
APPROVED MINUTES 

East of England Aggregate Working Party 

Meeting on 25 June 2024 starting at 11am 

Venue: Virtual meeting via Microsoft Teams 

ATTENDEES  

Authority Members  

Richard Greaves (RG) Essex County Council (Chairman) 

Lauren Belsham (LB) Essex County Council 

Jake Kelley (JK) Bedfordshire Authorities 

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

Deborah Jeakins (DJ) Cambridgeshire County Council 

Freya Ward (FW) 
Emma Chapman (EC) 

Hertfordshire County Council 

Richard Drake (RD) Norfolk County Council 

Ross Walker (RW) 
Charlotte Brinkley (CB) 

Suffolk County Council 

Claire Victory (CV) Southend City Council 

Industry Members  

Mark North (MN) Mineral Products Association  

Simon Treacy (ST) Brett Group / MPA 

Pawel Zlocki (PZ) Heidelberg Materials UK (formerly Hanson) 

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

Kirsten Cunningham (KC) Aggregate Industries / MPA 

Rachel Jones (RJ) Cemex 

Lewis Williams (LW) Breedon Group 

Others  

Julia Webberley (JW) EEAWP Secretariat  

Dave Pitt (DP) EEAWP Secretariat  

Niamh Murphy (NM) DLUHC 

Nick Everington (NE) The Crown Estate  

Sidonie Kenward (SK) MMO 

Charlotte Lewis (CL) MMO 

Apologies  

Phil Dash  Essex County Council 

Caroline Jeffery  Norfolk County Council 

Bryn Walters  Bedfordshire Authorities 

Peter Lemon  Midaggs 

Alan Everard  Tarmac 

John Carlon BAA 

 

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, as set out above.  Several new attendees introduced 
themselves – Charlotte Brinkley (CB) from Suffolk County Council; Lewis 
Williams (LW) from Breedon; Char Lewis (CL) from the MMO and Jake 
Kelley (JK) from Central Bedfordshire.  Lauren Belsham was attending in 
place of Phil Dash.  JW has added CB, LW, CL and JK to the EEAWP 
distribution lists.   
 

 

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 6 February 2024, all of which had been completed.   
 
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 including latest on AMS 2023 NM 

 Given that we are currently in purdah, NM was able only to provide a 

limited update as follows: 

• Whilst the deadlines for completion of Forms A and B have 

passed, responses will still be accepted and members are urged 

to respond if they have not already; 

• The BGS has received some data from the larger operators but 

not all; 

• A survey steering group meeting is scheduled for tomorrow 

(26th June), after which members will be advised of next steps. 

JW was able to provide a further update received on 17 June by email 

from the BGS to the effect that, at that point:  

• Heidelberg Materials (Hanson), Imerys and Breedon had yet to 
supply data to the BGS in relation to the AM2023 Survey; 

• Breedon had submitted a partial return that listed sites but did 
not contain much other data; 

• The BGS was in contact with the various companies and was 
continuing to push for their submissions; 

• Once all data is received, the BGS will send updated 
spreadsheets to relevant MPAs; 

• Mineral planning authority members of EEAWP are reminded 
that they should be sending through to the BGS their 
spreadsheets of returns received from those operators they 
have surveyed. 

 
LW was able to advise the meeting that Breedon had since supplied all 
relevant data to the survey. 
 
RG queried the status of other DLUHC matters, such as the proposed 
changes to the planning system and NM stated that these were in 
abeyance as a result of purdah. 
 

 

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


MN referred to the recent Supreme Court decision in Finch [R (Finch) v 
Surrey County Council [2024] UKSC 20] which concerns the 
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) which preceded the grant of 
planning permission for oil extraction in Surrey.  By a majority (Lord 
Leggatt, Lord Kitchin and Lady Rose), the Court held that the local 
authority's EIA was unlawful because it did not assess the 
environmental impacts of the Greenhouse Gas emissions arising from 
the combustion of the extracted oil once refined and used as fuel.    
 
The MPA has already received a call from a member in Worcestershire 
advising that the mineral planning authority there had requested the 
resubmission of an EIA to take account of downstream carbon impacts.  
DLUHC needs to be aware that this case is going to cause 
repercussions; urgent guidance is needed! 
 
NM said that she would relay this back to DLUHC.   
 
In the meantime, members are advised that Landmark Chambers have 
a free webinar on the implications of Finch - on Monday 1st 
July:   https://www.landmarkchambers.co.uk/events/downstream-
from-finch-implications-of-finch-for-eias-post-supreme-court-judgment 
 

 

4. Mineral Products Association Update MN 

 RG prefaced this section with a heartfelt vote of thanks to MN on 
behalf of the AWP for his significant contribution to the work of the 
AWP over the years.  MN is retiring from the MPA this week.  Members 
were keen to endorse RG’s vote of thanks and everyone wished MN all 
the very best.   
 
MN supplied an update as follows: 
 

• UK ECONOMY 
UK economic conditions improved at the start of the year.  GDP 
grew by 0.6% on a quarterly basis in 2024Q1, exiting a shallow 
recession at the end of 2023.  A return to growth is encouraging, 
but it is worth noting that the economy has flatlined for much of 
the past two years.  April marked the lowest rate of inflation for 
almost three years and should continue to support a gradual 
recovery in real incomes.  However, GDP growth of around 0.5% 
overall in 2024 reflects the impact of past increases to interest 
rates, which will more broadly keep a lid on confidence to spend 
and invest.  
 

• CONSTRUCTION 
As the wider economy showed some signs of resilience at the start 
of 2024, construction output faltered.  Weather-related impacts 
were partly blamed for the setback, yet the underlying cause of the 
deterioration reflects the deeper challenges facing the sector, 
particularly in areas of new work over the past six months.  It 
remains a challenging environment for housing.  An improvement 

 

https://www.landmarkchambers.co.uk/events/downstream-from-finch-implications-of-finch-for-eias-post-supreme-court-judgment
https://www.landmarkchambers.co.uk/events/downstream-from-finch-implications-of-finch-for-eias-post-supreme-court-judgment


in confidence at the start of the year will be difficult to sustain until 
the Bank of England begins to loosen monetary policy.  

 

• MPA MINERAL PRODUCTS MARKETS FORECAST - 2024-26, GB  
The 2024Q1 MPA members’ survey indicated the weakest sales 
volumes in over a decade, prompting a downgrade in the MPA 
outlook for 2024.  Housing demand is expected to remain subdued 
for longer, affecting all markets.  Mortar sales are now forecast to 
fall by 6% this year, lowered from -5% in February.  Ready-mixed 
concrete and asphalt were downgraded by 2 percentage points, to -
4% and -2%, respectively, reflecting the deepening weakness across 
all major areas of new construction work, and continued delays in 
road schemes.  Despite solid demand for fill materials, primary 
aggregates volumes have also been revised down marginally to -2% 
in 2024, in line with the weaker outlook for manufactured 
products.  A gradual recovery is anticipated from 2025 and in 2026, 
albeit from a low base.  

 

• CONFERENCE  
The MPA / RTPI Conference in London on 19th June was well-
attended (more than 250 online or in attendance) and well-
received.   
 

KC commented that she had particularly appreciated the presentation 
by Kevin Tipple on LAAs which highlighted the importance of 
productive capacity and capability; she added that it would be useful to 
reference production and production capacity in the summary tables at 
the beginning of LAAs. 
 

5. British Aggregates Association Update JC 

 In John Carlon’s absence from the meeting, JW repeated the comments 
that he had made at a recent SWAWP meeting (17 June) to the effect 
that BAA members were experiencing the same market declines as 
MPA members.  Major frustrations related to the length of time 
required to achieve planning and permitting consents.  The looming 
date of 2042 (the end date for many mineral permissions) and how that 
should be addressed remains another concern. 
 

 

6. Mineral Local Plans Update  MPAs / All 

 The Minerals Local Plan Update had been circulated prior to the 
meeting.   
 
CV added an update for Southend to the effect that the Preferred 
Options consultation for the Southend-on-Sea New Local Plan was 
likely to take place in early 2025. 
 
RD advised that the examination of the Norfolk Minerals and Waste 
Local Plan Review was now scheduled for 2 and 3 July with a half day in 
reserve on 4 July. 
 

 



RG commented that the Regulation 18 Consultation on the Essex 
Replacement Minerals Local Plan 2025-2040 which took place between 
February and April had generated approximately 4000 representations 
which were still being processed. 
 
JW advised that all LAAs are up to date with the exception of Suffolk.  
RW confirmed that a combined Suffolk LAA for 2021 and 2022 had 
been drafted and was now awaiting internal sign off before it could be 
circulated to members for comment.  
 
JW reminded members to ensure that, if LAAs are produced after the 
annual report, data included in the LAAs must match what has been 
submitted for inclusion in the annual report.   
 
ST added a post-meeting note to the effect that the update for 
Hertfordshire in the MLPU refers to an application at Hatfield 
Aerodrome and states that this was recommended for refusal. In fact, 
this had a recommendation for approval, but was nonetheless refused 
by committee.  JW will update the MLPU to reflect this.   
 

7. Any other business All 

 Following the interesting presentation on BNG at the recent MPA / RTPI 

Conference, JW questioned whether any mineral planning authorities 

were now starting to experience dealing with BNG applications in 

practice. 

RW commented that he had been appointed as the lead BNG contact at 

Suffolk should members wish to talk to him.  The best current advice he 

could offer was to talk to your ecologist.   

ST recalled that the presentation at the MPA / RTPI Conference had 

cited examples of applications in Hampshire which had met the 10% 

minimum net gain requirement but had been rejected by the planning 

authority on the basis that the sites in question had potential for 

achieving greater percentages of net gain.  He asked whether there was 

any update on potential guidance being issued by the POS in liaison 

with the MPA? 

MN responded that discussions concerning this guidance continue 

between the POS and MPA but he is not aware of any time scales for 

issuing of the same as yet.  MN will provide JW with any update on 

this if there is one.  In the meantime, he reiterated that operators and 

authorities should take a pragmatic approach in order to continue the 

sector’s excellent record of producing a much greater percentage of 

net gain than 10%.  On the other hand, MN did not endorse the 

approach of some authorities who are now pressing for a 20% 

minimum requirement and this approach is also currently being 

resisted by planning inspectors.   

As has previously been reported, the MPA has been pressing to have 
the BNG metric altered to take into account phased development.  MN 

 



referred to some retrospective case studies which had been 
undertaken with Heidelberg Materials which showed that conforming 
to the metric resulted in a net disbenefit to BNG in the minerals sector.  
MN hopes that NE and Defra will take this on board; DLUHC continues 
to talk to NE and Defra about this behind the scenes.   
 
MP added that Heidelberg Materials had now completed the 
acquisition of the Mick George Group, though for the foreseeable 
future the Mick George Group would continue to operate as a 
standalone business. 
 

8. Date and time of next meeting RG / JW 

 It was suggested that, as there is currently no timeline in place for 
receipt of the central survey data from the BGS and next steps, it might 
be sensible to hold the next meeting in late September / early October 
to assess the position then.  Members are reminded that they still 
need to supply to JW the data required for the annual report which is 
not covered by the BGS survey, for example, recycled aggregate data / 
some secondary data and up to date lists of quarries etc.   
 
JW will liaise with RG regarding a specific date in early October and 
will circulate an invitation in due course. 
 

ALL TO NOTE 

 

The meeting finished at 11.40am. 

Action points 

 

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

b) Members are reminded that if LAAs are produced after the annual report, data included in 

the LAAs must match what has been submitted for inclusion in the annual report.   

c) JW to edit the MLPU to reflect updates / corrections provided in the meeting.   

d) MN to provide JW with any update on timescales as to the production of MPA / POS 

guidance on BNG, if there is one.   

e) Members are reminded that they still need to supply to JW the data required for the 

annual report which is not covered by the BGS survey, for example, recycled aggregate 

data / some secondary data and up to date lists of quarries etc.   

f) JW to liaise with RG regarding a specific date for the next meeting in October and will 

circulate an invitation in due course. 

 


