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Question 1

We currently support the proposed target (or 'apportionment') for sand and gravel supply in Hampshire of 1.62 million tonnes a year, and believe that planning should be based on that figure. Do you have any views on this?
MPA Comment 
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 and 1.62 mtpa for Hampshire and has recommended a higher figure of 11.12 mtpa (178 mt) for the period 2005-2020, with an apportionment for Hampshire of 2.05 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 Hampshire to be determined in due course in consultation with SEERAWP. 
Notwithstanding the Panel’s recommendation the correct position for the Hampshire Minerals and Waste 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. 
This means that any proposals for reducing the sub regional apportionment for Hampshire should follow the production of the Core Strategy where a reasoned justification can be made taking into account detailed local information.  
Question 2

There is a balance to be struck between protecting the environment and our quality of life, with the need to extract sand and gravel as near as possible to market areas (to reduce transport). Do you have any views on this?
MPA Comment
The authorities make the mistake of putting environmental protection / quality of life and the transport of minerals in opposition to each other when in reality they are integral parts of the same equation. The unnecessary expenditure of carbon miles in transporting vital minerals to market should be avoided in the interests of protecting the overall environment, and viewed as much as a part of local environmental considerations as landscape protection and residential amenity. In the case of crushed rock, long distance transport cannot be avoided because there is no such resource within the authorities’ areas. However, there is nothing more sustainable than a local gravel pit and the authorities should not shy away from realising their responsibilities under national supply policy which seeks to distribute the provision of aggregate materials equitably between regions. Not providing mineral on the basis that the local environment is too precious merely exports the problem and the burden to areas with equal claims to environmental preciousness. This is unsustainability in a nutshell. 
Question 3

Do you agree that new aggregate rail depots at Basingstoke and Micheldever are potentially required to meet future needs?
MPA Comment
The Association views all potential aggregate rail depots as needed. Because of their unique locational requirements the supply and availability of rail depots will always be finite. Indeed, it is probable that the total sum of potential sites has already been identified. Therefore, since there is little likelihood of any new sites emerging, it is imperative for the authorities to assume that all potential sites will be needed at some stage in the future and to secure their appropriate safeguarding.
Question 4

Do you agree with the statement that Hampshire has sufficient wharf capacity to import crushed rock and marine-dredged materials up to 2026 and that this needs to be monitored?

MPA Comment
The Association’s main concern is that existing capacity is not compromised by losses of facilities, and that there are no impediments to the establishment of further facilities should that be required. Although research indicates that total capacity is sufficient for the plan period, this must be predicated on the basis that facilities are not lost to other development and that there are a sufficient number of alternative sites available and appropriately safeguarded to meet any shortfall. Consideration of capacity should also take into account the type of mineral handled and its demand trends. 
Therefore, the authorities should only proceed on the assumption that wharf capacity is sufficient if existing and potential sites are safeguarded, that losses in sites should be made up through the supply of appropriate alternatives, which should also be similarly safeguarded, and that the situation is closely monitored. 

Question 5

Do you think some wharves and depots are more important than others and therefore require a greater level of protection?
MPA Comment
The Association believes that all wharves and depots are equally important in that they each contribute to the pattern of handling and supply which the consultation document correctly says is crucial to the aspirations of the authorities and the industry. We expect to see a robust and effective safeguarding regime in the Core Strategy. 
Question 6

Do you agree that a balance is required between regeneration and the need to protect wharves to ensure the sufficient supply of minerals?
MPA Comment
The unique locational requirements of wharves are seldom met and there is a finite supply of suitable sites with the necessary deep water access, road network, industrial location and operational space to accommodate the needs of aggregates landing and processing. This is not true of ‘attractive housing and/or shopping…’ uses which are footloose and can be accommodated anywhere. In such circumstances the balance between competing land uses should favour the ones with specific and unique requirements. The needs of aggregates wharves should take precedence.
Question 7

Do you have any views on the potential relocation of wharves to suitable alternative locations?
MPA Comment
Wharves should only be considered for redevelopment if there is a suitable and available alternative location. In other words, neither the authorities nor the industry can afford to lose wharf capacity through redevelopment.  
Question 8

We need to update our current planning policy which seeks to secure sustainable development. Do you have any views on how we should do this?
MPA Comment
Sustainable development policies should place more emphasis on the need to reduce travel. Aggregates are a bulk commodity which is best sourced as close to its point of use as possible. In this respect the use of local sand and gravel should take precedence over its substitution by imported crushed rock as much as possible. There will be instances where crushed rock or marine sand and gravel are the only products which are suitable for their intended use, but just as it makes sustainable sense to reuse waste aggregates as much as possible, so it is also good sense to use local primary materials as much as possible. 
Question 9

We need to update our current planning policy which seeks to protect nationally designated sites and their settings and European nature conservation designations. Do you have any views on how we should do this?
MPA Comment
No comments
Question 10

We need to update our current planning policy which informs decisions on sand and gravel proposals. Do you have any views on how we should do this?

MPA Comment
The Association would be happy to comment on Hampshire’s proposals when they appear in due course. 
Question 11

We need to include a new policy to inform decisions on wharf and rail depot proposals. Do you have any views on how we should do this?
MPA Comment
The Association would be happy to comment on Hampshire’s proposals when they appear in due course.
Question 12

We need to include a new policy specifying our approach to 'planning obligations' (i.e. the kind of things we would expect developers to contribute towards). Do you have any views on how we should do this?
MPA Comment
The Association has long advocated a strictly site specific application of planning obligations. That is, such obligations should be limited to the impact of a particular proposal on the wider environment. In this respect off site benefits should be linked to compensation for the loss of features on site, or to regulate activities, for which a planning agreement is the best way to secure control. 

Malcolm Ratcliff
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