
Minutes of the meeting of the South West Aggregates Working Party held at Somerset County 
Council offices on Wednesday 6th July 2016. 

 

Present 

Guy Robinson (GR) Somerset County Council - Chair; 
Julia Webberley (JW) David Jarvis Associates Ltd - Secretary; 
David Pitt (DJP) David Jarvis Associates Ltd; 
Andy Hill (AH) Devon County Council; 
Sarah Povall (SP) Somerset County Council; 
Robin Drake (RD) Gloucestershire County Council; 
Kevin Phillips (KP) Gloucestershire County Council; 
Trevor Badley (TB) Dorset County Council; 
Phil Anelay (PA) North Somerset Council; 
Ellie Inglis-Woolcock (EI-W) Cornwall Council; 
Neil Hayhurst (NH) Cornwall Council; 
John Penny (JP) Aggregate Industries / MPA; 
David Payne (DP) Mineral Products Association; 
Gary Staddon (GS) Imerys Minerals Ltd; 
Jim Davies (JD) Environment Agency. 
 
The meeting commenced at 13.30. 
 

1. Introductions 
 
GR introduced himself as chair and JW as secretary.  Each attendee then introduced him or herself. 

2. Apologies 

Apologies were received from: 

Shaun Denny, Cemex UK; Lisa Bartlett, Neil Best and Sarah Johnston of Bath and North East 
Somerset Council and Debra Abraham of Bristol City Council (all represented by Phil Anelay of North 
Somerset Council); Tessa Saunders and David Wyborn of Exmoor National Park; Peter Andrew, Hills 
Quarry Products; Rob Levenston, South Gloucestershire Council; Andrew England, Bournemouth 
Borough Council; Eamon Mythen, DCLG; Roger Cullimore, BAA; Tracy Brooks, Torbay Borough 
Council; Tracy Smith, Wiltshire County Council and Phil Smith, Swindon Borough Council. 

3. Approval of minutes of last meeting of the SWAWP held on 25th January 2016 

Subject to one minor alteration (namely amending reference at item 10 of the minutes from SWAWP 
Annual Report 2015 to 2014), approval of the minutes was proposed by AH and seconded by KP. 

As a follow on to one of the items arising in the last minutes, GR referred to a recent email from 
Eamon Mythen at DCLG which advised that following the outcome of the SR15 financial settlement, 
DCLG had decided to stop funding the Annual Mineral Raised Inquiry Survey (undertaken by the 
ONS) as well as the Annual Opencast Coal Mining Survey (undertaken by the BGS).  The annual UK 
manufacturers’ sales of product survey undertaken by the ONS which reports on mineral companies 
sales will continue. 



DCLG will also continue to fund the following projects to support mineral planning:  

• Joint Minerals Information Programme; 
• Four-yearly Aggregate Mineral Survey; 
• The nine AWP Technical Secretariats. 

By way of clarification, the funds referred to are for the financial year 2016/2017 in the first 
instance; discussions are still ongoing to agree the final financial settlement for the SR15.  This work 
is being informed by the outcome of the EU Referendum. 

4. SW Chairmanship 

GR explained that he would be leaving SCC at the end of August meaning that he needed to step 
down as chair of the SWAWP.  He opened the floor to nominations, commenting that he hoped that 
the SWAWP would continue as before and that any concerns which existed when GR was elected at 
the last meeting had been allayed. 

AH offered to be considered as chair, confirming, in response to a question from KP, that he had 
corporate authorisation to do so.  GR was happy to nominate AH as chair and KP seconded the 
proposal.  AH was duly elected and will take over the role from GR when he leaves in August. 

It was agreed that meetings would continue to be held at Somerset County Council’s offices in 
Taunton for convenience.  AH will, however, transfer the SWAWP webpage from SCC’s website to 
Devon’s.   

5. Environment Agency Update 

JD introduced himself as the Environment Agency representative of the UK minerals forum. He 
explained that following the “Cutting Red Tape” exercise, minerals had been pushed to the forefront 
and he wanted to provide a focal point for the industry.  JD advised that he was happy to act as a 
conduit to the EA’s area teams and that he could take any issues or questions for those teams with 
him. 

JD commented that the issue of environmental permitting for inert waste following the Methley 
judgment was complicated.  The EA’s view is that regulators lack knowledge but there are 
opportunities to educate.  The EA is in discussion with the Planning Officers’ Society regarding 
guidance on permitting.  The EA considers that it would be preferable if planning and permitting 
worked in tandem and applications were twin-tracked.  However, JD acknowledged that this may 
not be possible if the type of permit to be issued depends on the nature of the restoration condition 
imposed.   

JD commented that Brexit makes no difference at the moment and Article 13 will continue in its 
current form until further notice. 

With regard to dewatering, consultation closed on 8th April during which 86 responses were 
submitted to DEFRA.  A revised impact assessment will follow as a result and it is likely there will be 
another consultation.  It is hoped that final approval on this matter from DEFRA will follow in the 
autumn.   



GR asked whether JD would be able to attend future AWP meetings and JD confirmed that he would 
like to, however it depended on funding being available and the results of the “Cutting Red Tape” 
exercise.  JD added that the EA is hoping to merge some of its boundaries with NE in order to 
improve efficiency. 

RD asked whether JD thought that local EA arrangements would continue.  JD responded that he 
thought boundaries may change but individual personnel should not. 

6. Update on SW LAAs. 

GR made some general comments about the preparation of LAAs, namely that he welcomed 
executive summaries at the start of each LAA and he requested that the years that the LAA covered 
should be detailed on the title page (thus for the 2014 LAAs these should refer to the years 2005-
2014).  He also requested that the LAAs should make reference to ‘sales’ rather than ‘production’. 

JW added that to assist with preparation of the overall SWAWP report, it would be useful if each LAA 
could include a sentence or two on marine, secondary and recycled aggregate (as well as sand and 
gravel and crushed rock) even if it was to state simply that their region did not produce any. 

DP pointed out that the MPA jointly with the Planning Officers’ Society had produced Practice 
Guidance on the Production and Use of Local Aggregate Assessments in April 2015.  The Guidance 
contains lots of presentation points including recommending a two-page summary with key 
statistics.  It also makes suggestions such as how to forecast demand for mineral in a quantitative / 
qualitative way based, for example, on levels of infrastructure / housebuilding rather than basing it 
on a 10 year sales’ average which is very difficult to do. 

The Practice Guidance was produced as a ‘living document’ with the intention that it would be kept 
under regular review and, in particular, that the appendix with examples of different approaches to 
preparing LAAs would be added to.  The POS Minerals and Waste Forum is currently considering 
whether and how the Guidance should be revised or updated.  This work is being undertaken by the 
Minerals Planning Advisory Group led by Tony Cook which is due to meet on 18th July.  Any 
suggestions and examples would be welcomed by Tony before then and DP would be happy to relay 
any suggestions if members have any. 

The question was raised as to whether there was a protocol for circulating draft LAAs outside the 
SWAWP.  GR suggested that this was a matter for each authority’s discretion.  RD commented that 
Gloucestershire had circulated its most recent report to its neighbouring MPAs (some of which fall 
outside the SWAWP area) and their respective AWPs.  It was also sent to those mineral authorities 
which had previously had an imports and exports relationship with Gloucestershire as demonstrated 
through the last national survey in 2009.  KP added that they had looked at the duty to cooperate 
and an element of judgment was needed in strategic cross-boundary matters. 

Devon LAA 2015 

This was in circulation for comment by members.  Comments were required by 11 July after which 
the AWP’s response would be prepared and provided to Devon following due process.   



AH pointed out that he had concentrated on what had changed since the 2014 LAA.  He noted that 
crushed rock figures had increased such that the 3- year average was now greater than the 10-year 
average.  Sand and gravel sales were slightly up, as were secondary aggregates.  AH asked whether 
JW had received information from the BGS regarding import data for the south west regions.  JW 
said she had not but would follow this up with Jo Mankelow at the BGS.  [JW subsequently made 
contact with Jo Mankelow who confirmed that the BGS has already prepared tables showing import 
data for all of the sub-regions used in the AM2014.  However, none of this data has been distributed 
as yet.  This will be forwarded to all AWP secretaries as soon as the AM2014 is published].  

KP queried whether DCC was calculating for a landbank beyond the Plan end date of 2033 and AH 
confirmed that it was, based on relevant averages.  The meeting agreed that this was a much better 
practice than ending the landbank calculation coincident with the Plan end date. 

Cornwall LAA 2014 and 2015 

NH commented that the LAAs had been circulated to members and to the industry.  There were no 
significant differences between the 2014 and the 2015 LAAs.  NH said that he had not yet been able 
to include the data on imports yet, but that this would be inserted once received. 

Comments on Cornwall’s LAAs were due by 8 July after which the AWP’s response would be 
prepared and provided to Cornwall following due process. 

Gloucestershire LAA 2014 and 2015 

RD confirmed that the Gloucestershire LAA for 2014 had been completed and was available on 
Gloucestershire County Council’s website. 

The 2015 LAA was underway and should be ready in the autumn.   

RD commented that sand and gravel production in the region had historically been very steady but 
that it was now starting to drop off.  The Upper Thames Valley area in particular was in decline.  In 
this regard, RD thought that the Wiltshire data would be particularly important to inform the 
SWAWP report 2014.  RD is in possession of 2015 data from Oxfordshire which he will forward to JW 
as it indicates a changing pattern in supply and is thus strategic.  

In the absence of any representative from Wiltshire Council at the meeting, GR confirmed that he 
would write to Wiltshire Council emphasising the benefits of prioritising engagement with the 
SWAWP and the value of their input.  GR will share a draft letter with the AWP before it is sent. 

Somerset LAA 2015 

SP commented that the Somerset LAA for 2015 was being prepared. 

West of England LAA 2014 

PA advised that this was in circulation for comment by members.  He would amend the title so that 
it referred to 2014 (rather than 2015) as it covered the period 2005-2014.  It did not reflect a great 
change from 2013.  2014 demonstrated the first increase in crushed rock sales since 2008 but 



throughout the whole period from 2005 to 2014 total crushed rock sales have not met the level of 
sub-regional apportionment given to the West of England in any year. 

GR referred to paragraph 4.4 of the LAA which indicates that both the South Gloucestershire and 
North Somerset Councils in their Core Strategies have identified crushed rock requirements using 
the West of England sub-regional apportionment figure.  PA then summarised the current work on 
plan-making in response to a question by GR about whether this is under review. 

Comments were due on the West of England’s LAA by 18 July after which the AWP’s response would 
be prepared and provided to the West of England following due process. 

7. Four-yearly Aggregate Minerals Survey for England and Wales – 2014 

JW reported that DCLG has received ministerial clearance to publish the AMS 2014 and that this will 
therefore be published shortly, although no date has been given as yet. 

8. SWAWP Annual Report  
 
• Annual Report 2014: JW advised that this was in hand although progress depended 

on receipt of each region’s LAAs.  In this regard, JW had prepared a table 
summarising the aggregate data for each region (where it had been received).  It 
was suggested that this be circulated after the meeting so that each region could 
check its own figures.  In terms of additional information required for completion of 
the report, JW and GR had been in discussion about this and the plan was to 
circulate tables / draft paragraphs to SWAWP members for amendment / approval.  
This would cover in particular:  
 

a) decisions on planning applications in 2014;  
b) progress on DPDs – to date; 
c) a list of active and inactive sites in 2014; 
d) a list of recycled aggregate sites in 2014 and details of estimated 

production of recycled aggregates; and 
e) significant trends and events. 

It is hoped that most of this information can be gleaned from the various LAAs and 
then double checked by members.  JW will action this in due course but would 
welcome member input. 

• Annual Report 2015: JW advised that there is little to say on this as yet as we are 
concentrating on the 2014 report.  However, it is to be hoped that production of the 
2015 report should be straightforward following completion of the 2014 report. 

 
9. AWP membership 

The ambit of AWP membership was discussed and the question raised as to whether it was wide 
enough. 



GS referred to three aggregate companies partnered with Imerys, namely Marshall Cleave at 
Brookland Sand & Aggregates Ltd, Peter Jago at Denis May & Sons Ltd and John Opie at Goonvean 
Holdings Ltd.  He did not know whether they had the resources or willingness to attend but thought 
it might be worth writing to them to find out. 

JP recalled there being a representative from the recycling side of the industry who used to attend 
meetings.  GR said that he would try and find out who this was and chase him up. 

JP commented that so long as DP was in attendance (in his capacity as representative of the MPA) 
and that there were one or two others from industry, he thought that that was sufficient.  DP 
echoed this and pointed out that the MPA and the industry tended to network such that they could 
relay particular matters, if required. 

GR commented that it was good to have a representative from the EA and JD mentioned that he 
may have a contact from Highways England who might be interested in attending too.  JD 
subsequently provided an email address for this contact, namely 
planningSW@highwaysengland.co.uk. 

DP mentioned two contacts from the Crown Estate, namely Nick Everington and Ian Selby (email 
addresses Nick.Everington@thecrownestate.co.uk and ian.selby@thecrownestate.co.uk) and GR 
said he would also look up a contact he had at the MMO. 

 
10. Local Plans Expert Group 

GR relayed those recommendations which had been made by the Local Plans Expert Group in their 
report to government relating to AWPs, namely that “the NPPG could and should place more weight 
on the output from the AWP” and that there should accordingly be “a revision to the NPPG to the 
effect that the output from the Aggregates Working Parties should be given particular weight in 
planning decisions and in the preparation of minerals plans”. 

GR reminded members that the SWAWP had briefly consulted on whether it should respond to the 
LPEG and had decided not to.  The East Midlands AWP did respond and GR referred to the letter 
which had been written by Lonek Wojtulewicz (the EMAWP Chair) in this regard.  GR suggested that 
this might be one to watch in that it may result in a general review of AWPs and of the NACG 
(National Aggregate Co-ordinating Group). 

DP commented that the MPA had responded to the consultation along similar lines to the EMAWP.  
It supported the recommendations made for greater weight to be afforded to AWPs suggesting that 
they should have a more strategic role but pointing out that this required funding! 

DP is due to attend the meeting of the SEEAWP on 14th July so would be happy to relay any matters 
from the SWAWP to the SEEAWP if required.  

11. Any other business 

A number of matters were raised, as follows: 

mailto:planningSW@highwaysengland.co.uk
mailto:Nick.Everington@thecrownestate.co.uk
mailto:ian.selby@thecrownestate.co.uk


a) Should the AWP respond to individual planning applications? This question stemmed from a 
consultation request by Dartmoor National Park Authority regarding a planning application 
to extend Linhay Quarry within the National Park.  A copy of the application had been sent 
to JW seeking the views of the SWAWP on the basis that “the views of the AWP are capable 
of being a material consideration in making decisions on individual planning applications”. 
 
There was general consensus that the SWAWP should not comment on individual planning 
applications and that this was, in any event, outside the AWP’s terms of reference.  RD 
pointed out that the quote referred to by the applicant’s agent (above) had been lifted from 
the PPG under the heading of “Does the mineral planning authority have to accept the 
advice of the AWP on a suitable Local Aggregate Assessment figure?”, meaning that it was 
taken out of context. 
 
It was agreed that JW would draft a response to the applicant’s agent explaining why the 
SWAWP was not in a position to comment.  

b) GR referred to an email received from Essex County Council regarding Supplementary 
Planning Guidance supporting habitat creation for the Essex Minerals Local Plan (2014) 
which has now been completed.  The restoration guidance is 'live' on Essex County Council's 
website via this link:   
 
Supplementary Planning Guidance: Mineral Site Restoration for Biodiversity (June, 2016) 
  

c) KP questioned whether there was anything to report from the NACG.  However, it is 
understood that it has not met at any time recently.  GR commented that we should watch 
this space! 
 

d) GS drew members’ attention to the ongoing review of tidal lagoons.  The Secretary of State 
for Energy and Climate Change has asked Charles Hendry to lead the independent review 
into the feasibility and practicality of tidal lagoon energy in the UK.  He is seeking evidence 
and representations that will form the evidence base for the review.  In summary, the 
review will cover:  
 

• An assessment of whether, and in what circumstances, tidal lagoons could play a 
cost effective role as part of the UK energy mix; 

• The potential scale of opportunity in the UK and internationally, including supply 
chain opportunities; 

• A range of possible structures for financing tidal lagoons; 
• Different sizes of projects as the first of a kind; and 
• Whether a competitive framework could be put in place for the delivery of tidal 

lagoon projects. 

Any written evidence with a bearing on any of these issues is requested by 31 July 2016.  The 
current email address for the review is: info@OP1.PSN360.FCOS.GSI.GOV.UK 

https://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Planning/Minerals-Waste-Planning-Team/Planning-Policy/minerals-development-document/Pages/Supplementary-Planning-Guidance.aspx
mailto:info@OP1.PSN360.FCOS.GSI.GOV.UK


e) Finally, JP commented that the potential development of Hinkley Point C in Somerset could 
be one of the biggest aggregate projects in the south west.  However, the impact of the 
Brexit decision has yet to become clear on a final funding decision that has already been 
delayed. 
 

12. DONM 

In view of GR’s imminent departure, it was agreed to defer scheduling a date for the next meeting.  
However, this likely to take place towards the end of this year or at the start of the next. 

 

The meeting closed at 15.15. 


