
APPROVED MINUTES 

East of England Aggregate Working Party 

Meeting on 15 November 2022 starting at 10am 

Venue: Virtual meeting via Microsoft Teams 

 

ATTENDEES  

Authority Members  

Roy Romans (RR) Bedfordshire Authorities (acting chair) 

Phil Dash (PD) Essex County Council 

Emma Chapman (EC) Hertfordshire County Council 

Piradheep Raveendiran (PR) Hertfordshire County Council 

Natalie Chillcott (NC) Bedfordshire Authorities 

Caroline Jeffery (CJ) Norfolk County Council 

Matthew Breeze (MB) Cambridgeshire County Council 

Ross Walker (RW) Suffolk County Council 

Industry Members  

Mark North (MN) Mineral Products Association  

Shaun Denny (SD) Breedon Aggregates / MPA / BAA 

Pawel Zlocki (PZ) Hanson 

Others  

Julia Webberley (JW) EEAWP Secretariat  

Dave Pitt (DP) EEAWP Secretariat  

Christina Davey (CD) DLUHC 

Nick Everington (NE) The Crown Estate 

Apologies  

Richard Greaves  Essex County Council (Chairman) 

Tom Forbes-Cox  Cemex 

Simon Treacy  Brett Group 

Kirsten Cunningham Aggregate Industries 

Peter Huxtable  British Aggregates Association (BAA) 

Alan Everard  Tarmac / MPA 

Peter Lemon Midd Aggs / BAA 

Simon Smith Longwater 

 

The meeting commenced at 10.00am. 

Item 
No.  

Subject Owner 

1 Welcome, introductions and apologies RR / JW 

 RR introduced himself as acting chair in the absence of Richard Greaves 
who is on extended sick leave and members confirmed they were 

 



content for RR to chair the meeting.  JW ran through a list of attendees 
and apologies.  Apologies are as set out above.  
 

2 Minutes of the last meeting and matters arising RR / JW  

 JW ran through the list of action points which had arisen from the last 
meeting held on 21 June 2022.  The various action points listed had 
either been completed or would form part of discussions under 
subsequent items on the agenda.    
 
EC advised that she would check with Chris Stanek as to whether 
there was any update on the issue of food security. 
 
MN asked that there should be one edit to the draft minutes of the last 
meeting, namely the corrected spelling of Jon Pritchard’s name in item 
9. 
 
This edit will be made to the minutes which are otherwise deemed 
agreed.  A copy will then be uploaded on to the David Jarvis 
Associates website, available here:   
https://davidjarvis.biz/east-of-england-awp/   
 

 

3 Update from DLUHC JW 

 In CD’s absence from the start of the meeting, JW gave an update on 
matters as follows: 

• There have evidently been a number of political changes over 

the summer; however, Michael Gove has reprised the role 

which he previously held as Secretary of State for Levelling Up, 

Housing and Communities and this should provide some 

continuity going forwards as Mr Gove was responsible for the 

original presentation of the Levelling Up and Regeneration Bill 

(LURB).  Lucy Frazer has joined the department as a minister 

and has now replaced Lee Rowley as Housing and Planning 

Minister. 

• The LURB is now at report stage and royal assent is expected in 

May 2023.  Other planning reforms remain on the table, 

including the possible introduction of investment zones as well 

as consultations on updating the NPPF and the proposed 

changes to the SEA/EIA process.  Consultation is likely to occur 

on some of these over the next few months. 

• The first meeting of the National Aggregate Coordinating Group 

(NACG) took place at the start of July and was well attended.  

Updating the National Guidelines was discussed and DLUHC is 

seeking to set up a subgroup to assist with this.  Regular 

meetings of the NACG are proposed going forwards with the 

next one due in January 2023. 

• The AWP secretaries met with DLUHC in October for a six-

monthly catch up. 

 

https://davidjarvis.biz/east-of-england-awp/


• Vineeta Sharma is leaving CD’s team this week and will be 

replaced by Niamh Murphy.  CD’s secondment has been 

extended by an initial 3 months.  Simon Gallagher has left the 

department and has been replaced by Conrad Smewing as 

director of planning at DLUHC. 

4 EEAWP Report 2021 – update and request for outstanding secondary 
/ recycled aggregates data 

RR/JW 

 RR ran through the draft annual monitoring report which JW had 
circulated prior to the meeting.  Individual comments received were as 
follows: 

• PD will liaise with Gemma Bright to supply outstanding data 
for Essex this week; 

• At Table 4, NC asked that the 2020 entry for Beds be changed 
to U; 

• MB commented that ascertaining railheads capacity is a 
difficult task, not least as not many run at full capacity.  MN 
added that capacity could be limited by external factors such as 
HGV access.  Guidance is sought from DLUHC as to what 
capacity refers to in this context.  JW commented that this 
whole section of the report was likely to be reviewed by 
DLUHC before preparation of next year’s report as it is clear 
that the data is not readily available; 

• PD queried why the categories of sand referred to in section B 
of the survey form are different from those set out in section C.  
RR explained that this information was sought historically in 
order to try and understand the differences between sand 
types, especially where authorities import crushed rock.  
However, it was not clear why different categories should 
appear in different sections of the form.  It was noted that the 
annual report does not seek to differentiate between these 
sand types but the consensus of the meeting was that it was 
still sensible to identify soft sand reserves as it is a difficult 
product to substitute.  NC pointed out that if information is 
sought in survey returns that is not to be used by the AWP, 
then a covering letter should make clear that the information 
may instead be used by local authorities.  JW indicated that 
DLUHC and the AWP secretaries would be reviewing the 
survey form during 2023 with a view to a slightly revised form 
being used in 2024; 

• A minor disparity between two figures was pointed out in Table 
5.  JW will edit this; 

• CJ expressed concern that disparities would be likely in the 
recycled aggregate figures in section 3 of the report as the 
recently published recycled aggregates guidance does not fully 
explain which figures should be lifted from the WDI.  RR noted 
that he would be happy to feedback any concerns on this to 
the recycled aggregates group.  JW was happy to include 
details within Table 6b explaining exactly how WDI figures had 
been arrived at.  MB commented that WDI derived data should 
always be treated with caution; 

 



• CJ highlighted potential formatting issues with the report, 
particularly regarding tables, which may mean that the report is 
not accessible.  This relates to the legal requirement for public 
sector bodies to make their websites accessible (as required by 
the Public Sector Bodies (Websites and Mobile Applications) 
(No. 2) Accessibility Regulations 2018).  In September 2020, it 
became a legal requirement for public sector organisations to 
meet the Web Content Accessibility Guidelines (WCAG) 2.1 at 
level AA.  Accessible tables should have, amongst other 
requirements, no merged or blank cells.  JW acknowledged that 
the draft report does include such cells - JW will liaise with CD 
about this; 

• NC advised that she would email JW with details of an extra 
major construction project which should be added to Table 7; 

• In Table 8b, it was agreed that details relating to 
Hertfordshire’s emerging plan would be removed and CJ will 
check the data for Norfolk; 

• There was some discussion as to whether data in Table 9 
should be restricted to planning applications which result in 
additional aggregate tonnage or extensions of time.  JW will 
seek DLUHC input on this going forwards; 

• At 4.48, it is likely that just two LAAs will be referred to as 
having been circulated to members for comment (namely 
Hertfordshire’s and Cambridgeshire’s) though others are likely 
to be circulated shortly (including Norfolk’s, Suffolk’s and 
Essex’s); 

• There was some discussion about the draft conclusion of the 
report which, at this stage, just copies last year’s conclusion.  
MN considered that the conclusion as drafted was still relevant 
for 2021 and pointed out that PPG advises that the annual 
report should state whether the AWP area is making a full 
contribution or not.  MB was keen to see an expanded 
conclusion and agreed to draft some wording for circulation 
to members.  CD commented that other AWP regions also 
conclude that they are unable to confirm that they are making 
a full contribution to local and national aggregate needs and 
that that position is useful for DLUHC in adding collective 
weight to the argument that more needs to be done to boost 
aggregate supply. 
 

5 Survey response rates RR / JW 

 JW had circulated a table showing survey response rates in the EoE.  
Figures are still awaited from Essex but once these are received, JW will 
update the table and circulate it with the minutes. 
 
CD explained that this data had been requested so that DLUHC could 
compare response rates across the country. 
 
RR highlighted that the table could be misleading as, for example, 
whilst the Bedfordshire entry suggests a survey response rate of just 
70%, response rates from quarries with active extraction operations in 

 



fact covered 98% of reserves, the point being that it tends to be the 
smaller operators who do not respond.  CD acknowledged this as a 
useful point and agreed that this area may need further scrutiny. 
 
MN added that industry is still pressing for the reintroduction of AMRI 
and CD confirmed that she was still looking into it and liaising with 
other departments such as the DfT and BEIS to see if the data could be 
obtained in another way. 
 

6 Mineral Products Association Update MN 

 MN gave an update as follows: 
 

• UK ECONOMY  
Major volatility hit financial markets after Government’s ‘mini’ 
Budget on September 23. New Chancellor Jeremy Hunt swiftly 
reversed most of the previously announced policies and will lay 
out a fully costed budget on November 17. Beyond the political 
noise, we are left with the bare reality of an economy that has 
not only stopped in its post-pandemic recovery track, but also 
started to go backward. The Bank of England expected the 
economy to enter recession in 2022Q4 but the drop-off over 
the summer appears to have triggered an earlier-than-
expected downturn.  

• CONSTRUCTION  
Construction output peaked at a historical high in May, but 
growth has stalled since then. Business surveys dipped over the 
summer, with reports of new orders stalling and concerns 
about the wider economy leading to a drop in confidence. 
Private new housing and private housing repair & maintenance 
look particularly vulnerable to the rising economic headwinds, 
pressures on household incomes and rising borrowing costs. 
Robust growth in industrial and infrastructure work currently 
on the ground and in the pipeline is unlikely to be enough to 
offset the expected weakness in sectors exposed to 
households.  

• MINERAL PRODUCTS SALES VOLUMES IN GB FOR 2022Q3  
Aside from mortar, sales volumes of heavy-side construction 
minerals and mineral products declined for the second 
consecutive quarter in 2022Q3, a sign that a wider slowdown in 
construction activity may already be at play. Sales volumes of 
aggregates (crushed rock and sand & gravel) decreased by 0.8% 
in 2022Q3 compared to the previous quarter, with asphalt sales 
down 0.6%, and ready-mixed concrete by 4.0%. Mortar gained 
momentum over the summer after a subdued Q2, with 
volumes increasing by 4.2%, underpinned by the robust 
strength in new housing starts in the first half of the year.  

 

 

7 British Aggregates Association Update JW 



 In PH’s absence from the meeting, JW provided an update as follows 
(obtained from the minutes of a recent meeting of the SWAWP 
attended by PH): 
 
A recent, well attended BAA meeting had included a plea to DLUHC for 
the reintroduction of AMRI and a presentation by Archaeological 
Research Services concerning new ways of surveying a site without the 
need for trial trenching.   
 
Concerns about recruitment and retention of staff within the public 
sector minerals planning arena had also been raised at the BAA 
meeting.  PH had referred members to a course on mineral planning for 
mineral planners run by IQ, details of which have been circulated to 
EEAWP members by JW.   
 

 

8 Mineral Local Plans Update MPAs / All 

 The Minerals Local Plan Update had been circulated prior to the 
meeting together with LAAs for Hertfordshire and Cambridgeshire.  It 
was agreed that, going forwards, LAAs would be sent to JW who would 
circulate to members and ask for comments to be submitted to JW 
within two weeks.  JW would then collate comments received, circulate 
these to members for a final check and then submit them to the LAA 
issuing authority.  This would obviate the need to run through LAAs in 
meetings although specific matters could still be tabled for discussion 
at the following AWP meeting should the need arise.  It would also 
provide an audit trail and a written record of comments.   
 
In terms of timing of LAAs vis a vis the annual monitoring report, CD 
restated that the LAAs should be informing the annual report but that, 
so long as data supplied to JW for inclusion in the annual report (and, 
critically, the proposed LAA rate) tallied with the data that was to be 
included in the relevant LAA, it did not matter if circulation of the LAA 
followed issue of the annual report. 
 
Two SoCGs had been circulated prior to the meeting by Hertfordshire 
and Norfolk.  EC for Herts and CJ for Norfolk provided headlines for 
these and members were asked to provide comments directly to Herts 
within 2 weeks of the meeting and to Norfolk by 19th December. (Note 
that it has been agreed at previous EEAWP meetings that the EEAWP 
would not sign up to individual SoCGs but that it would be minuted that 
these had been brought to members’ attention during the meeting).   
 
MN asked that the MPA be removed as a signatory to the Herts SoCG.   
 

 

9 Any other business All 

 NE provided a written update on marine matters as follows: 
 

1. 2021/22 marine aggregates tender – Tender bids have been 
evaluated and preferred bids have been selected. We have 
seen the highest level of interest for over a decade, which 
spans the last four licensing rounds. Preferred bids are now 

 



being evaluated as part of a plan level habitats regulations 
assessment, which is likely to conclude in Q2 2023. We issued a 
web notice in September, which contains more details. Please 
see the following link: https://www.thecrownestate.co.uk/en-
gb/media-and-insights/news/2022-the-crown-estate-confirms-
areas-selected-for-202122-marine-aggregates-tender-round/ 
 

2. We have, jointly with BMAPA, issued the 24th annual Area 
Involved report, relating to 2021 data, which provides 
information on the extent and intensity of marine aggregate 
dredging on a regional basis. Please follow the following link for 
access to the report:  2021 Area Involved Report 
(thecrownestate.co.uk) 
 

3. We have published our 2022 marine aggregates annual review. 
This highlights marine aggregate reserves on a national and 
regional basis, together with relevant case studies and other 
updates. Please follow the following link for access to the 
report: marine-aggregates-annual-review-2022.pdf 
(thecrownestate.co.uk) 
 

4. Following a request from EEAWP, we have developed a map 
and table that details the quantity of marine aggregate that has 
been dredged from each of our dredging regions and delivered 
into the boundary of each of the AWP / RAWPs in England and 
Wales. The data relates to 2021. This is ready to be sent to the 
AWP / RAWP technical secretaries and DLUHC for onward 
circulation to members.  
 

MN advised that Alan Everard had again raised the issue of severe 
delays being experienced by industry in relation to their dealings with 
the EA, particularly in terms of permitting, where it was taking an 
average of 240 days for applications simply to be assigned a case 
officer.  RR agreed that it was becoming such an issue that in some 
situations it was likely that quarries would be told to stop extraction 
operations pending phased restoration.  Clearly, this will impact on 
mineral supply.  CD offered to raise the matter again with Jim Davies 
at the EA. 
 

10 Date and time of next meeting JW 

 It was agreed that the next meeting will take place in February after 
half term.  JW will liaise with RG regarding specific dates and will 
circulate an invitation in due course. 
 

ALL TO NOTE 

 The meeting finished at 12.10pm.  

 

 

Action points 

https://www.thecrownestate.co.uk/en-gb/media-and-insights/news/2022-the-crown-estate-confirms-areas-selected-for-202122-marine-aggregates-tender-round/
https://www.thecrownestate.co.uk/en-gb/media-and-insights/news/2022-the-crown-estate-confirms-areas-selected-for-202122-marine-aggregates-tender-round/
https://www.thecrownestate.co.uk/en-gb/media-and-insights/news/2022-the-crown-estate-confirms-areas-selected-for-202122-marine-aggregates-tender-round/
https://www.thecrownestate.co.uk/media/4242/the-area-involved-24th-annual-report.pdf
https://www.thecrownestate.co.uk/media/4242/the-area-involved-24th-annual-report.pdf
https://www.thecrownestate.co.uk/media/4243/marine-aggregates-annual-review-2022.pdf
https://www.thecrownestate.co.uk/media/4243/marine-aggregates-annual-review-2022.pdf


a) EC advised that she would check with Chris Stanek as to whether there was any update on 

the issue of food security. 

b) JW to edit the last minutes to correct the spelling of Jon Pritchard’s name. 

c) JW to edit draft annual report as detailed within item 4. 

d) CD is asked to provide guidance as to what is meant by railhead capacity. 

e) DLUHC to review the whole infrastructure capacity section of the report going forwards. 

f) DLUHC and the AWP secretaries to review the survey form during 2023 with a view to a 

slightly revised form being used in 2024. 

g) RR to feedback any concerns on obtaining WDI data to the recycled aggregates group. 

h) JW to liaise with CD regarding potential formatting issues in the report which may mean that 

it cannot be published on local authority websites. 

i) NC to email JW with details of an extra major construction project which should be added to 

Table 7. 

 

j) In Table 8b, JW to remove details relating to Hertfordshire’s emerging plan and CJ to check 

the data for Norfolk; 

 

k) JW to seek input from DLUHC as to which planning applications should be included in Table 9 

going forwards. 

l) MB to draft some wording for inclusion in the report conclusion for circulation to members 

for comment. 

m) JW to await survey response data from Essex and then update the table and circulate it with 

the minutes. 

n) CD to give further thought to the survey response rate table in light of comments made by 

RR to the effect that it may not provide a true picture of responses. 

o) Going forwards, authorities to send draft LAAs to JW for circulation to members who should 

comment within 2 weeks; JW to collate comments received, circulate in final draft form to 

members and submit to the issuing authority once agreed. 

p) Members to provide comments directly to Herts within 2 weeks of the meeting and to 

Norfolk by 19th December on their respective SoCGs.  

q) Herts to remove the MPA as a signatory to its SoCG.   

r) CD to raise the matter of permitting delays again with Jim Davies at the EA. 

s) JW to liaise with RG regarding the date of the next meeting. 

 


