
East Sussex Waste and Minerals Core Strategy Preferred Strategy 
Representations by the Mineral Products Association 

Introduction 

Thank you for consulting the MPA (Mineral Products Association) in respect of the Waste and Minerals Core Strategy Preferred Strategy consultation and for allowing a late response, which has been occasioned by staff shortages in the MPA. 

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.
Chapter 2 Context 
Table 8

The Association made representations and gave attendance at the EiP in respect of the South East RSS Review of Policy M3 in 2009 with the argument that the proposed Guideline figure and its subsequent sub regional apportionment for the region was contrary to national policy. The Panel’s report rejected the Assembly’s arguments for 9.01 mtpa for the region with an apportionment for East Sussex of 0.07 mtpa, and has recommended a higher figure of 11.12 mtpa (178 mt) for the period 2005-2020, with an apportionment for East Sussex of 0.1 mtpa. 

The Association’s view continues to be that the Regional Guideline for Aggregates Provision for the South East of 195 mt of land-won sand and gravel for the period 2005-2020, which equates to an annual average of 12.18 mt is an appropriate figure for the South East, with an appropriate apportionment for East Sussex to be determined in due course in consultation with SEERAWP. 
Notwithstanding the Panel’s recommendation the correct position for the East Sussex Waste and Minerals Core Strategy should be for the authorities to assume that the current sub regional apportionment figures continue to apply until such time as these figures are revised by government. 

It is also appropriate to reiterate that the apportionment figure is for forward planning purposes and represents a minimum of provision. There is no reason why permissions which would take production above this figure should not be given if the operators are able to demonstrate that sites can be worked acceptably. Nor is there any reason why allocations above the apportionment figure should not be made especially if the apportionment is small and the provision makes a logical planning unit. 

Para 2.59

The text appears to imply that alternatives to the road transport of mineral is only required locally within the administrative boundary once it is extracted or landed. However, the reason for safeguarding and permitting rail depots and wharves is to facilitate the regional supply policy which allows for direct long distance imports of certain types of material to the county by rail. This possibility should also be mentioned. 

Spatial Objectives 
SO2 

We suggest that an objective to achieve the prudent and efficient use of minerals can only be attained by the implementation of the government’s lean construction policy. At the very least the text should make clear that the responsibility for implementation is on the developer and not the mineral supplier. 

SO4

Minimising the use of natural resources is not a part of national or regional policy for minerals. No mention of it can be found in the relevant documents. Rather, the production of minerals and their management is part of the Managed Aggregates Supply System (MASS), which seeks to meet forecast demand once sustainability objectives have been taken into account. The indicative provision of aggregates in this system represents the minimum necessary to achieve sustainable development nationally and regionally. For the Councils to go further than this without demonstration is to discredit the system. Therefore, the Councils will need to justify their stance if it is decided to pursue it any further. We also suggest that such an objective might be in conflict with SO2. 

SO5

We do not know what “manage…at an appropriate scale” means. Please clarify. We also suggest that the encouragement to local communities to take responsibility for the waste they create should also be extended to include the responsibility for the minerals they need.
Issue M1 - the need to adopt a sustainable, efficient, hierarchical approach to managing and using minerals where practicable in East Sussex and Brighton & Hove
Para 15.1 – the statements about the consumption of the ‘more sustainable’ non-primary materials need to be more nuanced. Non-primary materials depend on a ready supply of primary consumption for their existence and the environmental impact of secondary and recycled aggregates production can be as great, if not greater than primary production. In such circumstances, non-primary production cannot be described as more sustainable. 
There also appears to be a misunderstanding of national policy in this section. It is national policy as set out in MPS1 paras 15 and 18 to aim to source mineral supplies indigenously, before considering the extraction of primary materials, take account of the contribution that substitute or recycled materials, mineral products and marine dredged aggregates can make to supply, maximise the potential for minerals waste to be used for recycling or in-site restoration and ensure, so far as practicable, the use of acceptable substitute or recycled materials in place of primary minerals.
MPS Annex1 para 2.1 then lists three ancillary policy objectives for aggregates - 

· to encourage the use, where practicable, of alternative aggregates in preference to primary aggregate;
· to encourage the supply of marine-dredged sand and gravel to the extent that environmentally acceptable sources can be identified and exploited, within the principles of sustainable development;
· to make provision for the remainder of supply to be met from land-won sand and gravel and crushed rock.
The hierarchical approach advocated by the text takes place at the national level where regional apportionments of primary materials are made following consideration of alternative supplies. From this, the sub regional apportionments are made by regions and local authorities are obligated to provide for their apportionments unless testing in LDDs shows that this is impracticable. At the same time local authorities are to encourage the supply of alternative materials by permitting acceptable applications for production and distribution facilities, leaving the actual pattern of consumption to commercial forces. The local authorities can also promote the greater use (rather than just supply) of alternatives aggregates by changes to public contract specifications, plus planning control of private development aggregates use. 
It is not, on this analysis, open to local authorities to restrict the supply of primary materials beyond the sub regional apportionment because it has provided sufficient facilities for alternative materials. Nor is it open to require operators to demonstrate “need for primary materials over secondary materials”. This is because the sub regional apportionment of primary aggregates is by definition, needed. If further provision of secondary materials is achieved, this should be factored into the next round of guidelines for aggregates provision nationally.   

Thus the options in this section are misconceived, in particular M1b. We suggest that it should be rephrased, “Promote, where practicable, secondary and recycled materials and provide primary aggregates materials to at least the level of the sub regional apportionment, and for other minerals to meet regional requirements.” 
Policy CS9 can also be redrafted as follows, 

CS9 Sustainable and efficient management and use of mineral sin East Sussex and Brighton & Hove
Promote, where practicable secondary and recycled alternatives to primary materials, by:

1. No change.
2. Allocate sufficient sites for the provision of the apportionment of primary aggregates in accordance with national and regional policy.
3. Allocating sufficient production of other minerals to meet regional requirements. 
Issue M2 – Mineral Resources, wharf and rail facilities need to be safeguarded
In paragraph 16.5 the description of all movement of aggregates into/out of and within East Sussex by road would appear to contradict statements made in other parts of the document, particularly paragraph 17.2.

The text appears to misunderstand the application of the BGS recommendations about mineral safeguarding and confuses mineral resources with reserves, and MSAs with MCAs. In this respect we would direct you to the IMM Reporting Code which defines the differences between mineral resources and reserves. In brief, resources are deposits of economic minerals and may be inferred, indicated (say, by mapping) or measured. Reserves are a subset of indicated and measured resources which are modified by economic, marketing, legal, environmental, social and governmental factors into probable or proven reserves. In common usage, resources are deposits that do not have permission to work whereas reserves benefit from planning permission. 
The text (para 16.7) indicates that safeguarding is only intended for permitted reserves and for areas around them which is contrary to the intention of the BGS guidance to safeguard all mineral resources of economic importance. Whilst we realise that the approach tries to implement regional policy, it ignores the BGS guidance, with which it should be consistent. The guidance makes it clear that the mapped geological resource should be safeguarded, which in a county like East Sussex with limited sand and gravel resources may include identification within landscape designations and urban areas.  Chalk may need a modified approach in view of the extent of the resource. Mineral Consultation Areas can additionally assist in collaboration between district and county authorities, and will be the most suitable vehicle for safeguarding non-extractive resources such as depots and wharves. 
Policy CS10a – Safeguarding of mineral resources
This policy should therefore be amended to reflect the true relationship between MSAs and MCAs as follows, 
Replace current text with; “Mineral Safeguarding Areas will be defined around all deposits of sand, gravel and chalk, gypsum, brickclay, etc that are considered of current and future economic importance.” 
Policy CS10b – Safeguarding of wharf and rail facilities
This policy is on safer ground in identifying sites. However, it is not clear from the text whether these are existing or potential sites, or both. Ideally, the Core Strategy should contain a commitment to safeguard all potential and existing sites for wharves and rail depots in view of the limited number of such facilities and their locational constraints. 

Issue M3 – the need for a timely supply of minerals to meet national and regional and local demand 
In view of the uncertainty which currently applies to local apportionments for land won aggregates caused by the review of regional policy M3 and the Panel’s report, the figures and conclusions reached under this issue will need to be revisited once the government has confirmed the appropriate regional apportionment and the regional planning body has reapportioned sub regional commitments.  We also understand that more up to date information from the Association’s members will also need to be factored into the revised calculations. 
We would like to reiterate that the policy should make provision for the apportionment even should that mean the allocation of additional sites, and contain a commitment to maintain a seven year landbank of sand and gravel. In this respect, policy CS11a will need to be reviewed in the light of new information. 
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