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Dear Sirs
West Midlands Regional Assembly WMRSS Phase Three Options Consultation 
Thank you for consulting the MPA (Mineral Products Association) in respect of the West Midlands Regional Spatial Strategy Phase Three Options 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 comment on the consultation

The consultation has not been dealt with properly from a procedural perspective. The RAWP advises the Regional Assembly on aggregates matters. The proposed consultation document should have been referred to the RAWP before it was published. The RAWP is now only able to comment at the same time as members of the public. It will undermine RAWP members own credibility if there are any fundamental objections to the options that have been published.

Comments on the document itself 

1.1 Page 99 (d) – Sterilisation of nationally important minerals must also be avoided.

1.2. Page 99 (g) – Referring potential sterilisation cases to the RPB is a positive approach that is supported.

1.3. Page 99 – Monitoring arrangements should include the number of cases where the Mineral Planning Authority responsible was not consulted but believe that they should have been and the outcome.

1.4. Page 99/101 – The reasons for leaving silica sand, cement making materials, gypsum, shale and coal out of the RSS safeguarding provision are not clear. The duty to define Mineral Safeguarding Areas comes about because of MPS1 policy (Para 13 and Para 9). MPS1 covers all minerals. One justification offered in the consultation document seems to be that they should be excluded because they are covered by specific MPGs that cover those materials and that those MPGs do not include the duty to safeguard.  

MPS1 applies to all minerals and so therefore does the duty to safeguard those that are or may become of economic importance in the foreseeable future.

1.5. Page 101/102 – Please note, whilst there is a duty to safeguard minerals infrastructure, it does not necessarily involve defining MSAs around them. The use of MSAs could be restricted to the mineral resources themselves. 

1.6. Page 106 – The National Guidelines have now been published including the Regional Totals shown in Table 4. 

Comments on the specific questions

Question M1 – Option 2. SUPPORTED. Option 2 is the only option offered which is consistent with national policy (MPS1, Paragraph 13). MPS1 applies to all minerals and so therefore does the duty to safeguard those that are or may become of economic importance in the foreseeable future. Option 1 should be avoided as it is a selective approach which is contrary to national policy.
Question M2 – NO. There is no justification provided for suggesting that Etruria marl should be given different treatment from any other mineral as far as safeguarding is concerned. It is over-complicating the issue. One suggestion is that the RSS policy sets out the suggested minerals to be safeguarded in the region. Mineral Planning Authorities should define MSAs around them but that task is for the MPAs to do, not the RPB. 

Question M3 – NO. All minerals that are or may become of economic importance in the foreseeable future should be safeguarded in line with national policy. It would over-complicate the issue and cause unnecessary confusion if there was a different approach to mineral safeguarding in urban and rural areas.
Question M4 – There should be no set threshold. MPAs should always be alerted and they should test (as transcribed into their individual DC planning policies as they see fit) whether or not proposed development would result in the sterilisation of a mineral resource. If it would then they should inform the planning authority dealing with the application that it must be refused unless…….(again according to the DC policies). What MPAs are trying to introduce is a system that avoids them having to use their discretion. They want a tick box/threshold method of dealing with the issue. A single dwelling inappropriately located can have a significant sterilising effect on a mineral resource and a large car park might not have any measurable effect.

Question M5 – Many of the facilities listed are relatively footloose. It is mainly the transport infrastructure elements that need safeguarding.

Question M6 – YES. There is no absolute presumption against mineral working in any of the areas mentioned. The status and boundaries of these areas are not fixed. The location of the mineral is. 

Question M7 – YES. Provided that the Regional Assembly is convinced that the coal deposit constitutes a resource, it must be included within an MSA in compliance with MPS1. It should not be treated differently from any other mineral resource. The RA should be exercising its discretion and judgment on this point. It is not a question for the public who are unlikely to have the requisite knowledge to make this decision.

Question M8 – No comment.

Question M9 – YES. It is in compliance with the National Guidelines

Question M10 – Option 1. SUPPORTED. This has worked in the past and is the generally accepted methodology nationally. It is unrealistic to think that sources of supply can be planned, developed and changed at the same pace as the position on sub-regional consumption of aggregates changes.

Option 2. NOT SUPPORTED. It is difficult to understand the issue as presented on “the changing position on functional sub-regions.” Nothing will change on the ground as far as aggregate need is concerned if lines are drawn in different places. This is very unclear for a public consultation question.

Option 3. NOT SUPPORTED.  This option is also difficult to follow. As far as planning to meet future requirements is concerned, the allocation of resources does not need to be that responsive. The practical solution to changing patterns of need (which have always existed) is to give industry the flexibility to supply from the most sustainable sources. Exercises undertaken in other regions to try to link the location of future supply more closely to the location of future need have not worked because there is no reliable proxy for future need. In addition without having any new methodologies in place it is difficult to make a judgement.

Question M11 – The use of alternatives to aggregates is not an issue for the RSS. The use of alternative aggregates might be but that issue is already addressed by the process which results in the production of the National Guidelines. There is no need for further incentives and most recyclable material is now used as a result of existing financial incentives.

Question M12 – See comments above at question M10. Existing Mineral Infrastructure is located on the basis of resource availability and environmental acceptability, combined with locations of need. Systems based on existing supply locations, modified by the RAWPs and tested by individual MPAs in producing their development plans, have proved successful in all English (and Welsh) regions for the last 30+ years. The answer is probably box 2 because it already takes into account box 4 and box 3. Patterns of housing and employment growth are not a reliable proxy for aggregate need. 
Question M13 – Existing sub-regions. It is impossible to accept the proposed new sub-regions without seeing how they will be implemented.     

Question M14 – No comment.

Question M15 – No comment.

Question M16 – No comment.

Question M17 – No comment.

Yours sincerely 
Andrew Bromley 

Planning Officer
