APPROVED MINUTES

East of England Aggregate Working Party

Meeting on 28 January 2025 starting at 11am
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Venue: Virtual meeting via Microsoft Teams
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The meeting commenced at 11.00am.




Item
No.

Subject

Owner

Welcome, introductions and apologies

RG /JW

RG welcomed everyone to the meeting. JW ran through a list of
apologies, as set out above. AR introduced himself as attending on
behalf of MB who joined the meeting later on.

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 1 October 2024. Most of these related to input
required for the draft annual report and had been completed. NM
advised that, with reference to the query as to whether the
government plans to issue any guidance following the Supreme Court
decision in Finch, no such guidance is proposed at present but the
points which were raised at the last EEAWP meeting in October about
this had been fed back to the team for consideration.

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/

Update from MHCLG including latest on AMS 2023

NM

Aggregate Minerals Survey 2023

e The British Geological Survey (BGS) has distributed final data to
mineral planning authorities following a period of checking and
quality assurance and they are now working up tables which
will be included in the report.

e BGS expects that a draft report should be ready by late
January/early February to be discussed at a steering group
meeting in late February. It is anticipated that the final report
will be signed off by the steering group towards the end of
March.

e This is later than anticipated at the beginning of the project
owing to an extended period being required for chasing and
checking data.

AWP contract

e The current AWP contract is due to end on 31 March 2025. At
the last NACG meeting, MHCLG advised it was intending to re-
tender for a new four year AWP contract to begin in April.
However, as a result of limited team capacity and to avoid the
risk of there being a gap when the current contract ends,
MHCLG is now instead pursuing a 12 month extension to the
current contract.

e This has been discussed with the current suppliers and MHCLG
is currently drafting the necessary paperwork.

Planning Reforms
e The government consulted on proposed reforms to the NPPF
and other changes to the planning system in Summer 2024 and
published its formal response on 12 December 2024.



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

e MHCLG intends to consult on future planning policy changes,
including a set of national policies for decision making in Spring
2025.

Requirement to submit an updated Local Development Scheme by 6
March

e With regard to the above which had appeared in a recent letter
from the Chief Planner, and following a number of queries, NM
was able to advise that Upper tier authorities whose plan
making responsibilities relate solely to minerals and waste are
not subject to the requirement to produce an updated Local
Development Scheme by 6 March.

CS clarified that unitary authorities would still be obliged to produce an
updated LDS as their responsibilities extend beyond minerals and
waste.

RG asked if there had been a formal MHCLG response on this and NM
advised that there hadn’t been but she was able to provide the full
guidance received on this from the MHCLG team who lead on this
policy area, as set out below:

‘In light of the changes to the NPPF to meet the government’s
commitment to deliver 1.5 million homes, the Deputy Prime Minister
has asked that Councils produce an updated LDS within 12 weeks of the
publication of the NPPF, i.e. by no later than 6 March 2025. An up-to-
date local development scheme is crucial in providing local
communities, developers, and government with assurances that a local
authority is aiming to meet milestones in producing a new local plan to
facilitate the delivery of housing.

The requirement to produce an updated Local Development Scheme
does not apply to councils who do not have planning policy
responsibility for housing and therefore, upper tier authorities whose
plan making responsibilities relate solely to minerals and waste are not
subject to this requirement. However, the Government’s priority for
getting up to date plans in place has not changed and we have been
clear that local planning authorities, including those for minerals and
waste, should make every effort to continue to progress their plans to
submission for an independent examination.’

CJ queried whether the BGS survey report should be published in
March and NM confirmed that this was the intention.

With regard to the government’s proposed development of national
level decision making policies, RG questioned the level of engagement
proposed around mineral and waste related policies and asked how
these would be specifically addressed. NM advised that ministers had
yet to confirm what form this would take but believed that mineral and
waste policies would form part of the consultation process.




DP added that it would be useful if the MPA, BAA and the AWPs could
unite in stating that specific policies are required for minerals and
waste as combining these with general development policies will not
work.

DP referred to a Devolution White Paper, published before Christmas,
which sets out the government’s plans for devolution and associated
local government re-organisation in England. The key measure is the
establishment of Strategic Authorities, with universal coverage in
England over time. DP had prepared a summary of the paper which he
agreed could be circulated with the minutes. Members are invited to
comment on the implications of the White Paper for AWPs.

RG commented that spatial planning is not widespread at this point
even though paragraphs 20-28 of the NPPF appear to suggest that
minerals are a strategic planning issue which should therefore be
included within spatial plans. CS added that it would be easier to be
guided by wider spatial plans as it is currently difficult as a mineral
planning authority to seek to safeguard minerals when responding to
district plans.

CS had recently attended a Planning Advisory Service webinar
concerning the NPPF in which Mr Michael Bingham (Deputy Director at
MHCLG) had commented that the NPPF published in December had
been aimed at addressing the government’s immediate priorities but
that other matters (such as minerals) would still be subject to review.
NM interpreted this to mean that minerals would form part of the
NDMP consultation due later this spring.

RG made the point that the mineral planning system is long-established
and generally works well and this should be borne in mind by MHCLG
when considering any future planning policy changes.

Survey forms

JW/NM

JW advised that this item was on the agenda as it had been MHCLG's
intention to prepare a standardised survey form for use in this year’s
operator survey. However, MHCLG had not been able to progress this
so members were advised to proceed to issue their usual survey forms
to operators. JW had issued these forms to members via email earlier
in January.

Annual report - to include various queries raised by members
including WDI footnotes, Table 7 content, production capability,
reasons for decrease in crushed rock sales, comparison with national
position of recycled and secondary data, potential conclusion

W/ All

JW advised that a number of queries had been raised with regards to
the draft of the annual report which JW had circulated on 17t
December. She proposed to address these here, as follows:

Comparison between regional and national rates of recycled and
secondary aggregate sales




JK had suggested that a sentence be included at para 3.10 to compare
the regional rates for secondary and recycled aggregates with the
national rates. JW had prepared the following paragraph which she
read out. Members are invited to comment on this when they
respond to the minutes:

By comparison, total reported sales of recycled and secondary
aggregate in the East of England amounted to at least 2.93mt
compared with a primary aggregates East of England total of 11.15mt,
thus equating to approximately 21% of total aggregates sales
(2.93/(2.93 + 11.15) x 100), and comparing relatively favourably with
the national picture (especially given the lack of reported data for
secondary aggregate sales).

CS commented that the national figure has been raised from 29 to 30%
(the draft report currently refers to 29%). JW will edit as required.

Table 6b: Recycled Aggregate Sales footnotes

JK had suggested that too many footnotes were included beneath Table
6b and these should be combined. A discussion ensued on this and it
was agreed that footnote 14 would be deleted and Bedfordshire’s
entry would instead refer to footnote 17. CJ would review footnotes
20 and 21 to see if these could be shortened.

CS added that it was not always the case that a 20% uplift would be
applied to recycled aggregate sales figures by some mineral planning
authorities; sometimes it was an 80/20 split which is different.
Members were asked to check whether they were applying a straight
20% uplift or using the 80/20 split method and to update JW.

Table 7 content (Major Construction Projects)

CJ had queried the content of Table 7 where authorities appeared to be
taking different approaches to what was required to be included. It
was not clear whether just current projects (under construction in
2023) should be listed or also those which were at pre-planning or
planning application stage. It was important to be consistent. PD
commented that pre-planning and planning application stage
developments were included for Essex as they will impact forward-
planning. Advice was sought from NM as to how to deal with Table 7
and she will revert on this.

Production capability

KC had noted that the annual report does not touch on the issue of
production capability which will impact on apportionment
deliverability.

JW acknowledged this and commented that the MHCLG annual report
template does not include a section on production capability. JW had




reviewed the BGS survey forms and noted that these did contain a
number of questions on permitted annual levels of production, and
similar questions were also included in the usual survey forms which
EofE authorities distributed each year. However, JW has not been
supplied with any data on this.

A lengthy discussion ensued. MB commented that most operators do
not tend to complete this section of the survey forms. PD considered
production capacity to be as important as apportionment and that, if it
could not be demonstrated, then supply could not be evidenced. KC
added that the lack of technical capability to deliver an assumed large
landbank could significantly skew landbank figures and this was echoed
by LW. RG queried whether there was a definition for production
capacity? LW commented that it could comprise both planning
restrictions and physical constraints. CS added that highway
assessments and potential impacts on protected areas could have the
effect of limiting production. He recalled that the subject had been
discussed at last year’s mineral conference and that Northumberland
Council considered production capacity within its LAA. ST echoed the
importance of production capacity and asked if the MPA and BAA
could consider why operators do not routinely complete the relevant
section of the survey form and see if there is a way that operators can
be encouraged to do so, perhaps by issuing them with specific
guidance on this point.

JW suggested that it would be worth reviewing the results of the AMS
2023 (once available) to see how this matter has been addressed but
the issue may ultimately need some input from MHCLG. It was agreed
that NM would add this to the agenda for the next AMS steering
group meeting and would also discuss further with CD (as guidance
would be needed both as to how the data is acquired and how it is
presented in the annual report).

Decrease in crushed rock sales

KC had asked if some context could be provided to the 27.5% decrease
in crushed rock sales. JW pointed out that, in practice, this only
equated to a reduction of 47,000t of crushed rock in the EoE compared
with the previous year but it was important for members to try and
give reasons in their LAAs for reductions where these had occurred.
In a recent AMS steering group meeting, Nick Horsley of the MPA had
suggested that the drop in sales aligns with the fact that housing sales
were very low in 2023. Other attendees of the steering group meeting
had highlighted that the weather was particularly poor in 2023 which
may also have had an impact on construction.

Report conclusion

Finally, JW sought input on the proposed conclusion for the report.
Last year this read as follows:




‘Accordingly, in the absence of up to date guidelines and without clear
visibility on future demand, the EEAWP considers that it is presently
unable to advise the NACG and MHCLG that the authorities comprising
the East of England are currently making a full contribution to both local
and national aggregate needs.’

It was agreed that the conclusion was still valid and should be carried
forward into this year’s annual report.

Mineral Products Association Update

DP

DP supplied an update as follows (note that the text below is taken
from an MPA briefing note prepared in November 2024):

e UK ECONOMY - The UK economy lost momentum in the third
quarter of 2024, with GDP growth of 0.1% compared to Q2.
This marked a sharp slowdown from the rate of growth in the
first half of 2024. More expansive public spending is poised to
provide a temporary boost to the economy next year, but also
drive up inflation to 2.6% according to the Office for Budget
Responsibility, more than a percentage point higher than
assumed back in March, which could delay monetary policy
easing. This could have a considerable bearing on the
magnitude of the economic upturn next year and influence the
prospective revival in key areas such as housing.

¢ CONSTRUCTION - The construction sector in Great Britain
showed signs of stabilising in 2024Q3, including in new housing,
where indicators such as mortgage approvals have improved.
However, affordability remains the primary drag and
housebuilders continue to await evidence of a more sustained
upturn in housing demand. Growth in new contract awards this
year has been driven largely by infrastructure projects,
particularly significant energy developments like the Hornsea
Project Three offshore wind farm last month. New contracts in
other sectors have been limited by the wider caution to invest.
The CPA forecasts a 2.5% recovery in construction output in
2025, led by rebounds in private housing and private housing
repair, maintenance and improvement.

e  MINERAL PRODUCTS MARKETS - The Budget on October 30 has
added a fresh layer of uncertainty to the anticipated market
recovery, particularly on housing and roads. Risks of slower
than expected interest rates cuts by the Bank of England next
year and the lowering of stamp duty thresholds from April
2025, adds to existing affordability pressures. Capital spending
increases next year for schools, hospitals, prisons, rail projects




and potholes are welcome, but the cancellation of five National
Highways projects will undermine roads delivery. The MPA’s
latest market forecast published in September illustrates a
gradual recovery in mineral products demand in 2025, from a
low base, contingent on a broader economic and housing
recovery

DP added that the MPA publication entitled ‘Regional overview of
construction and mineral products markets in Great Britain’ might be of
more interest so JW will circulate a copy of this with the minutes for
ease of reference.

The MPA had responded to a consultation before Christmas called
‘Brownfield Passports’ which invited views on further action the
government could take through the planning system to support the
development of brownfield land in urban areas. In its response, the
MPA had flagged the risk of such an approach on genuine constraints to
development such as rail depots. KC added that AIUK had also
responded to this consultation expressing concern about the potential
impact of such an approach on rail depots and wharves.

Finally, DP referred to the forthcoming Quarries and Nature
Restoration and Biodiversity Awards ceremony due to be held in
London on 18™ March.

DP closed by saying that he was to be the permanent representative of
the EEAWP going forwards in place of Mark North.

British Aggregates Association Update

JC

John Carlon was absent from the meeting but JW read out the
comments that JC had made at last week’s SWAWP meeting
(reproduced below):

JC noted that sales were down and believed that this was a combined
result of the transition in government, the update to the NPPF which
was largely housing focused, and the poor weather conditions affecting
house builders. He continues to express concerns that minerals are not
the topic of conversation which always focuses on house building. It is
critical that the minerals’ sector knows what the demand for mineral is
likely to be to avoid reliance on minerals being imported.

The BAA is involved in a number of consultations including with the
Welsh Government and the Environment Agency with members being
concerned about EA charges. He noted that it may become more
difficult to secure restoration materials for quarries and ministers need
to be aware of this as landfills reduce.

JC also said that if there is going to be a review on housing numbers in
each authority area, this information needs to be passed on to the
minerals’ sector so that it can ascertain supply. He pointed out that an




extra 5mt of clay could be needed to produce bricks to meet supply and
the figure could be double this for aggregates. It was noted that these
figures would need to be taken into account in any review of the
national guidelines.

Mineral Local Plans Update

MPAs / All

The Minerals Local Plan Update had been circulated prior to the
meeting. Two authorities had since provided updates to it so JW
would circulate a further version alongside the minutes. Therefore, if
any more updates need to be included, these should be provided to JW
forthwith.

MB drew attention to the proposed new reservoir in the Fens as well as
the East West Rail Link, both of which would generate significant
demand for aggregate.

Any other business

All

JW commented that only one LAA for 2023 had so far been circulated
for comment (by Hertfordshire). MB had advised that the Cambs /
Peterborough LAA would be circulated in February. Other authorities
were encouraged to prepare their LAAs now using the data which
should have been agreed with the BGS. References to BGS import /
export data will need to refer to the AMS 2019 as the AMS 2023 has
not yet been published.

The MMO had supplied JW with an update for inclusion in the minutes
as follows:

East Marine Plan - Issues with Supporting Evidence:

The MMO is coming to the end of the second stage of plan
development for the East: Issues with supporting evidence. The
consultation phase, which closed on Friday 17t January, ran for
approximately 12 weeks and involved running on-line and in person
workshops with stakeholders in the east and a national, publicly
available citizen space survey to work with and collect the opinions of
marine based stakeholders. All responses have been recorded and will
be condensed into a summary of consultations which will include
statistics and visuals on how many issues were submitted and what
types of themes came up across the project. It is hoped that this will be
published in the spring.

The response from this consultation will feed into informing the next
stage of plan development, phase 3: the Vision and Objectives phase
which the MMO is currently undergoing scoping work for.

Monitoring Survey:

The MMO’s Marine Plan Monitoring Survey for all marine plan areas in
England closed on 27™ January. This survey was an opportunity for




stakeholders to share feedback on how marine plans are working.
Thank you to all those who provided feedback.

Marine Plan user training and guidance:

The Marine Planning team hosted a number of in-person and online
workshops from November to December 2024. The sessions were
designed to provide stakeholders with the knowledge and skills to
effectively implement the marine plans and policies as part of their
applications, decision-making and general use of the marine area. They
included:

e 12 online sessions;

e Marine Plan Policy Assessment (MPPA);

¢ Marine & Land-use Planning;

e Guidance & Resources;

e Environment Agency;

e 7in person implementation sessions;

e 454 participants attended nationally;

e 4 new guidance documents were published, available here:
Using Marine Plans - GOV.UK

e 3 guidance document updates were published.

CS commented that the recent changes to the NPPF had not affected
the section on minerals. Paragraph 225 of the NPPF still provided that
local planning authorities should not normally permit other
development proposals in Mineral Safeguarding Areas if it might
constrain potential future use for mineral working. CS noted that half
of Hertfordshire is green belt land and the other half is mineral
safeguarding land. There was significant potential for conflict with the
NPPF push for increased housing. CS wondered whether, going
forwards, he should endeavour to stick to paragraph 225 or whether he
should accept that the mineral would be sterilised.

PD sympathised and commented that it is very difficult to try and justify
that safeguarding mineral is more important than addressing the
housing crisis. North and central Essex contain a lot of mineral so at
what point is it demonstrably ‘not normal’ for a district to allocate
mineral-bearing land for mineral extraction? It is the case in Essex that
deposits are often metres below the surface so with prior extraction
you are dealing with significant topographical change which could have
a substantial impact on housing viability, so only limited time is spent
pursuing safeguarding in the context of ill-defined ‘not normal’
scenarios and the weight given to housing delivery.

CS queried whether the housing crisis was a normal state of affairs; RG
commented that prior extraction was key.

MB added that it was more effective to raise a safeguarding argument
at plan-making stage. CJ concurred with this but highlighted when her
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Council had done this in respect of the Greater Norwich Local Plan, the
planning inspector had required them to take reference to
safeguarding out of the site allocation policy requirements and only
include it in the supporting text to avoid duplicating the Minerals and
Waste Local Plan policies. CJ hoped that when the NDMPs are
consulted on, this will be considered in more detail at that point.

Date and time of next meeting RG /JW

The next meeting is proposed for June and it is intended that Jonathan | ALL TO NOTE
Hillier of Anglian Water be invited to attend.

JW will liaise with RG regarding a specific date and will circulate an
invitation in due course.

The meeting finished at 12.20pm.

Action points

a)
b)

<)

d)

f)
g)

h)

i)

JW to upload a copy of the last minutes on to the David Jarvis Associates website.
Members are invited to comment on the implications of the White Paper for AWPs (DP
summary circulated with the minutes).

Members are invited to comment on the paragraph JW had drafted comparing the
national and regional positions on recycled and secondary aggregate sales when they
respond to the minutes.

JW to edit reference to the national rate of recycled / secondary aggregate sales (currently
stated to be 29%) in the report, as required.

JW to delete footnote 14 under table 6b in the report and refer Bedfordshire’s entry to
footnote 17 instead.

CJ to review footnotes 20 and 21 to see if these could be shortened.

Members to check whether they were applying a straight 20% uplift or using the 80/20
split method in their recycled aggregate figures and to update JW.

NM to provide advice as to how to deal with Table 7.

MPA and BAA to consider why operators do not routinely complete the relevant section of
the survey form and see if there is a way that operators can be encouraged to do so,
perhaps by issuing them with specific guidance on this point.

NM to add consideration of how production capability is addressed within the AMS 2023
to the agenda for the next AMS steering group meeting and to discuss further with CD (as
guidance will be needed both as to how the data is acquired and how it is presented in the
annual report).

Members to give reasons in their LAAs for reductions in sales where these have occurred.
JW to carry forward last year’s conclusion into this year’s annual report.

JW to circulate a copy of the MPA publication entitled ‘Regional overview of construction
and mineral products markets in Great Britain’ with the minutes.

JW to circulate a further version of the MLPU with the minutes.

Authority members to proceed to prepare their LAAs now using the data which should
have been agreed with the BGS.

JW to liaise with RG regarding a specific date for the next meeting in June and circulate an
invitation in due course.




