
APPROVED MINUTES 

East of England Aggregate Working Party 

Meeting on 27 November 2023 starting at 11am 

Venue: Virtual meeting via Microsoft Teams 

ATTENDEES  

Authority Members  

Richard Greaves (RG) Essex County Council (Chairman) 

Bryn Walters (BW) 
Natalie Chillcott (NC) 

Bedfordshire Authorities 

Chris Stanek (CS) 
Emma Chapman (EC) 
Freya Ward (FW) 

Hertfordshire County Council 

Caroline Jeffery (CJ) Norfolk County Council 

Deborah Jeakins (DJ)  
Asif Ali (AA) 
Tim Watkins (TW) 

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 

Peter Lemon (PL)  Midaggs 

Pawel Zlocki (PZ) Heidelberg Materials UK (formerly 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  

Louise Feavyour (LF) MMO 

Apologies  

Christina Davey (CD) DLUHC 

Niamh Murphy (NM) DLUHC 

Matthew Breeze (MB) Cambridgeshire County Council   

Gemma Bright (GB) Essex County Council 

Shaun Denny (SD) Breedon Aggregates / MPA / BAA 

Nick Everington (NE) The Crown Estate  

Sidonie Kenward (SK) MMO 

Mark Page (MP) Heidelberg Materials UK (formerly Hanson) 

 

The meeting commenced at 11.00am. 

 



Item 
No.  

Subject Owner 

1. Welcome, introductions and apologies RG / JW 

 RG welcomed everyone to the meeting.  JW ran through a list of 
apologies.  It was noted that MB was being represented by DJ.  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 26 September 2023.  Most of these had been 
completed.  In CD and NM’s absence, responses had been provided to 
JW in connection with those action points that pertained to DLUHC, as 
follows:  
 
NM to deliver a presentation showing minerals related data from 
across the regions at the next EEAWP meeting:  This is deferred to the 
next meeting though NM has forwarded a copy of the slides to JW and 
JW will circulate these. 
 
NM to consider the points raised about how to deal with 
apportionments in plan reviews:  DLUHC will revisit this one. 
 
NM to liaise with CD regarding seeking a diktat from DLUHC requiring 
authorities to use the BGS survey data for 2023 rather than sending out 
their own surveys:  This is something DLUHC has been asked by other 
AWPs and the intention is that MPAs should not survey operators for 
any data that will be covered in the GB survey.  It is appreciated that 
there may be some things (e.g. recycled aggregate sites) that won’t be 
covered so surveying for this is fine, but DLUHC wants to avoid any 
duplication and the need for operators to have to do things twice 
(which may put them off responding at all!).  DLUHC is seeking to 
design the survey in a way which should mean MPAs receive the data 
directly to avoid any delays, as DLUHC is aware this was an issue with 
the survey last time and the aim is to avoid it happening again.  An 
inception meeting with BGS took place last week. They are now 
working on the methodology report, and DLUHC will be holding a 
steering group meeting (likely in the new year) to sign this off.  DLUHC 
is 9 weeks behind schedule owing to delays in the procurement process 
and is in the process of agreeing an updated timetable with BGS.  It is 
still aiming for the survey forms to go out in February, so this should tie 
in with MPAs’ LAA timetables.  
 
NM to check with the BGS the position re operator data and GDPR:  
As above, operators responding directly to MPAs should avoid this, and 
it will be very clear on the survey forms that returns will be passed onto 
BGS to enable the national collation.  
 
The meeting expressed some concerns about the timing of the survey, 
the exact methodology (in terms of how much input would be required 
from mineral planning authorities) and what exactly is covered by the 
survey (to avoid the duplication referred to above).  It was agreed that 

 



JW would seek clarification on these points from CD and NM and 
would circulate relevant information once received. 
 
The minutes of the last meeting 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  CD 

 In CD and NM’s absence from the meeting, JW read the following 

update which had been emailed to JW before the meeting: 

2023 AMS 

• The contract for the 2023 Aggregate Minerals Survey has been 
awarded to the British Geological Survey. The contract 
inception meeting took place last week where initial 
methodology and timelines were discussed. 

• The survey process is approximately 8 weeks behind the 
original schedule, but as the procurement process started early 
and built in extra time, it is still hoped that survey forms can go 
out early in 2024 (most likely February). 

• The survey steering group will be made up of representatives 
from industry, government and AWPs across England, Wales 
and Scotland and will meet in January. 

Planning reforms 

• The Levelling Up and Regeneration Bill has now gained royal 
assent so has become the Levelling Up and Regeneration Act 
2023. 

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

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 

 

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


local level as, whilst industry was in favour of this approach, 
some MPAs 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 there is 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.  This is subject to securing the necessary funding and 
approvals. 

• 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 data needed from AM2023. 

 
RG commented that, in light of the proposed timetable for updating the 

guidelines, it is particularly important that the BGS survey is responded 

to next year.  It would also be useful if the updated guidelines could be 

in place before the new plan-making process comes into effect in 2025. 

MN advised that the Chief Planner has recently announced that 
planning fees will increase on 6th December.  The amended fee 
regulations do the following:  
 

• Increase planning application fees by 35% for applications for 
major development and 25% for all other applications.  

• Introduce an annual indexation of planning applications fees, 
capped at 10%, from 1 April 2025.  

• Remove the fee exemption for repeat applications (the ‘free-
go’). An applicant will still be able to benefit from a free-go if 
their application was withdrawn or refused in the preceding 12 
months, subject to all other conditions for the free-go being 
met.  

• Reduce the Planning Guarantee for non-major planning 
applications from 26 to 16 weeks.   

• Introduce a new prior approval fee of £120 for applications for 
prior approval for development by the Crown on closed 
defence sites.  

Members commented that they could have had a bit more notice of 

this increase; they were aware it had been mooted but its introduction 

was quite sudden.   DJ added that fees for site monitoring had also 

been increased.  RJ mentioned that the government is still looking at 

allowing local authorities to set their own fees as well as the possibility 



of consultees also charging fees, though these are currently suggestions 

only.  JC commented that, because they do not currently charge, there 

is no incentive for consultees to respond quickly to consultations, or at 

all!  MN added that having lost the battles against both fee rises and 

ring-fencing of fees, the concern is now that fees received will leach 

into wider council budgets and will not end up benefiting the planning 

function.   

4. EEAWP report 2022 – review and agree a conclusion RG/JW 

 JW thanked members for responding with data for the annual report.  
There are now just a few points which require final confirmations from 
Hertfordshire (major construction projects); Norfolk (the list of sites at 
Appendix 4) and Bedfordshire (query as to whether there were any 
applications pending at the end of 2022).  If these authorities could 
revert to JW this week, that would be appreciated.   
 
JW raised a query which had been asked by a member as to whether a 
20% buffer should be added to the recycled aggregate figures to reflect 
estimates of recycled waste generated by mobile plant on construction 
sites.  It was noted that this was something that most authorities 
already do so it was agreed to be an acceptable way forward, so long as 
it is made clear in the report where this occurs.   
 
JW asked if there was a clear distinction between those sites which 
should appear in appendices 3 and 4; the meeting noted that this 
distinction should be clear to operators.   
 
It was agreed that last year’s conclusion should be brought forward to 
this year’s report as the position had not changed in the last 12 
months.   
 

 

5. Mineral Products Association Update MN 

 MN provided an update as follows: 
 

• UK ECONOMY  

UK GDP growth has showed greater resilience this year than 

most had expected, but 14 consecutive interest rate hikes are 

now slowing the economy more markedly. The latest PMI 

business surveys showed a significant deterioration in private 

sector activity in September across all three main sectors of the 

economy. Taken literally, the PMIs depict an economy having 

moved into recession-mode over the summer. Whilst it is likely 

not quite that bad yet, it is certainly consistent with ongoing 

economic stagnation.  

  

• CONSTRUCTION  

A loss of momentum across key construction sectors in 2023 

appeared to worsen in September as output dropped at its 

fastest rate in more than three years. Housing fell to levels 

 



comparable to 2009, hampered by the squeeze in household 

incomes which has prompted housebuilders to scale back 

construction plans. According to the recently-published autumn 

2023 forecast from CPA, construction output will not return to 

growth until 2025. Longer-term, the cancellation of the 

northern leg of HS2 has revived concerns over the 

government’s commitment to major infrastructure projects.  

  

• MINERAL PRODUCTS SALES VOLUMES IN GB FOR 2023Q3  

Demand took another step backwards since mid-July, driven by 

weaker housebuilding activity and delays to key infrastructure 

projects amid persisting cost and planning challenges across 

key subsectors, particularly in roads. On a quarterly basis, the 

sales volumes of ready-mix concrete and sand & gravel 

recorded the sharpest falls, down 15% and 12.2% respectively, 

the largest individual quarterly decreases in over a decade. For 

ready-mixed concrete, the magnitude of the decline is 

comparable to 2009Q1, when macroeconomic and 

construction conditions had been severely impacted by the 

global financial crisis. Mortar sales dropped by 8.7%, while in 

contrast, pockets of regional growth helped to avert back-to-

back quarterly declines in asphalt and crushed rock sales. 

Asphalt sales grew by 1.6% and crushed rock by 0.3%.  

 

6. British Aggregates Association Update JC 

 JC echoed the findings from the MPA update and said that he was 
aware of more plant sites being mothballed and less production 
because of a drop in housing construction.  The cancellation of the 
northern leg of HS2 had also had an impact.  Groundworkers and 
demolition companies have been particularly affected with some going 
into administration.   
 

 

7.  Update on East Marine Plans LF 

 The MMO is preparing to launch the process to replace the East Marine 
Plan which covers the area from Flamborough Head down to 
Felixstowe.  The first stage in the process will be the statutory 
consultation on the Draft Statement of Public Participation (SPP) (which 
is equivalent to an LPA’s Statement of Community Involvement), and an 
invitation to submit matters to be included in the (East) Marine Plan. 
This is expected to start in 2024. 

Monitoring of marine plans has been taking place for the majority of 
this year ahead of the next statutory reports due in 2024 for the other 
marine plans.  The MMO is near the end of the monitoring and 
evaluation phase, which included monitoring the marine aggregate and 
infrastructure policies, and the next stage will be writing up the 
findings. 
 

 

8. Mineral Local Plans Update and LAA reviews MPAs / All 



 The Minerals Local Plan Update had been circulated prior to the 
meeting though JW commented that updates had been received from  
Norfolk, Cambs and Peterborough and Southend on Sea only.  JW 
wondered whether members wanted to continue with the MLPU 
updates.  RJ commented that Cemex found it very useful.    
 
JW noted that three LAAs for 2022 had been circulated so far this year 
– by Essex, Cambridgeshire and Hertfordshire.  Comments were invited 
within 2 weeks of each LAA being circulated though none had been 
received so far.   Bedfordshire, Norfolk and Suffolk each advised that 
their draft LAAs would be circulated for comment in the new year.   
 
RG advised that the Essex Minerals Plan Review would be subject to 
Reg 18 consultation in the new year – probably February.   
 
PL referred to the Norfolk Plan and queried why there was a 12 year 
gap between each call for sites (with the last call having been in 2017 
and the next one scheduled for 2029).  CJ explained that, because the 
plan covered the period to 2036, she would expect sites to be 
considered in the plan period to have been put forward already; it was 
noted that a 5 yearly review should ascertain whether a plan contained 
sufficient site allocations and, if not, that could generate an earlier call 
for sites, if needed.  
 

 

9. EoE LGA Economic & Infrastructure Analysis CS 

 CS had become aware that the East of England Local Government 
Association had commissioned Metro Dynamics (MD) to produce an 
Economic & Infrastructure Analysis of the East of England.  As a result 
of this, CS had made contact with MD and suggested that the 
consideration of minerals may have a role to play in this piece of work. 
After liaising with MN, CS shared with MD the MPA Spring Economic 
Update, which has a section on the East of England, and suggested that 
their work might be something the AWP would wish to consider. 
 
MD responded by asking if the AWP could consider the following 
questions (which JW had circulated to members before the meeting): 

• Are there minerals / aggregates issues that are impacting the 
ability of the East of England to achieve its strategic goals (e.g. 
housing / infrastructure development, growth of the 
construction sector etc.)? 

• What impact is this having? (and can we quantify this?) 
• What needs to / could be done about this? 
• Conversely, are there opportunities that are not being fully 

exploited? If so, which ones, what is the economic potential, 
what do we need to do to unlock etc? 

MB had kindly provided responses to the questions raised before the 
meeting and his responses are reproduced below: 
 

 



Are there minerals / aggregates issues that are impacting the ability of 
the East of England to achieve its strategic goals (e.g. housing / 
infrastructure development, growth of the construction sector etc.)? 
 
A lack of clarity regarding Government Policy, particularly in relation to 
the Ox-Cam Arc, does not provide for a solid basis on which to prepare 
local plan policy. There is also a lack of clarity on the total aggregate 
requirements of all major infrastructure projects in the region.  
 
Lack of water availability in watercourses and consequently the 
restriction of water abstraction licences in certain areas may pose a 
threat to future mineral extraction in certain areas.  
 
What impact is this having? (and can we quantify this?) 
 
Uncertain Government policy results in inaccurate forecasting for both 
Planning Authorities and Industry which then affects provision. This 
may be contributing to the decline in overall landbank as highlighted in 
Regional Local Aggregates Assessment. 
 
New water abstraction is not currently being permitted for summer 
abstraction in certain areas, which means that any new quarries in 
those area requiring new licences could not extract during the summer; 
unless they can source the water from elsewhere. This issue is likely to 
increase with further climate change. 
 
What needs to / could be done about this? 
 
Under the present system, strategic planning, led or enabled by 
Government is required. A comprehensive list of major infrastructure 
(NSIP) projects to be collated along with their aggregate, (and waste) 
requirements. 
 
An assessment of the implications of preventing water abstraction, 
which industries it affects, and what solutions could be provided to 
enable industry to continue to work, along with an assessment of the 
scale of the issue now and in the future. 
 
Conversely, are there opportunities that are not being fully exploited? If 
so, which ones, what is the economic potential, what do we need to do 
to unlock etc? 
 
Comprehensive strategic planning of major infrastructure may provide 
additional certainty to forecasting which will then feed through into 
provision and benefits associated with mineral extraction.  
 
It was suggested that these responses be collated into a proposed AWP 
response.  JW will copy these into a separate document and forward it 
to RG for submission to the EoE LGA.  Members are invited to add to 
the proposed response, once this has been circulated.  CS will look 
into whether a representative from the LGA would like to attend the 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/oxford-cambridge-arc/oxford-cambridge-arc
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/5a82f227ed915d74e62386d3/ALS_2017_Old_Bedford.pdf


next EEAWP meeting to discuss this further and will also seek to find a 
contact to whom any response from the EEAWP should be submitted.   
 

10. Any other business All 

 CJ raised a query about PD rights in connection with irrigation 
reservoirs on agricultural land subject to any mineral not leaving the 
site and a discussion ensued about this and, in particular, whether 
anything extracted should be classified as mineral or waste and the 
consequential implications of each.   
 

 

11. Date and time of next meeting RG / JW 

 It was suggested that the next meeting should take place at the start of 
February 2024.  JW will liaise with RG regarding specific dates and will 
circulate an invitation in due course. 
 

ALL TO NOTE 

 The meeting finished at 12.25pm.  

 

 

Action points 

 

a) NM will deliver a presentation showing minerals related data from across the regions at 

the next EEAWP meeting. 

b) JW to circulate the slides in the meantime.   

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

d) JW to seek clarification on the exact methodology of the survey (in terms of how much 

input would be required from mineral planning authorities) and what exactly is covered by 

the survey (to avoid the duplication referred to above)  from CD and NM and to circulate 

relevant information once received. 

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

f) Hertfordshire, Norfolk and Beds to respond to JW this week with final confirmations as to 

outstanding points in the draft annual report; 

g) JW will copy the responses provided by MB into a separate document to be reviewed by 

members and then forwarded to RG for submission to the EoE LGA.  Members are invited 

to add to the proposed response, once this has been circulated.  CS will look into whether 

a representative from the LGA would like to attend the next EEAWP meeting to discuss 

this further and will also seek to find a contact to whom any response from the EEAWP 

should be submitted.   

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

invitation in due course. 

 


