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Chapter 3 Minerals
In paragraphs 3.1 and 3.9 the text refers to ‘regional targets for aggregates…production’. This is a misunderstanding.  Nowhere in MPS1 or in the RSS is the term used of mineral production. Indeed, it could not be since the actual production will be a function of commercial activity in an area and this will vary over time. The sub regional apportionment is expressed as a total tonnage over the indicative period. This can be averaged out by dividing by the numbers of years in the period and such a yearly figure will be used to calculate the landbank, but it is not a target production level, or a maximum production ceiling. The text should be amended to reflect this and we suggest that the phrase could be substituted by reference to ‘sub regional apportionment’. 
Paragraph 3.3 refers to ‘excessive importation’ of aggregates. We are not sure what you mean by this. The West Yorkshire sub region has probably always been a net importer of aggregates and there is nothing unusual about large urban areas being so. Imports might only be described as excessive if the mpas were not observing their responsibilities to provide for local aggregates production. 
Safeguarding Mineral Sites

Paragraphs 3.6, 3.7 and 3.10 and the ensuing preferred Policy Positions 1 and 2 on mineral safeguarding Areas and Sites are entirely inadequate. The BGS report ‘A Guide to Mineral Safeguarding in England’ published in 2007 seeks to provide advice which facilitates the implementation of national policy set out in MPS1 paragraphs 10 and 13. 

The text appears to misunderstand the application of the BGS recommendations about mineral safeguarding and confuses mineral resources with reserves. 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 indicates that safeguarding is only intended for permitted reserves (‘existing mineral sites’) which is contrary to the intention of the BGS guidance to safeguard all mineral resources of economic importance. The guidance makes it clear that the mapped geological resource should be safeguarded, which in an area like Leeds with limited and constrained sand and gravel resources will need to include identification within landscape designations and urban areas.  Other minerals may need a modified approach in view of the extent of the resource but the Council should include all minerals that are of economic importance. This will include sandstone and limestone resources. The Council should carry out a consultation exercise with the industry to refine the areas of mineral deposits that need to be safeguarded, not for the plan period but for the longer term. It would then be open for the Mapbook sites to be included within that Safeguarding Area as identified sites of proven mineral reserves and provision for mineral related activities. 
Paragraph 3.9 indicates the current uncertainty over the sub regional apportionment which is under review. This should not be used as an excuse for inaction. The correct approach will be for the Council to proceed with the LDF on the basis of the current sub regional apportionment set out in Table 10.1 of the RSS until such time as this is changed. It would be good practice in our view, for the Council to make contingency plans for a higher apportionment should this become a reality. 

Paragraphs 3.11-3.14 and Preferred Policy Position 3 Minerals

We are very disappointed that the Council does not appear willing to address the severe shortfall in sand and gravel provision. The results of the 2008 AM survey (set out in the 2009 RAWP report) indicates that at the end of 2008 there was a one year landbank for sand and gravel in West Yorkshire and only one operating pit, in Leeds, which has limited remaining reserves. Whilst the Council has identified one site for future sand and gravel production in Leeds this will, according to the UDP Review 2006 para 5.5.41, add 1.6 mt to the landbank, or 4.7 years (1.6/0.34mt). We understand that the timeframe for the DPD is for 15 years, in which case there is a substantial shortfall in identified provision, which the DPD appears not to address.
MPS1 paragraph 15 advises that local authorities should, “identify sites, preferred areas and/or areas of search, having taken account of environmental considerations, to provide greater certainty of where future sustainable mineral working will take place;” This is backed up by guidance in the MPS1 Practice Guide which further advises of the importance of identifying Specific Sites or Preferred Areas. Areas of Search are to be reserved for circumstances “where knowledge of mineral resources may be less certain…” (para 41), which is not the case in Leeds where the sand and gravel resources are well known. Paragraph 42 is particularly relevant. This says, “It is not generally appropriate to identify only areas of search in a LDD because these provide less certainty of where development might take place. MPAs that choose this approach must fully justify it in their LDDs. In most cases sufficient specific sites and/or preferred areas should be identified, so that on adoption of a LDD, there is adequate provision to cover the LDD, if sufficient acceptable sites are known at that stage.” 
We therefore urge the Council to canvass industry for potential sites to allocate to meet the expected shortfall in sand and gravel provision, and not to rely on Areas of Search or criteria based policies, which do not accord with national policy and best practice guidance. 

Minerals Processing 
We find the Preferred Policy Position – Minerals 7 confusing in that although recycling is mentioned in the tile, it does not feature in the text box. This should be remedied. 
Sustainable Mineral Site Management 
Although we understand that waste management policy must move away from landfill, in the case of residual C&D waste and other inert wastes, once the potential for recycling has been exhausted, there remains a substantial requirement for landfill, which can most easily be accommodated in mineral excavations. The filling of mineral voids with inert wastes for the purposes of improving restoration is acknowledged as a beneficial use of such materials. We therefore urge the Council to recognise the strategic need to provide for inert waste void space in order to reduce the distance travelled by waste residues to final disposal and to improve quarry restoration. However, we also support the broad objective of encouraging biodiversity. 
Accordingly, we also support Preferred Policy Position – Waste 4: Providing Self Sufficiency for C&DE Waste as far as it goes, but would observe that self sufficiency involves providing for the disposal to landfill of residues after recycling. In view of our comments on the continued need to landfill inert waste residues, we cannot support the Council’s Preferred Policy Position – Waste 11: Landfill Disposal which advocates a presumption against new landfill provision within the LCC area.
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