
 

 

Information Classification: CONTROLLED 

Minutes of the meeting of the South West Aggregates Working Party held at Somerset County 

Council, Taunton on Monday 30th September 2019. 

 

Present 

Ellie Inglis-Woolcock (EI-W) Cornwall Council - Chair; 
Julia Webberley (JW) David Jarvis Associates Ltd - Secretary; 
David Pitt (DJP) David Jarvis Associates Ltd; 
Phil Anelay (PA) North Somerset Council; 
Trevor Badley (TB) Dorset Council; 
Rob Levenston (RL) South Gloucestershire Council; 
Lorraine Brooks (LB) Gloucestershire County Council; 
Christina Davey (CD) Devon County Council; 
Louise Martin (LM) Somerset County Council; 
John Penny (JP) Aggregate Industries UK Ltd. 
 
The meeting commenced at 11.00am. 
 

1. Introductions 
 
EI-W introduced the meeting.  Each attendee then introduced him or herself. 

2. Apologies 

Apologies were received from: 

Jason Day, Wiltshire Council; Debra Abraham of Bristol City Council (represented by Phil Anelay of 
North Somerset Council); Peter Andrew, Hills Quarry Products Ltd; Gary Staddon, Imerys Minerals 
Ltd; Andy Cadell, Tarmac; Abby Haines and Alex Curd of the MMO; David Payne, MPA (DP). 
 

3. Approval of minutes of last meeting of the SWAWP held on 10th September 2018 and 

matters arising 

Approval of the minutes was proposed by PA and seconded by RL.  In terms of matters arising, 

suggestions were invited again as to suitable wording to improve the existing Terms of Reference (as 

no suggestions had been received following issue of the last draft minutes).  It was noted that Amy 

Willcocks has now left the MMO and marine planning in the south west will now be looked after by 

Alex Curd.  It was agreed that the other matters arising would be dealt with under the relevant items 

on the agenda. 

4. AWP contracts and other matters arising in connection with MHCLG/ NCG  

JW confirmed that secretariat contracts had been extended for one year until March 2020. 

JP relayed an update from DP to the effect that the MPA met with the MHCLG minerals team (Lonek 

Wojtelewicz and Sara Lewis, together with Simon Gallagher) in July.  MHCLG sees the value of MASS 

and is considering a review of the Guidelines, although a case will need to be made for this and 

funding secured from Ministers.  However, it is acknowledged that any Guidelines would need to be 

‘owned’ by government to be given any weight.  The MPA continues to liaise with MHCLG over 

factors and data to consider.   
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The four-yearly Aggregate Minerals survey will be undertaken and published in 2020 reporting on 

2019 data.  LB added that she had recently attended a minerals steering group on behalf of the 

Planning Officers Society (POS) to discuss a potential change in the way data is collected for the 

survey. 

5. Update on SW LAAs to 2017 plus review of LAA guidance recently presented to SEEAWP 

meeting. 

The attached table shows the status of the SW LAAs as at September 2019.  Work continues on 

preparation of the Somerset and West of England LAAs for 2017.  The lack of any LAA for Wiltshire 

was noted at the meeting. 

In the absence of DP, JP kindly introduced the SEEAWP guidance and ran through some points raised 

by DP as follows: 

The guidance makes it clear that simply using the 10 year average to set the LAA rate does not 

‘forecast future demand’ which NPPF 2018/2019 (para 207) now requires.  The guidance refers to 

the MPA’s scenarios of regional profiles as helpful to provide a steer in the absence of anything else 

ie updated Guidelines.  It points to various things LAAs need to consider (economic forecasts, 

housing, infrastructure) but doesn’t say how they should do this - so it remains uncertain how 

effective it will be as, not surprisingly, authorities are struggling to factor these in to ‘forecasts of 

demand’.   

Other things the guidance encourages are: 

• consideration of capacity to supply (rather than only landbanks);  
• timetable for AWPs to receive and consider LAAs and AM report (autumn rather than the 

current end of June deadline); and 
• presentation - including a simple ‘dashboard’ to illustrate trends consistently and simply. 

The meeting commented that it would be interesting to see how this guidance is implemented by 

mineral planning authorities in the south east and then a view taken as to whether the SWAWP 

should adopt a similar guidance note. 

6. SWAWP annual report 2017. 

JW advised that the annual report for 2017 had been prepared as far as possible but could not be 

completed in the absence of data awaited from Somerset County Council.  LM advised that the data 

had finally been received from operators but not yet reviewed.  LM hoped that this review could be 

undertaken soon and final data then supplied to JW.  The meeting acknowledged that Somerset 

County Council is seriously under-resourced and LM is doing her best in the circumstances. 

JW noted again that most, if not all, of the other AWPs are a year ahead of the SWAWP in terms of 

production of the annual reports and that MHCLG has concerns about this.  JW advised that the 

annual report is required to include an annual assessment of the overall demand and supply of 

aggregates in the region taking into account LAAs and the national and sub-national guidelines.  The 

SWAWP therefore appears to be doing things in the correct order because we try and wait to receive 

completed LAAs before finalising the report.   
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Attendees reiterated that it was difficult to obtain the relevant up to date data in good time from 

the operators and that sometimes it was difficult even to ascertain whom they were supposed to 

contact to supply the data.  It was suggested that it might be useful if the secretary were to maintain 

a list of specific contacts for this purpose.  JP will liaise with DP to see if this would be possible from 

a data protection point of view.   

JW will make contact with one or two other secretaries from across the regions to see how they 

collect their data. 

7. Statements of Common Ground – a protocol for how these should be dealt with? 

EI-W noted that there is no protocol for how we respond to SoCGs.  It is often still not clear whether 

JW is being consulted in her capacity as technical secretary for the SWAWP, or in some other 

capacity. 

The current approach to SoCGs is that JW will, first of all, try and secure confirmation as to the exact 

wording of what the SWAWP is being asked to sign up to, where this is not already apparent.  JW will 

then circulate the SoCG to members seeking comments and these will then be considered by EI-W 

and JW to see if they constitute a reason not to sign.   

As a matter of practice the meeting agreed, as previously, that if a consensus could not be reached 

on the content of an SoCG via email consultation, it would usually be referred for discussion at an 

AWP meeting and signing delayed until agreement could be reached. 

However, if an urgent response were required, it might be possible to take a vote on whether the 

SWAWP should sign up to the SoCG via email.  It would be important to ensure that only one vote 

would be allowed per authority / industry member. 

The meeting also agreed that unless unanimous agreement were reached as to signing up to the 

SoCG, then a letter would need to be sent with the SoCG expressing the view of the dissenters.  A 

letter would also be sent in the event that the consensus was not to sign at all.   

EI-W commented that it would be useful if the authorities which are most local to that which is 

circulating its SoCG could give an indication to other SWAWP members as to whether they are 

content with the SoCG.   

LM advised that she had recently been asked by West Berkshire whether the SWAWP should be a 

signatory to its SoCG.  LM had responded that it should be on the basis that exports of crushed rock 

from Somerset are involved.  A copy of the SoCG is now awaited from West Berkshire. 

JP relayed the following comments from DP in relation to a SoCG issue which had arisen in the south 

east: 

In the south east, soft sand is a controversial issue and industry did not agree that the AWP (as an 

entity including industry reps) could sign up to the SoCG produced only by the planning authorities 

and making claims about inter-authority supply that were not justified or evidenced.  Therefore, it 

was agreed that the AWP could only sign if the minutes of the AWP meeting to consider the SoCG, 

which recorded industry views, were attached and the signature caveated referring to the 

minutes.  The minutes of the June SEEAWP meeting state: 
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“It was agreed that SEEAWP would be a signatory to the SoCG on the basis outlined by the Chair at 

the Meeting that the areas of concern of some representatives are reported in the SoCG, and that the 

SoCG includes the Minutes of the April and June SEEAWP Meetings”.  

8. Any other business 

 

a) EI-W noted that three documents were currently in circulation to SWAWP members for 

comment, namely the Dartmoor Local Plan, the Isles of Scilly SoCG and Gloucestershire’s 

LAA for 2017. 

b) LB advised that GCC had completed the main modification consultation to the emerging 

Minerals Local Plan and was in the process of submitting comments raised to the Inspector.  

GCC would commence consultation next week on a revised Statement of Community 

Involvement. 

c) TB advised that Dorset’s Joint Mineral Sites Plan had been found sound and that the Council 

was now seeking approval for its adoption. 

 

9. Date and venue of next meeting 

It is proposed that the next meeting of the SWAWP be held in March 2020 by which time it should 

be clear whether funding for continued secretariat services is available.  The meeting will be held in 

Taunton.  Dates will be circulated in due course. 

The meeting closed at 12.00 noon. 


