
Minutes of the meeting of the South West Aggregates Working Party held at Somerset County 
Council offices on Monday 25th January 2016. 

 

Present 

David Pitt (DP) David Jarvis Associates Ltd – Acting Chair;  
Julia Webberley (JW) David Jarvis Associates Ltd – Secretary; 
Eamon Mythen (EM) DCLG; 
Ken Hobden (KH) MPA; 
Guy Robinson (GR) Somerset County Council; 
Sarah Povall (SP) Somerset County Council; 
John Bown (JB) Hanson UK; 
Robin Drake (RD) Gloucestershire County Council; 
Kevin Phillips (KP) Gloucestershire County Council; 
Trevor Badley (TB) Dorset County Council; 
Andy Hill (AH) Devon 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; 
Andrew Cadell (AC) Tarmac / MPA; 
Rob Levenston (RL) South Gloucestershire Council; 
Roger Cullimore (RC) British Aggregates Association; 
Henning Totz (HT) Wiltshire Council. 
 
The meeting commenced at 10.30am 
 

1. Introductions 
 
DP introduced himself as acting chair and JW as secretary following David Jarvis Associates Ltd 
appointment as Technical Secretariat for the SWAWP at the same time gratefully acknowledging the 
work undertaken by Phil Hale in his role as former technical secretary.  Each attendee then 
introduced him or herself. 

2. Apologies 

Apologies were received from: 

Shaun Denny, Cemex UK; Daniel Janota, Dartmoor National Park; Sarah O’Driscoll and Debra 
Abraham, Bristol City Council (represented instead by Phil Anelay of North Somerset Council); Tessa 
Saunders, Exmoor National Park; Peter Andrew, Hills Quarry Products / MPA; Mark Russell, Marine 
Aggregates; Georgina Clampitt-Dix and Tracy Smith, Wiltshire Council (represented instead by 
Henning Totz of Wiltshire Council); Paul Williams, Hanson UK. 

3. Future of AWPs 

This item was introduced by EM who advised, in confidence, that the CLG minerals and waste team 
was subject to downward pressure in terms of spend.  However, the AWP was a part of government 
policy and the Technical Secretariat represented a key piece of infrastructure and there was no 



appetite to change the NPPF or minerals-related guidance.  Nonetheless, EM had had to make a 
robust case for maintenance of funding for this area in anticipation of a 28% cut due to take place 
over the next 4 years and taking into account a potential 20% or 40% cut in the current annual spend 
of £300k - £400k or indeed nil funding.  The question of minerals funding has been presented as a 
special case and the Secretary of State is due to make a decision on it by 12 February 2016.  Only at 
that point will it be known how much funding is available and for how long.   

EM explained that Technical Secretariats had been awarded in 9 regions, namely: the North East – 
represented by Northumberland County Council; the North West, Yorkshire and Humber, East 
Midlands, West Midlands – all represented by Urban Vision; the East of England – represented by 
Central Bedfordshire Council; the South East and London – both represented by Hampshire County 
Council and the South West – represented by David Jarvis Associates Ltd. 

Questions were then addressed to EM as follows: 

GR asked whether EM’s instinct was that funding would be available for the short or long term.  EM 
thought that common sense dictated that this must proceed for the long term. 

KP asked how the Secretary of State’s decision would be relayed.  EM advised that he would be 
informed directly and that he would then inform the technical secretaries.   

KH queried whether the decision awaited related to the whole spend or just funding for the AWP 
secretariat.  EM interpreted the question for the benefit of members by explaining that the ‘whole 
spend’ would relate to various areas, namely the AWPs, the Technical Secretariats, the AMS 2014, 
the annual minerals raised inquiry and the Joint Mineral Information Programme (JMIP).  He advised 
that the decision due by 12th February related to the AWP only and that the remaining areas would 
be decided upon by the end of March.   

RC noted that the population is increasing by an average of 500,000 per annum and that 
consumption of mineral per person is estimated at 5 tonnes.  Based on government policy 
promoting affordable homes, the result is going to be shortages of mineral and it is therefore 
essential that we look forward and not back.  EM agreed and pointed out that this was the policy 
background on which he had based his case for retention of the AWPs. 

EM finished with an update on various matters: 

a) The AMS 2014 undertaken by BGS – surveys had been completed and BGS is now looking at 
any discrepancies.  The Survey should be ready by the end of March. 

b) The annual minerals raised inquiry 2014 had been completed and should be published in 
February.  EM will notify the technical secretaries when this is published. 

c) DCLG is responding to a ‘Cutting Red Tape Review’ and a meeting is scheduled for 1st 
February. 

d) The John Rhodes Working Task Group (formed to help streamline the plan-making process) 
has received some submissions regarding mineral plans and is due to report to ministers in 
February.  However, it is not known whether its report will be published or not. 

DP thanked EM very much for his input on this agenda item. 



4. SW Chairmanship 

KH introduced this item by commenting that it can be difficult to take up the challenge of 
chairmanship.  However, the MPA believes that the chair should be someone from local authority to 
avoid potential probity issues should the position be taken on by the industry.  Indeed, MPA 
members have been specifically instructed not to get involved with this. 

KH added that there would be great advantage in Somerset taking a lead on this as the County is the 
biggest aggregate producer in the region.  Clearly, this then points towards the position being taken 
on by GR!  KH’s assessment was that GR would be a very competent chairman and KH was therefore 
content to nominate GR for the role. 

GR responded by saying that he was hesitant to put his name forward because the previous chair 
also came from Somerset and he thought there might be scope for change.  However, he was willing 
to do his bit as he was keen to see AWPs continue.  GR pointed out that others may be more 
experienced than he (especially in development control) and touched on time constraints.  Set in this 
context, he expressed interest in what other members felt about the way forward.   

KP commented that some consideration must be given to the situation which may arise if DCLG does 
not fund the continuation of AWPs.  Clearly, there is an element of speculation involved.  KP himself 
felt that he did not have corporate approval to undertake the role.  However, KP was content 
to second KH’s proposal for GR to take on the chair.  

DP asked if everyone else was in agreement, which members affirmed, and GR was therefore duly 
appointed as chairman of the SWAWP.  It was noted that the position would be reviewed in a year’s 
time. 

5. Approval of minutes of last meeting of the SWAWP held on 28th November 2014. 

Approval of the minutes was proposed by RC and seconded by KH. 

6. LAA production generally – annual timing and process and timing of consultation with 
AWP with reference to the POS / MPA Practice Guidance on the Production and Use of 
LAAs. 

JW introduced this item and referred to the suggested timetable within the POS / MPA Guidance for 
issue and completion of monitoring surveys, production of draft LAAs, submission and approval of 
LAAs by the AWP and its members followed by publication (see section 9 of the Guidance). 

KP commented that he thought Councils did endeavour to adhere to that timetable; however, it was 
difficult this year (2015) because of production of the 4-yearly AMS.  KP recalled that the issue of 
timetables and how to deal with LAAs had been discussed many times previously and that the 
SWAWP had previously produced its own protocol (prior to the POS Guidance) about this. (*A draft 
of this protocol has since been supplied by GR and a copy is attached to these minutes). 

KP suggested it might be worth checking where each Council had got to with distribution of their 
annual surveys (for 2015) and it transpired that both Gloucestershire County Council and Devon 
County Council had sent out their surveys but that none of the other Councils had yet done so.  A 



request was made by North Somerset Council for a copy of the blank forms which other Councils use 
and KP advised that he would be able to supply JW with a copy for appending to the minutes. 

KH commented that the MPA can assist with chasing up operators if they are slow or fail to respond 
to the surveys and that individual Councils should advise the secretary if this is the case.  

7. Update on SW LAAs 

Devon LAA 2015 

AH introduced the draft Devon LAA, a revised version of which had been circulated prior to the 
meeting incorporating minor amendments suggested by JW and making reference to the 
Memorandum of Understanding signed by Devon, Cornwall and Somerset Councils.  AH advised that 
the LAA was broadly similar to previous years but highlighted that the sand and gravel landbank is 
reducing and that this is an issue that needs to be addressed in the Minerals Plan.  For the first time, 
the 3 year sales’ average for crushed rock has exceeded the 10 year average.  This does not generate 
an urgent issue as there is currently a large crushed rock landbank.  However, it is something that 
needs to be borne in mind.  Two new sand and gravel sites have been proposed within the Minerals 
Plan which is itself due to be submitted shortly (3 weeks’ time). 

JW read out a comment from GR previously emailed to JW comprising Somerset’s response to the 
Devon LAA.  KH advised that the MPA response would be sent shortly and that it was largely positive 
but did question the reliability of figures relating to secondary aggregate data.   

AH responded that the secondary aggregate data was accurate because it was received direct from 
operators.  Recycled aggregate data was not so certain because it was based on returns from only 
40% of operators and there was therefore an element of guesswork involved.  KH nonetheless 
maintained that the situation in Devon which indicates a decrease in recycled and secondary 
aggregate does not reflect the national situation which suggests an increase in these resources.  
However, KH acknowledged that Devon may be more robust than other Councils in the country at 
collecting data as it is not always collected in a consistent manner. 

AH added that there has been some uncertainty regarding the definition of secondary aggregates as 
these are sometimes classed as primary depending on how they are extracted.  

KH expressed concern at how the data contained within LAAs is used further down the line as, for 
example, landbanks should not be used as a basis for development management policies. 

JP congratulated AH on the draft Devon LAA commenting that it clearly sets out the position within 
Devon. 

KP discussed the process for commenting on members’ LAAs and it was agreed that initial comments 
should be sent to the secretary for collation before being re-circulated to members (excluding the 
drafting Council) in order to agree a final collective response from the AWP which would then be 
sent to the drafting Council.  (Note that this would not prevent members from communicating 
directly with adjacent MPAs as required). 

 



Somerset LAA 2015 

GR introduced the draft Somerset LAA 2015 and circulated an amended section 7 of the draft LAA to 
those present, including slightly revised sales figures.  He committed to circulating a new version of 
the LAA, incorporating these changes, to the AWP (via the Technical Secretary) within a few days of 
the meeting.  GR highlighted that sales of crushed rock in Somerset had significantly increased in 
2014 compared with 2013.  He referred to the Memorandum of Understanding entered into with 
Devon and Cornwall Councils on sand and gravel. 

GR acknowledged the issue surrounding the re-classification of secondary aggregates as primary 
with the resultant liability for the Aggregates Levy.  He pointed out that Somerset had a separate 
landbank for high PSV and commented that more work was being undertaken on recycled and waste 
planning policy following adoption of the Somerset Minerals Plan in 2015. 

JP referred to section 7.5 of the draft LAA (as amended) which refers to a recent reassessment of the 
landbank reserve of high psv Silurian Andesite reducing it from approximately 8 million tonnes down 
to c. 4 million tonnes.  JP questioned whether the operator was happy with the publication of this 
level of detail and GR confirmed that the operator was aware of the wording.   

JW advised that she had found a number of typographs in the draft LAA but that she would run 
through these with GR outside the meeting. 

KH commented that the draft LAA was clear and concise.  With specific reference to paragraph 6.15, 
KH noted that the annual proportion of sand and gravel to crushed rock is increasing such that it is 
not just anticipated demand but also the proportions against sand and gravel which are changing 
owing to Somerset’s strategic position within the region. 

With reference to paragraph 6.17, and Oxfordshire’s forecast reduced reliance on imports from 
Somerset and Gloucestershire in future years, KH commented that Oxfordshire’s current import of 
aggregates is not significant anyway. 

KP commented with reference to paragraphs 6.16 and 6.17 that it would be beneficial to have the 
next set of LAAs from around the region in order to see the overall picture of imports and exports 
and to ascertain what level of sand and gravel can replace crushed rock. 

Others 

HT on behalf of Wiltshire commented that there were no plans to review mineral and waste plans at 
the moment, not least because Wiltshire had lost another 3 officers this year.  (*HT subsequently 
emailed an update to JW advising that Tracy Smith had filled the vacancy left by Geoff Winslow’s 
departure; that Wiltshire had not yet commenced work on its LAA but that this was in hand and that 
letters for the AWP survey should be going out very soon). 

Other Councils then provided updates as to progress on their LAAs (for the period to 2014) as 
follows: 

EI-W advised that Cornwall’s draft LAA covering the period to 2014 should be circulated in April and 
should be closely followed by the draft covering the period to 2015.  Focus was currently on the 
Local Plan consultation. 



PA advised (on behalf of North Somerset Council and South Gloucestershire Council) that the 2014 
data for the West of England LAA was currently being updated and that the next LAA covering the 
period to 2015 should therefore be ready by mid-year. 

RD advised that Gloucestershire County Council is working on its 4th LAA based on data to 2014 and 
that it is presently auditing the data to ensure accuracy and correlation with the AM survey returns.  
The intention is to circulate a draft LAA in April.  Production of a 5th LAA will commence later in the 
year with the intention of a draft towards the end of 2016 / early 2017. 

TB advised that data is still awaited for the Dorset LAA (to 2014) particularly in relation to recycled 
aggregates but it is hoped to circulate a draft in March or April.  TB also commented that it was 
hoped to obtain 2015 data very soon thereafter in order to get the timetable back on track. (Note 
that Dorset LAA also covers Bournemouth and Poole). 

8. Referred LAAs 

DP advised that the Hampshire LAA 2015 had been adopted on 1 January 2016 and that late 
comments would be taken into account in the 2016 update.  The deadline for the West Berkshire 
LAA had also passed and it was therefore not proposed to spend any time discussing these. 

RD commented that, in any event, Gloucestershire’s usual course of action was to liaise directly with 
other MPAs on their LAAs and that comments were sent to the AWP out of courtesy to support any 
formal submission on behalf of the AWP if this were deemed necessary as part of a ‘strategic-scale’ 
response. 

KH suggested that if the AWP was approached directly by neighbouring MPAs asking for comments 
on their draft LAAs, then it would be sensible to circulate these to members but to advise that it was 
not intended to respond on behalf of the AWP unless members so requested.   

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

It was noted that this item had been addressed by EM in his introduction reported under item 3, 
above, namely that surveys for the AMS 2014 had already been completed by BGS and that BGS is 
now reviewing any discrepancies.  The Survey should be ready by the end of March. 

10. SWAWP Annual Report 2015 

DP explained that, following discussion with EM and owing to the hiatus in running the AWPs, the 
next report would cover the period to 2014 (ie there would be no report for the period ending in 
2013).  GR suggested that the report should have 2014 in its title rather than 2015 to make it clear 
that it covered the period to 2014.   

JW commented that production of the report would commence shortly; however, it was dependent 
on receipt of the various LAAs discussed above and publication was therefore not likely for some 
time.   

KP queried the duration of David Jarvis Associates’ contract as Technical Secretariat and EM advised 
that this was confirmed for two more financial years assuming that the Secretary of State’s decision 
in mid-February is favourable. 



11. Duty to Cooperate: Crushed rock provision in Worcestershire 

DP introduced this item and commented that it appeared the AWP was being used as a “postbag” in 
this instance and that he thought that individual authorities should liaise directly with 
Worcestershire, if they so wish, specifically regarding the request for Council Member approval in 
relation to the Duty to Co-operate.  DP added that any AWP response should be kept completely 
separate.   

This approach was endorsed by members and KH suggested that it would be prudent to re-circulate 
the documents and to advise members that the AWP would be responding on the basis of no 
comments unless members requested otherwise. 

12. AOB 

No comments were received on the Marine Aggregates: Capability and Portfolio 2015 previously 
circulated to members. 

KP questioned the suggestion that once these draft minutes were circulated (due within two weeks 
of today’s meeting) that they should be displayed on member websites.  EM explained that the 
reason for this was to ensure that the minutes would be available within the public domain but that 
it was at member discretion.  It was agreed that the minutes would be uploaded onto Somerset 
County Council’s website in due course as it seemed sensible for the chair authority to do this. 

KH drew attention to two forthcoming events – the MPA / RTPI Conference scheduled for 18 May 
2016 in London; and the EU Minatura – Preserving Access to Mineral Resources scheduled for 7 
March 2016.  KH thought that this event may be relevant for those interested in safeguarding 
minerals.   

KH also pointed out that this was to be his last meeting of the SWAWP as he is retiring after 25 years 
as a member of the AWP.  He would be replaced by David Payne.  Congratulations and thanks were 
extended to KH by GR on behalf of those present and this was endorsed by a round of applause. 

GR questioned the role of the National Aggregate Co-ordinating Group and EM acknowledged that 
DCLG has been intending to call a meeting of this Group but as yet has not done so. 

13. DONM 

Given the uncertainty surrounding the future of AWPs until the Secretary of State’s decision is 
announced in February, it was agreed that the date of the next meeting should remain to be 
confirmed.  However, a mid-year meeting may ultimately be sensible to discuss 2014 data whilst an 
end of year meeting may be used to discuss 2015 data.  Should the decision in February be negative, 
then an urgent meeting in March may be necessary. 

The meeting closed at 12.40pm. 


