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Dear Mr J. McKewon
Durham County Council Local Development Framework – Mineral Safeguarding Consultation
Thank you for consulting the MPA (Mineral Products Association) in respect of the Mineral Safeguarding Report consultation.

The Mineral Products Association is the principal trade association representing the quarrying industry in Great Britain. Our members represent 100% of GB cement production, 90% of GB aggregates production and 95% of GB asphalt and ready-mixed concrete production. They are also responsible for producing important industrial materials such as silica sand, agricultural and industrial lime and mortar.

Having reviewed the document we have the following comments to make.

General

Minerals Safeguarding Areas are a formal designation and should be referred to in this way, not minerals safeguarding areas as written at several points throughout this document.

Question 1

Yes the MPA agrees with the principles of this approach.

Paragraph 4.3

The concept of mineral safeguarding is built on a precautionary approach to the conservation of irreplaceable resources. Mineral Safeguarding Areas (MSAs) should be broadly identified and it is then up to consultees to dispute those areas or boundaries if they disagree. The MPA would questions why the Planning Authority is trying to refine actual boundaries, nothing has to be certain.

Question 2

There should only be one designation of Mineral Safeguarding Area and no buffer zones, otherwise it will cause confusion. It is for the council to judge and make a decision on what area is most appropriate to ensure the mineral resource concerned is not sterilised.

Question 3 

Option D is the only option in line with national policy. The Council should note that there is no absolute presumption against mineral working in designated areas. Resources should still be safeguarded in designated areas if they are, or may become of economic importance within the foreseeable future. 
Question 4 

MSAs should not be defined for old mineral sites that have been worked out. MPAs do however have a duty to safeguard proven mineral resources and so if there are unworked resources at old sites they will require safeguarding.

Question 5 

No comment.

Question 6 

No comment.

Question 7

Option A.  If Planning Authorities are faced with widespread resources they must make a judgement about what might be required in the foreseeable future and safeguard those resources. It is up to the Planning Authority to justify why they are or not safeguarding particular areas. 

Question 8

Option A.  If Planning Authorities are faced with widespread resources they must make a judgement about what might be required in the foreseeable future and safeguard those resources. It is up to the Planning Authority to justify why they are or not safeguarding particular areas. 

Question 9

Option A.  If Planning Authorities are faced with widespread resources they must make a judgement about what might be required in the foreseeable future and safeguard those resources. It is up to the Planning Authority to justify why they are/not safeguarding particular areas. 

Question 10

Option A.  If Planning Authorities are faced with widespread resources they must make a judgement about what might be required in the foreseeable future and safeguard those resources. It is up to the Planning Authority to justify why they are/not safeguarding particular areas. 

Question 11 

Yes the MPA agrees with the principles of this approach provided that ‘accessible depths’ is clearly defined.

Question 12 

Option A.

Question 13 

No comment.

Question 14 

No comment.

Question 15 

No comment.

Question 16 

a) Yes

b) No comment.

Question 17 

It is for the Planning Authority to make a judgement about what transport facilities might be required in the future and justify why they are or not safeguarding those particular sites. The port of Seaham is not currently used for the bulk transport of minerals, but it may be needed in the future and therefore should be safeguarded in line with MPS1, paragraph 13.

Question 18, 19 and 20 

Many of the facilities listed are relatively footloose and will be protected by their planning permission. It is mainly the transport infrastructure elements that need safeguarding.
Yours sincerely 
Andrew Bromley 

Planning Officer
