
 

 

APPROVED MINUTES 

East of England Aggregate Working Party 

Meeting on 1 October 2024 starting at 11am 

Venue: Virtual meeting via Microsoft Teams 

ATTENDEES  

Authority Members  

Richard Greaves (RG) Essex County Council (Chair) 

Lauren Belsham (LB) Essex County Council 

Caroline Jeffery (CJ) Norfolk County Council 

Jake Kelley (JK) Bedfordshire Authorities 

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

Chris Stanek (CS) Hertfordshire County Council 

Ross Walker (RW) 
Charlotte Brinkley (CB) 

Suffolk County Council 

Industry Members  

David Payne (DP) Mineral Products Association  

Simon Treacy (ST) Brett Group / MPA 

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

Kirsten Cunningham (KC) Aggregate Industries / MPA 

Rachel Jones (RJ) Cemex 

Lewis Williams (LW) 
Maria Cotton (MC) 

Breedon Group 

Others  

Julia Webberley (JW) EEAWP Secretariat  

Dave Pitt (DP) EEAWP Secretariat  

Niamh Murphy (NM) MHCLG 

Apologies  

Claire Victory  Southend City Council 

Freya Ward Hertfordshire County Council 

Natalie Chilcott  Bedfordshire Authorities 

Peter Lemon  Midaggs 

Nick Everington  The Crown Estate  

Sidonie Kenward  MMO 

Charlotte Lewis  MMO 

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.   

 

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 25 June 2024, all of which had been completed as far 
as possible.   
 
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 MHCLG including latest on AMS 2023 NM 

 2023 Aggregate Minerals Survey 

• British Geological Survey (BGS) has now distributed all Form A 

data received from major operators (as well as data collected 

directly by mineral planning authorities for all other operators 

of sites within their area) back to mineral planning authorities.  

• Mineral planning authorities have been asked to review this 

data and to raise any issues with BGS or confirm they are 

happy with the figures as they are – the deadline to do this is 

4 October.  

• Once authorities are content that the data they have received 

is accurate, they can include this in their Local Aggregate 

Assessments (LAAs) and Aggregate Working Party (AWP) 

secretaries can begin drafting Annual Monitoring Reports 

(AMRs). 

• A survey steering group meeting will be held on 8 October. 

National Aggregate Coordinating Group (NACG) meeting 

• An NACG meeting was held on 24 September which was well 

attended.  

• A number of issues were discussed, including: Aggregate 

Minerals Survey progress, the possibility of standardising AMR 

survey forms, best practice for LAAs, recycled aggregates data, 

mineral safeguarding, wharf and railhead capacity, update to 

the guidelines for aggregate provision, AWP contracts beyond 

2025, infrastructure and demand for aggregates, and the NPPF 

consultation. 

Planning reforms 

• The consultation ‘Proposed reforms to the National Planning 

Policy Framework and other changes to the planning system’ 

closed on September 24th and officials are currently analysing 

responses. The consultation response and revised Framework 

will hopefully be published later this year.  

• The government will complete its set of planning policy 

changes through consulting on National Development 

 

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


 

 

Management Policies and bringing forward the Planning and 

Infrastructure Bill. 

MP queried whether the government proposed to issue any guidance 
following the Supreme Court decision in Finch [R (Finch) v Surrey 
County Council [2024] UKSC 20].  NM said she would check this point 
with colleagues and revert in due course.      
 
DP commented that there is a good article in The Planner this week 
(page 38 Sept / Oct 2024 entitled ‘Scope 3 and counting’) about the 
Finch case.  The MPA’s stance is that the Finch case should not have the 
same application to minerals as they are distinguishable from fossil 
fuels on the basis that they will not automatically generate a release of 
CO2 when they are used.  Nonetheless, he acknowledged that some 
authorities are taking a very cautious approach and requiring 
consideration of downstream effects.   
 
CS added that the case has generated concern regarding the approach 
to be adopted in respect of strategic environmental assessments in 
mineral plans as they may also be required to take indirect effects into 
account.  However, it is possible that, as has happened at the 
examination into the Kent Minerals and Waste Plan, an inspector would 
decide that indirect effects should be dealt with at EIA stage.   
 
RJ pointed out that Hampshire is requiring scope 3 emissions to be 
dealt with at EIA stage and they are requesting detailed assessments.  
Objectors are also choosing to focus in on this. 

 

4. Potential impact on minerals planning as a result of proposed changes 
to the NPPF, specifically mineral allocations in plans and risks to 
minerals safeguarding (para 218)  

CS 

 CS expressed concern about the potential impact of the NPPF 
consultation changes (which seek to promote the provision of 1.5m 
houses across the country over the lifetime of the new government) on 
site allocations in mineral plans.  In Hertfordshire, the emerging mineral 
plan is currently proposing to use a plan rate equivalent to the LAA rate 
plus 5%.  By comparison, pre-Covid, the LAA rate was 10 year sales plus 
6.5% whilst the 2022 LAA rate was equivalent to the 10 year sales 
average.  However, this would not appear to be appropriate in light of 
the consultation changes and a figure of 10 or 15% above the 10 year 
sales average may be more appropriate.  CS wondered if other mineral 
planning authorities were considering this. 
 
RG commented that Essex had not yet reviewed this.  CJ questioned 
whether it was too early to make a decision given that the proposed 
changes to the NPPF are at consultation stage only.   
 
CS pointed out that Hertfordshire’s Reg 19 Minerals Plan is on hold 
pending the outcome of an appeal on one of the allocated sites, and 
the base date for the plan will be brought forward, so it will fall to be 
considered under the amended NPPF in due course and, therefore, an 
uplift in the plan rate may be required. 

 



 

 

 
MB suggested reviewing the correlation between housing delivery and 
sand and gravel sales as has been done in Cambridgeshire.  CS 
acknowledged a reasonable correlation over time in this regard in 
Peterborough but that it was less pronounced in Hertfordshire.  RG 
added that he was aware of a very close correlation in 
Northumberland.   
 
ST highlighted that Hertfordshire was in the midst of a public inquiry 
regarding an allocated minerals site which had been refused permission 
and that, no doubt, information about Hertfordshire’s landbank would 
feature at the inquiry.  He noted that there had been a decline in sales 
in Hertfordshire but pointed out that this could be a result of the 
reduction in the number of operating quarries (5 down to 2) rather 
than as a result of falling demand.  He added that, from an industry 
perspective, fluctuating sales could be influenced by various factors 
including interest rates, energy prices, inflation, changes in government 
and the war in Ukraine, all of which may have contributed to the 
decline in house building.   
 
CS also raised the matter of mineral safeguarding.  This was discussed 
at last week’s NACG meeting where it was acknowledged that it comes 
too late in the planning application process to merit proper 
consideration and prior extraction is generally discounted by 
developers as being unviable.  There is concern that the proposal to 
increase housing numbers will result in significant sterilisation of 
minerals.   
 
RG noted that the NACG meeting had recognised a need for the 
minerals safeguarding policy to be strengthened and for safeguarding 
to be dealt with upfront.  He suggested that what was required was a 
long term strategy which focuses on securing land for mineral 
extraction and ensures that safeguarding is an important and known 
constraint.  JW added that the NACG meeting had ended with an action 
point for MHCLG to the effect that it will consider how safeguarding is 
positioned in the NPPF and whether there is anything that can be done 
to help this problem.   
 
CJ added that Norfolk had adopted an approach whereby 
developments were required to extract mineral from their 
development sites sufficient for the needs of that development, by re-
using it in their groundworks.  Whilst this was not equivalent to full 
prior extraction, it at least made each development more sustainable.  
The requirement for such pre-extraction is included as a condition in 
the planning permission.  Norfolk still responds to consultations on site 
allocations.  Unfortunately, in a recent examination in public of a local 
plan, the inspector removed the reference to minerals safeguarding / 
prior extraction from the site specific policy on the basis that 
safeguarding was included in mineral plan policy.   
 



 

 

KC queried whether prior extraction developments such as those at 
Norfolk were required to account to the authority with data as to 
volumes extracted etc.  CJ confirmed that they were (as part of the 
planning condition) but it took a long time for such data to reach the 
authority.  She added that where mineral safeguarded sites had also 
been allocated, the allocation was found to trump the safeguarding 
which was considered to be less important. 
 
MB noted that there was a ‘nibble effect’ where small parts of 
safeguarded areas were granted permission for development without 
prior extraction.  He noted that in Cambridgeshire, plots were affected 
by the high water table which meant that prior extraction was often 
not viable in any event.  He suggested that one option would be to 
prioritise and give more weight to those mineral resources which are 
especially valuable.    
 
CS added that Hertfordshire had had some success at including wording 
in local plans requiring mineral resource assessments to be carried out 
pre-development and setting specific thresholds as to when this was 
required (for example, in all proposed developments with a site area 
greater than 3 ha).   
 
CS concluded that, in terms of strategic planning, whilst safeguarding 
could be seen as a constraint, it should also be recognised as an 
opportunity as extraction of a site could be used to facilitate a 
subsequent development on that site.   
 

5. Mineral Products Association Update MN 

 DP supplied an update as follows: 
 

• UK ECONOMY - The GDP upturn so far this year was from a low 

base at the end of 2023, supported by slowing inflation as energy 
and food prices levelled off. The momentum appears to have faded 
somewhat over the summer. Nonetheless, the beginning of a 
recovery prompted the Bank of England to raise its 2024 growth 
forecast from 0.5% in May to 1.3% in August. Beyond this year 
however, the UK’s medium-term growth outlook remains subdued, 
with productivity and labour supply constraints among the 
longstanding challenges.  

• CONSTRUCTION - Construction indicators and surveys show that 
activity has stabilised after a significant slowdown in 2023 and early 
2024. However, there is little evidence to suggest that the sector is 
on the cusp of a significant recovery, with renewed declines in new 
contract awards during the summer. The Construction Products 
Association (CPA) downgraded its 2024 output forecast to -2.9% in 
July, citing weak housing and maintenance activity. While major 
infrastructure projects remain a bright spot, high construction 
insolvencies, exemplified by ISG's collapse, pose ongoing challenges 
to the supply chain.  

• NEW! MPA MINERAL PRODUCTS MARKETS FORECAST - 2024-26, 
GB Sales volumes of mineral products in Great Britain have fallen 

 



 

 

more sharply than expected in the first half of 2024, leading to 
significant forecast downgrades for the year. With no recovery over 
the summer, ready-mixed concrete is now expected to decline by 
12% compared to 2023, sand and gravel by 8%, and mortar by 13%. 
These adjustments reflect a postponement of the expected market 
recovery, now shifted from late 2024 to 2025. Smaller revisions 
have been made for crushed rock and asphalt, which are projected 
to drop by 3% this year. A return to growth across all mineral 
product markets is expected to begin in 2025, but from a lower 
base than originally predicted. This is likely to be driven by a 
gradual rebound in the housing market, and demand from major 
infrastructure projects which is expected to continue supporting 
the market in 2025 and 2026. 

 
DP added that sand & gravel sales endured a steep 13.8% decline in 
2024H1 compared to the same period in 2023, while sales of crushed 
rock dropped by 2.3%.  Against this backdrop, DP added that the East of 
England was faring better than most parts of the country.   
 
DP noted that the NACG meeting last week had confirmed that MHCLG 
was still proposing to review the national guidelines but that there was 
now potential for them to be disaggregated to a local level (and for the 
disaggregation to be done centrally rather than by the AWPs).   
 
In terms of BNG, the MPA in liaison with the POS had produced some 
principles for BNG to be applied to minerals developments but Defra 
was still resistant to changing the general approach for minerals sites.  
However, the individual who devised the matrix seemed more 
receptive to the idea of a variation so there is some hope.   The MPA is 
in the process of collating examples of where BNG has not worked for 
minerals sites (for example, in terms of risk, multipliers, delays etc) so 
input to that would be appreciated if members are aware of issues.  
MPA was still hoping to produce some guidance for MHCLG, however, 
this would need to be included within the PPG for it to carry weight.   
 
Finally, DP advised that the MPA was re-introducing its Quarries and 
Nature Biodiversity Awards after a break of 5 years.  A ceremony was 
planned for the first quarter of 2025.   
 

6. British Aggregates Association Update JC 

 John Carlon was absent from the meeting but emailed through an 
update as follows: 
 
BAA has responded to the NPPF consultation and is concerned that 
there seems to be no mention of the materials actually used for 
building.  The BAA has reviewed the LAAs for the East of England and is 
concerned that minerals are not being replenished and the predictions 
for demand are not well informed due to the infrastructure and 
construction markets not providing assessments.  The industry has to be 
reactive to demand instead of proactive.  
 

 



 

 

7. Mineral Local Plans Update including discussion about proposed LAA 
rate for Hertfordshire in light of proposed NPPF changes 

MPAs / All 

 The Minerals Local Plan Update had been circulated prior to the 
meeting.   
 
CS had covered the discussion about the proposed LAA rate for 
Hertfordshire under item 4 above.   
 

 
 
 
CS 

8. Any other business All 

 • JK queried whether members were concerned about the 
East/West rail link, and specifically the need for additional 
minerals and railheads.  No one had any direct experience of 
this but ST commented that the NSIP process did not routinely 
require projects to confirm where the required resources were 
coming from, though DP pointed out that a resource 
assessment had been required for the Lower Thames Crossing 
NSIP, and the London Resort NSIP.   

• RW advised that  Suffolk was now in the process of finalising its 
two outstanding LAAs which had been circulated for comment 
to members and these will be published soon.  He added that a 
number of comments had questioned why Sizewell C appeared 
not to have been considered in terms of its potential impact on 
mineral resources.  RW explained that most of the aggregate 
for use in the main power plant itself is being sourced from 
outside the region (probably from Norway) whilst local sand 
and gravel is being used for highway construction only, 
meaning that the impact of the development on local resources 
is limited.  CJ added that she was aware that rock for Sizewell C 
was coming in from Scotland via Great Yarmouth. 

• CJ alerted members to the fact that Norfolk is hoping to go out 
to consultation on the Main Modifications to its Minerals and 
Waste Local Plan Review later this month.   

 
JW raised some administrative matters as follows: 

• The WDI covering 2023 recycled aggregates data has now been 
published:  2023 Waste Data Interrogator - data.gov.uk 

• JW issued a plea to members to respond to the BGS with 
confirmation as to whether the Form A data was now correct 
or not and, if correct, to send the relevant aggregate data 
through to JW so that she could commence work on the annual 
report and to continue to send through updates to the other 
tabs in the AR Excel spreadsheet (such as details on planning 
applications in 2023, lists of primary aggregate sites etc). 

• The NACG meeting had asked AWP secretaries to check with 
members the approach that they were taking to assessing 
recycled and secondary aggregate data and to reiterate that 
figures for each need to be kept separate as amalgamating 
them is skewing MHCLG’s collation tables. 

• Initial indications from the AMS 2023 revealed that aggregate 
sales were down across the country compared with the 2019 
survey (possibly with the exception of the South West).  If this 

 

https://www.data.gov.uk/dataset/59ab8448-3905-49c6-9122-ae762f96f66b/2023-waste-data-interrogator


 

 

is the case, it is important that planning authorities should try 
and ascertain the reasons why and to express these in their 
LAAs to facilitate appropriate forecasting to meet future 
demand.   
 

In the absence of any attendees from the MMO, an emailed update 

was sent through which is reproduced below: 

East Marine Plan Refresh 

The MMO is still in the early stages of gathering issues with supporting 

evidence as part of replacing the East Marine Plan. The dates previously 

provided, the end of June, have now been pushed back due to the 

election period.  The MMO is aiming to host the external workshops 

in Autumn 2024 and will be letting stakeholders know of the confirmed 

dates as early as possible, to allow plenty of time for engagement. All 

those interested in joining these workshops (which is highly 

recommended), please sign-up to receive updates on marine planning, 

which will include our external workshop dates once they are 

published, here. 

Explore Marine Plans Page Update 

The recent update now includes a live version of the marine licensing 

public register information on the MMO’s Explore Marine Plans page, 

which is useful for gauging any upcoming or current activities in the 

area. This update means the Explore Marine Plans page function now 

includes:  

• Marine licensing applications in processing   

• Complete marine license applications   

• Marine license applications with a variation request   

As a reminder, the main function of the Explore Marine Plans is to view:  

• Marine data on a map of the English marine area   

• Policy information from the marine plans  

MMO 1382 Evidence Project 

The MMO 1382 evidence project: “Sensitivity of the under 12m fishing 

fleet to offshore wind development in the east marine plan areas” has 

now passed internal quality assurance and is being readied for 

publication to the MMO evidence register very soon.  

8. Date and time of next meeting RG / JW 

 It was suggested that a further meeting be held towards the end of 
November to discuss the draft annual report.   
 
JW will liaise with RG regarding a specific date and will circulate an 
invitation in due course. 

ALL TO NOTE 

https://www.us10.list-manage.com/subscribe?u=ab1c7ee88ca09c8ad43de6922&amp;id=26c2e6fa5b
https://www.us10.list-manage.com/subscribe?u=ab1c7ee88ca09c8ad43de6922&amp;id=26c2e6fa5b
https://explore-marine-plans.marineservices.org.uk/marine-plans-explorer


 

 

 

 

The meeting finished at 12.15pm. 

Action points 

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

b) Mineral planning authorities to review Form A data and to raise any issues with BGS or 

confirm they are happy with the figures as they are by 4 October.  

c) NM to check with colleagues as to whether the government plans to issue any guidance 

following the Supreme Court decision in Finch.   

d) Members are invited to contribute to efforts by the MPA to collate examples of where 

BNG has not worked for minerals sites (for example, in terms of risk, multipliers, delays 

etc) if members are aware of issues in this regard.   

e) Once they have responded to the BGS, members to send the relevant aggregate data 

through to JW and to continue to send through updates to the other tabs in the AR Excel 

spreadsheet (such as details on planning applications in 2023, lists of primary aggregate 

sites etc). 

f) Members to proceed to ascertain recycled aggregates data following publication of the 

WDI and to remember that figures for recycled and secondary aggregate data need to be 

kept separate as amalgamating them is skewing MHCLG’s collation tables. 

g) Where aggregate sales are found to be down compared with previous years,  planning 

authorities should try and ascertain the reasons why and to express these in their LAAs to 

facilitate appropriate forecasting to meet future demand.   

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

circulate an invitation in due course. 


