
 

 

APPROVED MINUTES 

East of England Aggregate Working Party 

Meeting on 24 June 2025 starting at 11am 

Venue: Virtual meeting via Microsoft Teams 

ATTENDEES  

Authority Members  

Caroline Jeffery (CJ) Norfolk County Council 

Phil Dash (PD) Essex County Council 

Chris Stanek (CS) Essex County Council 

Rob Slater (RS) Essex County Council 

Jake Kelley (JK) Bedfordshire Authorities 

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

Ross Walker (RW) 
Charlotte Brinkley (CB) 

Suffolk County Council 

Claire Victory (CV) Southend-on-Sea City Council  

Freya Ward (FW) Hertfordshire County Council 

Sarah Willson (SW) Thurrock Council  

Industry Members  

David Payne (DP) Mineral Products Association  

Simon Treacy (ST) Brett Group / MPA 

Pawel Zlocki (PZ) Heidelberg Materials UK 

Kirsten Cunningham (KC) Aggregate Industries / MPA 

Lewis Williams (LW) Breedon Group 

Mark Page (MP) Heidelberg Materials UK  

John Carlon (JC) BAA 

Others  

Julia Webberley (JW) EEAWP Secretariat  

Dave Pitt (DJP) EEAWP Secretariat  

Jonathan Hillier (JH) Anglian Water 

Mark Maquire (MM) MMO 

Apologies  

Richard Greaves  Norfolk County Council 

Tim Watkins Cambridgeshire County Council 

Natalie Chilcott  Bedfordshire Authorities 

Alan Everard Tarmac 

Peter Lemon  Middleton Aggregates 

Charlotte Lewis  MMO 

Nick Everington The Crown Estate 

Christina Davey MHCLG 

 

The meeting commenced at 11.00am. 

 



 

 

Item 
No.  

Subject Owner 

1. Welcome, introductions and apologies JW 

 JW welcomed everyone to the meeting and ran through a list of apologies, as set 
out above.  There were three new attendees – Sarah Wilson for Thurrock Council, 
Mark Maguire for the MMO and Rob Slater attending with PD and CS at Essex 
County Council. 
 

 

2. Presentation by Jonathan Hillier of Anglian Water on its Reservoir Programme in 
the East of England 

JH 

 JW introduced JH who is the Programme Manager for the Fens Reservoir.  JH 
delivered a very interesting presentation on Anglian Water’s (‘AW’) planned 
reservoirs programme which will require an estimated 6 million cubic metres of 
aggregate to be supplied over a 5-6 year period in order to create the proposed 
new Fens and Lincs reservoirs.  AW is seeking expressions of interest for supplying 
required mineral products. 
 
In the post-presentation discussion, it was noted that AW had so far approached 
operators who were members of the MPA.  JC suggested that BAA members should 
also be approached following CJ’s comment that many of the smaller operators, 
which are local to the proposed reservoir sites, are probably not members of the 
MPA. 
 
JW added that it was worth JH liaising with the mineral planning authorities across 
the region (and beyond) as they are responsible for ascertaining aggregate supply 
in their areas and would need to know if there were to be a large increase in 
aggregate demand.  JH was thanked for considering mineral demand upfront as so 
often supply is just assumed.  MB commented that transparency in demand is key, 
and the earlier the better.  DP added that it remains difficult to predict regional 
demand for aggregate in the absence of updated national guidelines.  The MPA is 
working on a forecast of need but really this needs to be prepared by MHCLG. 
 
A copy of JH’s presentation will be circulated once received.    

 

3. Appointment of new chair JW 

 CJ had been nominated and kindly agreed to stand as the new chair of the EEAWP.  
No other nominations for chair had been put forward before the deadline at the 
end of May.  CJ was therefore duly appointed as chair with immediate effect with 
JC acting as nominator and MB and CS as seconders.   

 

4. Minutes of the last meeting and matters arising CJ / 
JW  

 JW ran through the list of action points which had arisen from the last meeting 
held on 28 January 2025.  Most of these related to input required for the draft 
annual report and had been completed.   
 
Two points merited further discussion: 
 

a) The question of how to deal with Table 7 in the annual report (which 
referred to major construction projects) had been raised at the NACG 
meeting in April where it was decided that the table should include both 
existing and future projects but the status of each project should be 
ascertained and information should be included on certainty (or lack of 

 



 

 

it) as to whether the projects will come forward.  The aim of including the 
table is to look at whether projects may lead to a significant change in 
the need for aggregate, though clearly this is difficult to assess in the 
absence of data on aggregate need for each development, including NSIP 
projects.   

b) The MPA and BAA had looked into why operators do not routinely 
complete the section of the survey form which deals with production 
capability and believed that it is a confidentiality issue – operators need 
to be assured that their replies are anonymous.  ST added that there was 
not much guidance for operators to follow on this point – which related 
both to physical as well as planning constraints.  JW said she would 
reiterate to MHCLG the need for guidance on this, both as to how to 
acquire data on production capability and how to present it in the 
annual report.   

 
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/   
 

5. Update from MHCLG including feedback from NACG meeting CD 

 In the absence of an attendee from MHCLG, CJ was able to read from some notes 
which she had prepared from Christina Davey’s update at the Planning Officers 
Society – Minerals and Waste Learning Project meeting on 18 June 2025: 
 

• The Planning and Infrastructure Bill has gone through the House of 
Commons and is now going through the House of Lords where there 
might be more amendments.  MHCLG guide to the 5 key areas of the Bill 
is here: Guide to the Planning and Infrastructure Bill - GOV.UK 

 

• Strategic Planning – The Planning and Infrastructure Bill does not require 
Spatial Development Strategies (‘SDS’) to include minerals and waste 
matters.  It will be left up to each mayoral combined authority as to 
whether they include mineral and waste policies within their SDS.  SDS 
cannot allocate sites.   The bill still allows joint minerals and waste plans 
to be produced by local planning authorities working together, or 
separate minerals plans and waste plans, or minerals and waste policies 
within a local plan.   

  

• Consultation on a revised NPPF and NDMPs is still planned for later this 
year.  A decision is still to be made on how NDMPs will be implemented 
(through the LURA or as policies similar to the NPPF).  There is no specific 
date on when the new local plan making regime will be implemented. 
 

• It is recognised that the National Planning Policy for Waste does need to 
be reviewed, but a decision has not been made on whether it will 
continue to be separate or combined with the NPPF; however, it will be 
considered as part of wider policy work that is ongoing.  
 

• Data in the ‘BGS Collation of Results of the 2023 Annual Minerals Survey’ 
is being revised owing to late amended data for London.   Therefore, 
publication of the report will be delayed. 

 

https://davidjarvis.biz/east-of-england-awp/
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/the-planning-and-infrastructure-bill/guide-to-the-planning-and-infrastructure-bill


 

 

 

• There has been no progress in or likely timescale generated for the 
production of new national minerals guidelines.  

 
CJ had also attended the NACG meeting in April.  In the absence of any minutes, 
CJ’s notes are reproduced here: 
 
Definition of secondary aggregates 
This is clearly defined in the PPG.  A construction aggregate mineral planning 
factsheet from BGS discussed the difference between secondary and recycled 
aggregates.  Industrial processes of secondary aggregate have not been included 
in the BGS survey (ie where secondary aggregate is not produced at a quarry 
being surveyed for primary extraction). Different approaches are taken in Devon 
and Dorset as to whether certain minerals are secondary or primary 
aggregate.  Need best practice advice to AWPs to determine which sites mineral 
planning authorities should be surveying for secondary and recycled aggregates.  
 
Major construction projects in AMRs 
Both existing and future projects should be included within the annual monitoring 
reports but it should be made clear what the status of each project is and an 
indication given as to certainty (or otherwise) that the projects will come forward.  
It may be necessary to split this information into two tables – current projects and 
future projects.  It is necessary to get data on aggregate need for these projects, 
including NSIP projects, in order to be able to look at whether projects lead to a 
significant change in the need for aggregate.  
 
Guidelines for aggregates provision 
Nothing is expected on this any time soon because of other priorities - mainly 
planning reform.  The impact of higher housing need from the new standard 
method on aggregate need and boundary changes as a result of local government 
reorganisation were also raised.  
 
Planning Reforms 
Spatial Development Strategies – there is no requirement to consider minerals 
and waste matters in an SDS; it can be decided locally whether it is an 
appropriate matter to include.  
NDMPs should be consulted on in Spring/Summer 2025. 
PPG on climate change mitigation and adaptation is being looked at by the 
MHCLG team and will be updated in the future.  
 
AOB 
A discussion is needed between AWPs and mayoral authorities on housing and 
infrastructure delivery.  
In the aggregate mineral survey, the BGS has separated out reserve and sales 
figures for aggregate and non-aggregate minerals within one site; mineral 
planning authorities also need to separate them out.  
 
The question of separating out reserve and sale figures for aggregate and non-
aggregate minerals was discussed.   MB commented that this will depend on how 
operators report it and it would be preferable not to change our approach at this 
stage as to do so would render useless any comparison with previous data 



 

 

collated for the annual report.  JC added that any split between aggregate and 
non-aggregate reserves was likely to be hypothetical, based on percentages 
applied depending on how aggregate had historically been used.   
 
DP commented that a recent Issues and Options consultation for the London Plan 
had revealed, somewhat disappointingly, that minerals were not mentioned 
once; at the same time, the MPA had flagged anomalous aggregate figures 
quoted in the Plan and this is what had resulted in the changes being required to 
the BGS AMS 2023 and the subsequent delay in publication.   
 

6. Operator data collection for 2024  JW  

 JW hoped that mineral planning authority members were well underway with 
their data collection from operators. 
 
MB had created an MS form which he has used to collect operator data (in part) 
this year.  JW had circulated a link to this form prior to the meeting for members 
to review.  MB advised that the response from operators to the online form had 
been positive.  CJ considered that it looked a lot more modern than the paper 
version but could possibly benefit from the inclusion of a little more guidance.  It 
was agreed that members would have two weeks within which to provide any 
comments on the form and that MB and CJ would then get together to amend 
the online and paper forms, as appropriate. [JW to send CJ a copy of the SW 
survey form for comparison].   
 
MP queried whether it was possible for the online form to generate a copy which 
the operator could retain; MB said it could but he would highlight how this 
could be done. 
 
MP also mentioned the disparity in survey forms across the regions.  JW 
commented that this was something which it had been hoped would be 
addressed by MHCLG this year as the intention was to produce a single survey 
form for use across the country.  However, this had not happened.  JW would 
reiterate to MHCLG that this was still wanted.   
 
JK commented that an initial review of operator responses for 2024 indicated a 
large reduction in sales which had been mostly attributed to last year’s floods 
which had affected all the sand and gravel quarries in Bedfordshire.  JK wondered 
if other authorities had experienced the same reduction in sales.   MB advised 
that he had not yet received sufficient responses to be able to tell; CJ had not 
noticed any significant reduction as yet.   
 

 

7. Mineral Products Association Update DP 

 DP supplied an update as follows:   
 
• UK ECONOMY  ONS data pointed to a sharp GDP growth pickup in 

2025Q1. Putting to one side ongoing concerns about the ONS data quality, higher 

services output contributed to the upturn, while some other manufacturing and 

trade activity was brought forward ahead of the US “liberation day” tariffs 

announcement on April 2. The growth rebound is unlikely to be sustained, 

reflected by the subdued growth activity captured in recent business surveys. 

 



 

 

Business confidence remains muted, exacerbated by heightened geopolitical 

uncertainty, leading to a moderate rise in the unemployment rate to its highest in 

nearly four years. 2026 GDP forecasts have also weakened.  

• CONSTRUCTION  Construction output remains subdued, held back by 

volatile economic conditions, rising cost pressures, and delays stemming from 

planning bottlenecks and slow decision-making. This environment has dampened 

confidence and continued to weigh on investment. Momentum in new contract 

awards has slowed since the start of the year, with April’s total contract awards 

of £5.7 billion significantly below the £7.3 billion monthly average recorded in 

Q1. Next month’s Spending Review and new 10-year Infrastructure Strategy 

should hopefully provide a degree of visibility on the government’s long-term 

approach and priorities for the sector.   

• MPA MINERAL PRODUCTS MARKETS FORECAST - 2025-27, GB  A 

recovery in mineral product sales that began in late 2024 is expected to continue 

through 2025, though at a slower pace than forecast in February. Weaker-than-

expected sales at the start of 2025 prompted a downward revision for asphalt 

and ready-mixed concrete sales volumes this year, from 2% to 1%. This 

adjustment also reflects ongoing pressure from reduced road investment and 

higher uncertainty around a housing market recovery this year. The 2025 forecast 

for primary aggregates sales volumes remains unchanged at 2%. In contrast, the 

mortar forecast has been upgraded from 8% to 9% this year, following the 

strongest quarterly growth in more than a year during 2025Q1. However, further 

interest rate cuts remain essential to sustain momentum. Market forecasts for 

2026 are little changed on February, with a faster upturn in sales expected 

compared to 2025.  

Landfill tax consultation  

DP also referred to the current landfill tax consultation (Consultation on reform 
of Landfill Tax - GOV.UK) which raises a number of issues, in particular increased 
risks to planning permission implementation and restoration using inert fill.  The 
MPA is in the process of preparing a response to the consultation.   
 
KC advised that Holcim was proposing to respond to the consultation as it could 
have implications for quarry restoration. 
 
MPA/RTPI Conference and Quarries & Nature 2025 
 
DP reported that the MPA / RTPI Conference on the 10th June had gone well and 
benefitted from a wide and varied content.   

 
The Quarries & Nature Awards had taken place in March; the restoration videos 
shown at the awards ceremony are worth watching, links are included below: 
 

https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/consultation-on-reform-of-landfill-tax
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/consultation-on-reform-of-landfill-tax


 

 

Introduction: 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=zjp1vAa7FKQ&list=PLXu4cRX3643cbm3eVjx-
3O3XrKdIFMjZ6 

  
Highlights including nice words from Tony Juniper (NE Chair), Beccy Speight (RSPB 
CEO) and Rob Stoneman (Wildlife Trusts): 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ccopEbgpFQI&list=PLXu4cRX3643cbm3eVjx-
3O3XrKdIFMjZ6&index=8 

  
(Other videos are available in the right hand column of the YouTube page.)  
 
London Plan 
 
As mentioned above, the MPA had responded to the Issues and Options 
consultation on the London Plan (Towards a new London Plan - consultation | 
London City Hall) and was disappointed that there was no mention of minerals / 
construction supply, and that there was evidence of a disconnect between 
housing and infrastructure.  The MPA had highlighted a c95% reliance by London 
on mineral imports.   
 
Industrial Strategy  
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/industrial-strategy 

 
This was published earlier in the week and identifies 8 sectors as having the 
biggest potential for growth, all of which rely on minerals supply.  However, yet 
again there is no mention of minerals! 

 
8. British Aggregates Association Update JC 

 Landfill tax consultation 
 
JC advised that the BAA was also responding to the landfill tax consultation and 
he was happy to share the BAA’s response if that would be useful to EEAWP 
members.  He commented that most quarries are currently exempt from landfill 
tax so the administrative burden of registering will be significant for many BAA 
members.  JC considered the proposed change to landfill tax is trying to resolve 
the issue of trommel fines containing non-inert materials (such as plastics) being 
incorrectly sent to inert landfills.  It would be preferable for the landfill tax 
system to remain unchanged and for the issue of trommel fines to be dealt with 
by the Environment Agency through site regulation, and therefore the BAA is 
encouraging as many responses as possible to the consultation.  As stated by 
others, JC agreed that the tax was likely to generate issues with site restoration.   
 
Spending Review 2025 
 
JC had been pleasantly surprised by the content of the 2025 Spending Review but 
did note that it contained very little reference to aggregates, despite the sizeable 
volumes which would be required for projects such as Sizewell C. 
 
Industrial Strategy 
 
JC advised that the BAA would be responding to the Industrial Strategy shortly. 

 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=zjp1vAa7FKQ&list=PLXu4cRX3643cbm3eVjx-3O3XrKdIFMjZ6
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=zjp1vAa7FKQ&list=PLXu4cRX3643cbm3eVjx-3O3XrKdIFMjZ6
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ccopEbgpFQI&list=PLXu4cRX3643cbm3eVjx-3O3XrKdIFMjZ6&index=8
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ccopEbgpFQI&list=PLXu4cRX3643cbm3eVjx-3O3XrKdIFMjZ6&index=8
https://www.london.gov.uk/programmes-strategies/planning/london-plan/towards-new-london-plan-consultation
https://www.london.gov.uk/programmes-strategies/planning/london-plan/towards-new-london-plan-consultation
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/industrial-strategy


 

 

 
Besides the above, JC considered that the planning arena is otherwise relatively 
quiet; however, he remains concerned about the loss of wharves and other 
facilities currently used to handle aggregates which are being removed to make 
way for housing developments.   
 

9. Mineral Local Plans Update  MPAs 
/ All 

 The Minerals Local Plan Update had been circulated prior to the meeting.   Two 
authorities provided verbal updates to it during the meeting so a further version 
will be circulated alongside the minutes.   
 
MB advised that, in terms of the local government reorganisation, Cambridge 
was now looking at there being two unitary authorities.  However, no boundary 
lines for this had yet been ascertained.  He added that, despite RTPI 
representations against it, the government appears to be removing funding for 
‘Level 7 apprenticeships’ (post-graduate / masters level) and was focussing 
instead on the under-21s.  (New starters in September this year and January next 
will be unaffected); (RTPI | Route into planning profession hit by Government 
restriction). 
 
JK commented that the Bedfordshire authorities are in the process of preparing a 
joint minerals and waste plan.  He drew members’ attention to the fact that the 
decision to prepare a joint plan cannot be decided by executive function – it 
needs to be a full council decision. 
 
CJ highlighted that Norfolk’s Minerals and Waste Local Plan was finally adopted in 
May. 
 

 
 
 
 

10. Any other business All 

 LAAs 

JW advised that 3 LAAs for 2023 had so far been circulated for comment (by 

Cambridgeshire / Peterborough, Greater Essex and Hertfordshire).  CJ and JK 

advised, respectively, that the LAAs for Norfolk and Bedfordshire were nearly 

ready for circulation in draft.  RW advised that he was having trouble convincing 

his team that an LAA was required in a BGS AMS year.  (CJ has since emailed RW 

with information from the PPG which states that ‘a mineral planning authority 

must prepare a Local Aggregate Assessment and an LAA is required if a mineral 

planning authority area produces, imports or exports aggregate (including 

secondary or recycled aggregate) or has an aggregate wharf’ in the hope that this 

will assist RW with his discussions).   

TCE 

The Crown Estate had supplied JW with an update for inclusion in the minutes as 

follows: 

• The marine aggregate landing statistics for calendar year 2024 have been 

published. [These had previously been circulated to members but a 

further copy will be circulated with the minutes].    

 

https://www.rtpi.org.uk/news/2025/may/key-route-into-planning-profession-hit-by-government-restrictions/
https://www.rtpi.org.uk/news/2025/may/key-route-into-planning-profession-hit-by-government-restrictions/


 

 

• The Crown Estate launched its 2025 Marine Minerals Academy in May. 

The course, which is aimed at providing a broad grounding in the world 

of marine aggregates, is once again fully subscribed with over 30 

delegates attending. 

• In autumn 2025, the Crown Estate intends to launch a Geoskills Training 

Course for degree / masters level graduates in geology or a similar 

discipline. The programme, which will be suitably accredited, is targeted 

at developing skills in sand and gravel resource identification and 

characterisation in a shallow marine geological environment, addressing 

what is considered to be a growing gap in relevant skills in industry.  

MMO 

MM supplied an update from the MMO as follows: 

East Marine Plan - current stage: Options 

The options process of marine planning aims to identify reasonable alternatives 

to achieving the plan objectives. The MMO is currently in the process of 

producing objectives and options for delivering the East Marine Plan that meets 

the statutory requirements of the Strategic Environmental Assessments Directive 

(also known as the SEA Directive).  

The design of the options has been taking place. The options are being designed 

considering the issues and evidence provided during the ‘Issues with Supporting 

Evidence’ stage of the East Marine Plan development which concluded in 

March.  Thanks to all those who provided input to that process and participated 

in the workshops. 

Engagement 

Each of the options for developing the East Marine Plan will be assessed for their 

sustainability through the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) process from mid-June. 

The Sustainability Appraisal Advisory Group (SAAG) will be engaged through this 

process.  A number of Councils have representatives on the SAAG.  In addition to 

this engagement around the SA, the MMO is planning opportunities for 

stakeholder-wide engagement, likely to be in September (dates and mechanisms 

to be confirmed).    

A small Stakeholder Focus Group is being developed with invitations sent out last 

week.   

Marine Plan Use Training 

Pursuant to the East Marine Plan replacement process, the MMO has prioritised 

delivering a scheduled round of marine plan use training on the existing plan for 

the east marine plan area.  This is proposed to be in Nov – Dec this year.  Details 

will be circulated and published in due course. 

8. Date of next meeting CJ / 
JW 



 

 

All to 
note 

 The next meeting is proposed for late October / early November.     
 
JW will liaise with CJ regarding a specific date and will circulate an invitation in 
due course. 

 

 

The meeting finished at 12.55pm. 

Action points 

a) JW to circulate a copy of JH’s presentation once received.   

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

c) JW to reiterate to MHCLG the need for guidance on production capability, both as to how 

to acquire data on production capability and how to present it in the annual report.   

d) Members to have two weeks within which to provide any comments on the MS survey 

form created by MB following which MB and CJ will get together to amend the online and 

paper forms, as appropriate.  As part of this, MB to highlight how to retain a copy of the 

survey once completed. 

e) JW to send CJ a copy of the SW survey form for comparison.   

f) JW to reiterate to MHCLG that a universal survey form is still wished for by members to 

provide uniformity of responses across the regions.   

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

h) JW to circulate a further copy of the Marine Aggregate Landing Statistics 2024 with the 

minutes. 

i) JW to liaise with CJ regarding a specific date for the next meeting in October / November 

and circulate an invitation in due course. 


