentation for the project is now voluminous.  There are very 

detailed traffic schedules in the appendices.  There is also a table of peak flows at key 

links in the road network in a document by York Potash’s consultant Royal Haskoning.   

There is no bridge between the appendices and the bald summary which was given at 

Pickering.  Moreover, while these appendices look immensely impressive, they can only 

be considered theoretical – the ideal phases of construction translated into a materials 

requirement, translated in turn into HGV movements.  There is nothing to guarantee that 

all will go according to plan.  There will also be abnormal loads, 24 over 7 months in 

year 2 – the planning statement seems to skate over abnormal loads. 
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11. 600 to 700 new jobs when the mine is operational is not to be dismissed.  However 

York Potash estimate that only 31 will be obtained by Whitby and the Esk Valley.  This 

is not very much when set against the potential damage during the construction phase to 

Whitby’s major industry, tourism. 

 

 

12.  At the very best there will be added inconvenience for tourists.  At worst, tourists 

will judge that driving to Whitby was a miserable experience.   Regular visitors, day 

trippers may decide to go elsewhere for their next trip, and staying visitors to the region 

will carry back to their accommodation and their homes the same message – Whitby is a 

no-go area. 

  

 

The Coastal Tourism Advisory Board therefore calls for a joint appraisal by the 

Planning and Traffic Authorities of York Potash’s traffic proposals, and of the best 

way to direct and schedule the necessary construction traffic should the mine be 

given planning approval. 

 

NYCC is responsible only for that part of the A171 which lies within the North 

Yorkshire boundary.  Mine traffic will pass through areas outside their control.  

That is why the Advisory Board is calling for a joint appraisal and joined up 

working. 

  

We do not wish to take sides on whether the project should proceed.  That will be 

decided on local, national park and national considerations.  The Advisory Board, 

as a tourism body, seeks to ensure that Whitby’s tourism interest has been 

exhaustively considered and protected. 

 

We do not advocate a repeat of the Ipsos Mori survey.  Researching intentions, even 

in political elections, is fraught with difficulty. 

 

Should planning permission be granted, it will be in tourism’s interest for the 

construction phase to be completed on time.   The planning authority may well 

attach planning conditions in an attempt to foresee and control York Potash’s use of 

the road network.   However, in such a project things may happen which neither 

York Potash nor the Planning Authority could foresee.  A grinding halt to the 

project whilst a revised planning application was sought, would not be in tourism’s 

interest.  That is why we ask for a joint mechanism to tackle crises as they arise and 

resolve them.  

 
 

 CDF 28.1.2015 for Coastal Tourism Advisory Board 
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