
APPROVED MINUTES 

East of England Aggregate Working Party 

Meeting on 26 September 2023 starting at 11am 

Venue: Virtual meeting via Microsoft Teams 

 

ATTENDEES  

Authority Members  

Richard Greaves (RG) Essex County Council (Chairman) 

Roy Romans (RR) 
Bryn Walters (BW) 

Bedfordshire Authorities  

Emma Chapman (EC) 
Freya Ward (FW) 

Hertfordshire County Council 

Caroline Jeffery (CJ) Norfolk County Council 

Matthew Breeze (MB) Cambridgeshire County Council / 
Peterborough City Council 

Ross Walker (RW) Suffolk County Council 

Industry Members  

Mark North (MN) Mineral Products Association  

John Carlon (JC) British Aggregates Association 

Alan Everard (AE) Tarmac / MPA 

Shaun Denny (SD) Breedon Aggregates / MPA / BAA 

Pawel Zlocki (PZ) Hanson 

Kirsten Cunningham (KC) Aggregate Industries / MPA 

Rachel Jones (RJ) Cemex 

Simon Treacy (ST) Brett Group / MPA 

Others  

Julia Webberley (JW) EEAWP Secretariat  

Dave Pitt (DP) EEAWP Secretariat  

Niamh Murphy (NM) DLUHC 

Louise Feavyour (LF) MMO 

Apologies  

Christina Davey  DLUHC 

Phil Dash  Essex County Council 

Andrew Rutter Suffolk County Council 

Peter Lemon Middaggs 

Mark Page  Hanson 

Maria Cotton Breedon Group 

 

The meeting commenced at 11.00am. 

 



Item 
No.  

Subject Owner 

1. Welcome, introductions and apologies RG / JW 

 RG welcomed everyone to the meeting.  BW introduced himself as the 
new Minerals and Waste Planning Manager for Central Bedfordshire 
Council (having previously been Principal Planner at Derbyshire CC).   
 
LF is the new representative for the MMO, Corinna Dietz having moved 
into a different role. 
 
JW ran through a list of apologies.  Apologies are as set out above.  
 

 

2. Minutes of the last meeting and matters arising RG / JW  

 JW ran through the list of action points which had arisen from the last 
meeting held on 28 February 2023.  The various action points listed had 
been completed.   It was agreed that NM would deliver a presentation 
showing minerals related data from across the regions at the next 
EEAWP meeting. 
 
A minor amendment had been made to the draft minutes to reflect the 
fact that MB represents both CCC and PCC at the AWP meetings. 
 
The minutes were deemed agreed.  A copy will be uploaded on to the 
David Jarvis Associates website, available here:   
https://davidjarvis.biz/east-of-england-awp/   
 

 

3. Update from DLUHC  NM 

 NM gave an update on matters as follows: 
 
AM2023 

• DLUHC has been making progress with procurement of the 
contract for the next Aggregate Minerals Survey (AM2023), 
which will be awarded to the British Geological Survey subject 
to final checks and sign off, and is due to commence shortly 
(although survey forms will go out in January 2024).  

• While the survey has typically collected data for England and 
Wales, AM2023 will also cover Scotland for the first time. 

• There will be a steering group made up of industry, 
government and AWP representatives who will be able to 
provide input on the approaches taken at various stages of the 
contract. 
 

Planning Reforms 

• Planning reforms are progressing through the Levelling Up and 
Regeneration Bill, which has just completed Report Stage in the 
House of Lords. The government is aiming for the Bill to gain 
Royal Assent by the end of this parliamentary session on 7 
November 2023. 

• Following Royal Assent, there will be a full review of the NPPF, 
including the establishment of National Development 
Management Policies (NDMPs) and refocusing the remainder 

 

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


of the NPPF on principles for plan making. Consultation on this 
will take place next year, but DLUHC will be engaging with the 
planning sector (including minerals) ahead of this. 

• There is also currently a government consultation on plan-
making reforms which closes on 18 October, which DLUHC 
would encourage minerals and waste planning authorities to 
respond to. 
 

Guidelines 

• DLUHC previously circulated a discussion paper presenting 
possible approaches to updating guidelines for aggregate 
provision.  

• Comments received from AWP members and industry have 
now been collated and reviewed by the task and finish group 
and then the wider NACG at the July meeting. 

• There was some consensus amongst respondents about 
aspects of the process, such as ensuring the guidelines are 
prepared in a transparent and inclusive way, and that they are 
regularly reviewed.  However, it was decided that further 
consideration would be needed on whether it was 
necessary/possible to disaggregate the guidelines down to the 
local level as, whilst industry was in favour of this approach, 
some mineral planning authorities were more tentative. 

• The next steps will be for DLUHC to present the findings from 
this exercise to decision makers internally to get strategic 
steers. 

• DLUHC proposes aligning the commissioning of the update of 
the guidelines with the completion of data collection for 
AM2023 to ensure it has an up-to-date baseline (rather than 
relying on AM2019 survey data and having to re-review once 
the 2023 data is published). This would mean seeking to 
commission the guidelines project towards the end of 2024.    

• While it is understandable that there may be a desire to do this 
sooner, having these discussions in advance of commissioning 
the update means that DLUHC can work to resolve any 
anticipated challenges so that it can hit the ground running once 
it has the required data from AM2023. 

 
AE queried how, given the delay in progressing the national guidelines 

and the consultation on plan-making reform, apportionments would be 

addressed by mineral planning authorities in plan reviews?  RG 

responded that under the current proposals, the transitional 

arrangements will kick in in 2025, at which point, mineral local plans 

will fall under the new regime.  MB commented that it was relevant to 

consider that a new alignment policy will replace the duty to co-

operate and also that marine aggregates will have an impact as they 

are travelling longer distances.  NM said that she would note these 

points for further discussion. 



RG expressed concern about the response rate to the last BGS survey 

and queried whether mineral planning authorities would wish to carry 

out their own surveys which generally elicit better responses.  JW 

suggested that NM seek a diktat from DLUHC on this as multiple 

survey responses cause confusion with the figures to be included within 

the annual report as well as generating additional work for industry 

completing two lots of forms.  RR added that if BGS data is to be relied 

upon, the results need to be more quickly produced than last time.  He 

thought that one of the reasons for the delay last time stemmed from 

ministers being slow to authorise release of the data.  NM commented 

that DLUHC was aware of the delay last time round and the BGS 

contract was due to commence two or three months earlier than it had 

done last time.  RG wondered whether the MPA could apprise industry 

to be prepared to respond to the survey from the BGS.  MB 

commented that there may be issues with provision of operator data 

because of GDPR.  JW thought this may have been addressed already 

by the BGS as AWP members had already been put in touch with the 

BGS but this may be worth checking with the BGS (NM to action, 

please).   

MN, MB and RR confirmed that they would all be responding to the 

consultation on plan-making reforms. MN added that he would 

continue to make reference to the lack of strategic planning as progress 

is difficult without the overview provided by the national guidelines.  

He added that ring-fencing of planning fees will not happen even 

though 88% of respondents to the consultation had supported this.  

RW commented that planning authorities are under financial pressure 

because of SENCO and school facilities so any spare funds are likely to 

be pushed towards education if they are not ring-fenced.  AE added 

that the ability to use PD rights to streamline development would be 

useful and it is frustrating that these are always restricted for mineral 

developments.   

4. Draft LAAs for 2022. All 

 JW advised that draft LAAs for Cambridgeshire / Peterborough and 
Greater Essex had been circulated for comment.  Members were 
invited to respond to JW within two weeks of each LAA being 
circulated.   
 
JW asked whether LAAs could be dated with the year to which the data 
refers as this makes searching for documents online much easier.  It 
was suggested that, going forwards, LAAS should be dated as follows:  
X Area Local Aggregates Assessment 2022 (published 2023) where 
2022 is the year to which the data refers.  
 
JW queried whether Cambs crushed rock data could be reproduced in 
the annual report without being redacted.  MB confirmed that, if it 

 



appeared in Cambs’ LAA unredacted, then it could also appear in the 
annual report.   
 
In terms of the Cambs LAA which had been circulated, MN commented 
that he found the accompanying data booklet very useful.   
 

5. Annual Report for 2022 JW 

 JW stated that this was in progress but that data was still awaited from 
Suffolk.  RW confirmed that the Suffolk data would be supplied to JW 
shortly.  EC added that the WDI data for 2022 was published yesterday 
(25/09/2023) so members are now asked to review this and furnish 
JW with the data required for the annual report. 
 
JW asked if, going forwards, members could use the Excel 
spreadsheet to supply the data for the annual report as this will make 
it much easier to check variations from data for the previous year.    JW 
also asked members to review the collated data which she had sent 
round via email and to check that it was correct.  Data in red needed 
further input from members and JW should be grateful to receive this 
as soon as possible.  JW would continue to edit the report and would 
circulate a draft as soon as she was in a position to do so. 
 
CJ had previously raised a point with JW to the effect that she was 
unable to ascertain where the 2014 sales figure for sand and gravel in 
Norfolk as reported in the annual report had come from as it did not 
appear to tally with Norfolk LAA data or BGS data from the 2014 
survey.  JW suggested that we do not change this figure at this stage as 
each subsequent report (since 2014) has included it.  RR pointed out 
that it would not be possible to check it at this stage as it was usual to 
destroy raw data after receipt.  The meeting agreed that the figure 
should stay as it was.   
  

 

6. Mineral Products Association Update MN 

 • UK ECONOMY   
The UK economy showed resilience in 2023Q2 amidst ongoing 
fragility, with the ONS reporting GDP growth of 0.2% compared 
to Q1. However, closely watched indicators continue to suggest 
that the economy is struggling to shake off the negative 
impacts of high inflation and tighter financial conditions, and 
the prospect of an economic resurgence next year appears to 
be fading with interest rates now expected to stay higher for 
longer, raising concerns over the outlook for investment and 
employment. The Bank of England is predicting that the 
economy will grow by just 0.5% in 2023 and 2024, respectively.  

• CONSTRUCTION  
Private housing output has been on a downward trajectory 
since its most recent peak in October 2022 and has fallen by 
8.4% in the past six months alone, as higher interest rates have 
eroded affordability among home buyers. Tighter financial 
conditions and economic uncertainty are more extensively 

 



impacting on investment planning and client decision-making 
across the construction supply chain, including in speculative 
large-scale commercial tower projects. After a poor Q2 in 
which new construction contract awards fell by over 20% 
compared to Q1, July marked the best month of the year so far 
with a total value of £7.6bn, albeit residential contracts 
remained muted.  

• MINERAL PRODUCTS MARKETS  
Sales volumes declined in 2023Q2 according to the MPA 
quarterly sales survey published last month, reflecting a 
slowdown in private housing, the largest sector of construction 
and a significant driver of minerals demand, as well as the 
widespread impact of cost inflation on other areas such as 
roads. Next month will see an update to the MPA market 
forecast; May’s outlook indicated that a decline would occur 
across all mineral markets monitored before a small 1% to 2% 
rebound in 2024. 

MN added that the MPA/RTPI Conference in June had been well 
attended and well received. 
 
RR commented that, whilst there appears to be ongoing building-out of 
consented developments, there has been a large drop in the number of 
planning applications submitted, meaning that there will be a 
construction gap in future years.   
 
CJ queried whether the nutrient neutrality rules had impacted other 
authorities in the same way as they had done in Norfolk?  MN 
considered that both those rules and the state of the economy may be 
causing a hiatus in house building.  Rumours also continued to circulate 
to the effect that HS2 would be pulled north of Birmingham.  AE 
advised that Tarmac was heavily involved in the southern section of 
HS2 which should continue.  Tarmac is also seeing work coming 
through related to Sizewell, as well as bigger road schemes.   
 
ST referred to two major DCO schemes, namely the Lower Thames 
Crossing, and the National Grid Norwich to Tilbury overhead power line 
scheme (which is controversial).  The Hinkley Rail Interchange was also 
mentioned as it is now being consulted on.   
 
JC referred to a couple of schemes being run by SSSE and National Grid 
worth around £50 billion.  He pointed out that the amount of aggregate 
required for offshore wind is huge, with up to 30,000t of concrete 
needed for each turbine.  Some direction on this is needed as it will 
clearly have an impact on the economy.   
 

7. British Aggregates Association Update MP 

 JC gave an update as follows: 
 

 



• The BAA is surveying its members to get a better understanding 
of which minerals they provide and where these are destined 
for with a view both to lobbying parliament, as required, and to 
be able to provide better information on survey returns.   

• JC expressed concern about BNG and the associated lack of 
guidance and considered that the minerals industry did better 
than the proposed 10% which appears to have been designed 
for permanent developments.    

• In terms of planning fees, the BAA had been hoping for ring-
fencing, but this appears to have been ignored.  JC confirmed 
that the BAA would be making representations on the plan-
making reform consultation.   

• JC was pleased to note the re-establishment of the NACG and 
the ongoing contribution of the AWPs.   

• There is a BAA Conference scheduled for this Thursday (28th) 
which will discuss some of the above matters. 
 

MN seconded that the BNG metric does not work for minerals and 
added that he thought that DLUHC had been going to investigate this.  
NM assured the meeting that it was being looked into and that DLUHC 
was working with Defra on this.  She added that the roll out of BNG in 
November will be phased. 
 
MN added that the MPA would continue to push for project audits on 
material demands as major projects need to be looked at strategically 
and not in isolation as they are currently.   
 
JC expressed concern about the forthcoming 2042 deadline and noted 
that a strategy would need to be introduced to address this both to 
secure investment and to manage workloads.  He wondered whether a 
staged approach would be sensible, with the oldest permissions to be 
reviewed first. 
 
RJ queried if mineral planning authorities were seeing a large influx in 
applications before the November implementation of the BNG 10% 
requirement.  JC responded that he thought the 10% requirement had 
been imposed on applications for at least the last 12 months, though 
RR pointed out that, whilst most local authorities do have policies 
requiring BNG, they do not necessarily mention 10%.  AE added that a 
major concern was how to formally record BNG and to deal with the 
requirement to manage it over a 30-year period.  RJ concurred and 
pointed out that this will be especially difficult for mineral operators as 
sites are often leased from landowners.  She queried how the BNG 
would be managed if sites were sold on for housing developments part 
way through the 30-year period.  MN thought that landowners would 
not want to sign up to it at all and that, consequently, BNG will not 
work.  RR agreed that long term monitoring of BNG sites would be 
problematic, even more so where the BNG was produced off-site.  JC 
added that the metric should be amended for mineral sites to reflect 
the fact that mineral developments have delivered BNG well above 10% 
for many years and the metric is inapplicable as minerals’ development 



is not permanent.  MN added that he thought donor sites would be 
needed to provide BNG for housing developments and that planning 
permission may be needed for such sites and landowners would want a 
percentage uplift from the housing development.   
 

8. Mineral Local Plans Update and status of LAAs MPAs / All 

 The Minerals Local Plan Update had been circulated prior to the 
meeting but only included updates from Norfolk, Herts and Cambs.  JW 
suggested that, if other members wished to provide updates, could 
these please be submitted to JW by the end of the week (29 
September) and JW would then recirculate next week.    
 

 

9. Any other business All 

 CJ queried whether any members had experience of dealing with 
safeguarding of railheads as there is a proposal within the Greater 
Norwich Local Plan to redevelop either side of the Tarmac Aggregate 
railhead in East Norwich.  MN referred to the agent of change principle 
in the NPPF which had proved useful in a High Court case dealing with 
the development of flats around a wharf on the Thames which found in 
favour of the wharf owner and required retrofitting of some of the 
flats.  AE added that a consultancy is monitoring the situation on 
Tarmac’s behalf and is making representations.  He invited CJ to 
collaborate with Tarmac on this.   
   

 

10. Date and time of next meeting RG / JW 

 It was agreed that the next meeting would take place towards the end 
of November.   JW will liaise with RG regarding specific dates and will 
circulate an invitation in due course. 
 

ALL TO NOTE 

 The meeting finished at 12.45pm.  

 

 

Action points 

 

1) It was agreed that NM would deliver a presentation showing minerals related data from 

across the regions at the next EEAWP meeting. 

2) JW to upload a copy of the last minutes on to the David Jarvis Associates website. 

3) NM to consider the points raised about how to deal with apportionments in plan reviews. 

4) NM to liaise with Christina Davey regarding seeking a diktat from DLUHC requiring 

authorities to use the BGS survey data for 2023 rather than sending out their own surveys. 

5) NM to check with the BGS the position re operator data and GDPR. 

6) Members to respond to JW within two weeks of each LAA being circulated.   

7) Going forwards, LAAs to be dated as follows:  X Area Local Aggregates Assessment 2022 

(published 2023) where 2022 is the year to which the data refers.  

8) RW to supply Suffolk data for the annual report to JW as soon as possible.   

9) Members are now asked to review the WDI data and furnish JW with the data required for 

the annual report. 



10) Going forwards, members to use the Excel spreadsheet to supply the data for the annual 

report. 

11) Members to review the collated data for the annual report sent round via email to check 

that it is correct.  

12) JW to continue to edit the report and to circulate a draft as soon as she is in a position to 

do so. 

13) Regarding the MLPU, if members still wish to provide updates, to submit these to JW by 

the end of the week (29 September) so JW can then recirculate next week.    

14) JW to liaise with RG regarding specific dates for the next meeting and to circulate an 

invitation in due course. 

 


