
Lincolnshire Minerals and Waste Development Framework
Revised Issues and Options
Representations by the Mineral Products Association 

Introduction 

Thank you for consulting the MPA (Mineral Products Association) in respect of the Minerals and Waste Development Framework Revised Issues and Options 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.

Definition of sustainable development
On page 2 the document text states that “Minerals extracted from the ground are ‘non-renewable’ primary resources. This means that when they are used, they are lost as a resource for future generations”. In the case of minerals the term non-renewable means that these substances are only being renewed over geological timescales. However, all resources on this planet (except sunlight) are finite, and can therefore in theory be exhausted thereby denying access to future generations. In practice however, with the exception of fossil fuels and cementitious materials (i.e. those chemically altered by production or use), most ‘non-renewable’ minerals are not destroyed by use, and with efficient recycling, these materials can be “renewed” as the astonishing success of C&D recycling to aggregates attests over the last 15 years. 

For most non-renewable materials, supply has kept up with demand over the last century, new resources are continually being discovered, and new technologies increase the efficiency of mineral extraction and processing; hence, in the short to medium term, future generations are not being disadvantaged by our current usage. In fact, any difficulty in sourcing minerals lies not in resource depletion but in society’s application of planning constraints.  In particular, the fact that we currently value certain landscape and biological features of our environment over the minerals that lie beneath them, (which often give the features their distinctiveness in the first place) should not obscure the fact that the minerals are still there to be exploited at a later date should priorities change. In summary, with few exceptions, there is no shortage of mineral resources (particularly aggregates) in this country; only the availability of acceptably extractable minerals due to the extensive use of planning constraints. 
The Association feels that statements in public documents need to be carefully phrased to bring out the nuances of these distinctions. May we suggest that the submission documents contain an extended discussion on these matters that makes clear the relationship between the resource and our perception of it? 
Question 1
Draft Spatial Vision

The Draft Spatial Vision states, “Lincolnshire County Council will provide minerals and manage waste in the most sustainable ways possible and seek to protect Lincolnshire’s natural and built environment from the negative impacts of development, in particular The Wolds AONB and the Lincolnshire coastline; and by doing so contribute to vibrant communities.” 
We would prefer the vision to mention the positive benefits of mineral working along with the need to protect the environment. We suggest the following wording, “Lincolnshire County Council will provide a steady and adequate supply of minerals and manage waste in the most sustainable ways possible by balancing the economic, environmental and social benefits of mineral and waste development against the need to protect Lincolnshire’s natural and built environment from the negative impacts of development, in particular The Wolds AONB and the Lincolnshire coastline; and by doing so contribute to vibrant communities.” 

Question 3: Should Lincolnshire County Council have a specific policy preventing any future minerals or waste development within the AONB, apart from small scale building stone quarries? 
Landscape designations are not absolute constraints and any policy on the protection of AONBs should bear in mind national policy in PPS 7 paras 21-23. Proposals for working in designated areas should be treated on their merits and in accordance with national policy tests rather than face a blanket ban locally. 
Issue 1: Defining The Level Of Policy Protection For Lincolnshire’s Natural, Historic And Built Environment
Question 4: Apart from the AONB, should any of the above sites/features be subject to specific policy protection in the Core Strategy, or would they be better dealt with in the Development Management section?

The natural, historic and built environment is already the subject of a number of national policies for its protection and enhancement. Unless features are of strategic importance and likely to be the subject of mineral and waste proposals it would in our view, be more appropriate for local policies to be developed in a development management policies DPD, or for the County Council to rely on other parts of the development plan and bookmark a development management policies DPD to policies elsewhere, in order to avoid duplication. 
Question 5: Should Lincolnshire County Council have separate policies for each individual asset or could they be grouped into one or two overarching policies?

Brevity is always to be commended in local government policy documents (although sadly in our experience rarely encountered), and therefore the fewer policies, the better, which also makes things easier to understand. 
Issue 2: Meeting The Sub-Regional Apportionment (Future Provision)
Question 6: a) Do you agree that Lincolnshire should continue to use the 3 way sand and gravel production zones as shown on Figure 5? b) If not, should any other zones be used?

The split of policy into three production zones in Lincolnshire over the last twenty years has stood the county in good stead. The document is right to observe that the size of the county and the relative inaccessibility of much of the rural area mean that grouping production into one area would lead to unsustainable carbon miles and possible difficulties in meeting local needs. The current production zones all support their nearby major urban areas with the central production zone filling in the gaps. There is good reason to continue this arrangement especially since it spreads the burden of making provision around the county. The Association therefore recommends Option a). 
Question 7: a) Should Lincolnshire continue to aim to meet the sub-regional annual apportionment for sand and gravel? b) If not, what justification could be made for not meeting the apportionment?

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 MPS1 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 below the sub regional apportionment because it has provided sufficient facilities for alternative 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.   

The Association thus strongly recommends and advocates that Lincolnshire continues to meet its national and regional responsibilities in providing allocations up to the sub regional apportionment. 

Issue 3: Developing A Spatial Strategy For Future Mineral Extraction
Question 8: Which of the following options should be used for developing a Spatial Strategy for Aggregates?

· Option A: New sand and gravel aggregate sites (stand-alone or extensions) to be permitted only within areas based on the existing MLP areas of search.

· Option B: New aggregate sites (stand-alone or extensions) to be permitted in areas based on the existing MLP areas of search, plus the existing Limestone extraction areas.

· Option C: Allow new aggregate extraction in line with main economic growth areas of Lincoln, Grantham and Gainsborough and Newark and Peterborough (see Figure 8).

· Option D: New sand and gravel aggregate sites (stand-alone or extensions) to be permitted only within areas based on the sand and gravel resource maps.

· Option E: Allow working anywhere based on proven resources.

Although the MLP areas of search have served the county well, as acceptable resources become harder to find, and as resources are called upon to fulfill a more regional role, there is a need to examine other areas and therefore we would discount option A. In this respect, the most likely areas for future extraction will be extensions of existing sites, plus new sites where operators can find workable resources close to markets. Therefore, we believe the best fit option will be D followed by E if the spatial strategy is linked to the three production zones. Since the County Council does not envisage allocating any sites for limestone extraction we question the wisdom of Option B whilst Option C suffers from the drawback that workable resources may not exist around the growth areas. 
Issue 4: Safeguarding Minerals In Lincolnshire
Question 12: Which of the following options should be used for defining Mineral Safeguarding Areas?

Option A: Safeguard all mineral deposits by using BGS resource maps and guidance methodology.

Option B: Safeguard only those minerals that are considered to be of high quality or value.

Option C: Safeguard areas based on the existing MLP approach for mineral consultation areas.

The BGS guidance advocates using mapped resources backed up by more detailed information where it exists (Step 1), then making a decision about what minerals are or will be likely to become of economic importance (Step 2). We believe you should safeguard the deposits of all currently economic minerals and consult over any that may be likely to become economic in future.  Thereafter, you need to consult the industry over the area of resource that should be safeguarded. In some cases the resource is so limited that complete safeguarding of the whole deposit will be justified. For other minerals, the outcrop is so extensive that safeguarding around existing quarries and known resources would be all that is necessary.

Climate Change 
Question 21: How should the Council deal with Climate Change?

Option A: Rely solely on reducing the amounts of waste going to landfill.

Option B: Require minerals and waste operators to implement carbon–reduction schemes in all future developments.

Option C: Prepare a working Code of Practice for minerals and waste operations, which would include climate change measures

The Association recognises the need to adapt to climate change; indeed it cooperated fully in the Carbon Trust review of the industry and its Report produced by Boston Consulting Group in 2009. That report emphasised that energy saving measures would only be successful if the business case could be made out for improvement. It also recommended a gradual shift towards change given the capital intensive nature of many of the key action points. However, the summary in the consultation document is misleading to the extent that the coverage of aggregate stockpiles is only recommended for asphalt minerals which are heated during processing. This is unnecessary for say, concreting aggregates since water will be added during the concrete making process. 
We therefore must reject all of your options. Action to deal with climate change will be achieved at company level and our members will wish to roll out a strategy across all of their operations. If Lincolnshire takes action unilaterally there is a danger that this will be counter productive if it conflicts significantly with measures being advocated elsewhere. However, we would have no objection to a local requirement for operators to submit a Climate Change Statement with every planning application which would explain action being taken to reduce carbon, resource, energy and water use. 

Moreover, it seems likely that at some stage there will be government support for a strategy in the form of grants and low interest sustainable investment funds so that a national perspective will be realised. Finally, you do not mention that the largest single source of carbon emitted from the aggregates industry comes from transport (27%). In this respect, we are pleased to see the County Council’s advocacy of operations close to markets. There is nothing more sustainable than a local gravel pit. 
Question 22: What policies should the Council set in place to ensure that the maximum use is made of recycled/secondary aggregates?

Options: 
a) 
Require demolition sites to carry out on-site processes to produce recycled aggregates;

b) 
Promote the implementation of recycled/secondary aggregates facilities in quarries and locations close to urban centres (on industrial areas);

c) 
Promote maximum recycling to reduce demand for primary aggregate;

d) 
Combination of a), b) or c);

e) 
Do not have any specific policies on the promotion of recycled/secondary aggregates but rely on the workings of the market to improve their increased use.

Since it is national policy to encourage the production of secondary and recycled aggregates we have no objection to the promotion of recycling. Option a) may be difficult to implement in practice given that on-site recycling will only be economic for the larger sites, because of the quantities involved and the operational space required. Many sites will not only be too small for this but may also be more vulnerable to off site environmental effects of the recycling operation on nearby sensitive land uses. You will therefore need to rely more on option b). We believe that once the county has sufficient recycling facilities in operation, the proportion of aggregates recycled will inevitably increase. We have already alluded to the ways in which the County council may increase the use of recycled materials – through local government contract specifications and the requirement in planning permissions for development to use a certain proportion of recycled materials in construction subject to quality and performance considerations. 
Question 23
In what ways could the County reduce the transport impacts of mineral and waste developments?

Options

a) 
To reduce the length of vehicle trips, only consider new waste facilities in areas of the County which are close to/within the main centres of population/employment i.e. the source of waste;

b) 
Only allocate sites which provide direct access to the main arterial road network;

c) 
Endeavour to seek opportunities for non-road based transport modes;

d) 
Give priority to allocating sites that are close to minerals and waste markets;

e) 
Promote the use of other internal transportation systems e.g. conveyor belts and haul roads at mineral sites to reduce vehicle movements on the local highway network between extraction and processing plants;

We certainly favour option d) for minerals in that it will be the most sustainable solution to mineral development provided the mineral is there in the first place. Option b) is unrealistic in a large county like Lincolnshire with its limited strategic connections. Option c) is probably unrealistic for the same reasons. The county lies within economic road travel distance for roadstone from South Yorkshire, Nottinghamshire and Derbyshire, particularly for the Lincoln market. It is unlikely that a rail depot will be viable in such close proximity to major sources of roadstone. As the document rightly says, the positioning of sand and gravel operations along the Trent provides at least an opportunity for river transport out of the area. Option e) is always available. However, there can be distinct disadvantages to conveyors over dumptrucks despite the environmental advantages of the former. Conveyors are much more inflexible than road transport, they cannot be easily or quickly moved, they are power hungry, they are capital intensive, they require sometimes complicated land assembly (or at least wayleaves/licences), and they are vulnerable to breakdown and to vandalism. The choice of internal transport should be a balance between environmental and operational factors which is best decided on a case by case basis. Certainly, operators should be able to justify what mode they have proposed in planning applications. 
Question 24
Which of the following would you consider to be the most appropriate after-use for worked out quarries?

Options

a) 
Providing new/enhanced biodiversity options;

b) Ensuring the quality of the original landscape is retained/improved, including maximising opportunities to preserve/enhance geodiversity;

c) 
Recreational opportunities;

d) 
Agriculture, particularly if previously high grade, i.e. 1 & 2;

e) 
New woodland planting;

f) 
Have water bodies suitable for reservoir use – particularly when near ‘Growth Point’ areas;

g) 
Allow the most suitable after use which best fits in with the character of the area;

h) 
Combination of any of the above.

Many after use options are compatible with each other but some in your list need substantial qualification. Surely, for option b) we should now speak of landscape character rather than quality? Option c) may require a further planning permission but passive recreation is already a feature of most mineral restoration schemes. Option d) will be limited if the operator can only rely on on-site material. On many sites with a high water table and lack of inert fill available, this will not be possible. Ditto; option e). Option f) may conflict with airfield safeguarding as the document confirms. Option g) may be the most desirable and realistic option, but must be qualified by the requirements of the landowner and the need to have a long term economically sustainable after use, by the availability of fill material, by the level of the local water table, etc. As always, industry thrives on certainty. The Association commends the County Council to adopt a strategic approach to afteruse which enables the industry to plan for the long term and provides a positive investment environment in which operators and landowners are confident of security of mineral supply and can tailor their afteruse proposals accordingly.  
Question 25
As part of a policy to control impacts on local communities should the Council include ‘buffer zones’ to protect residential/neighbour amenity?

The Association has long campaigned not to have buffer zones defined in local plans. This is because of the inherent uncertainty in determining a zone in advance of detailed proposals for mineral working. Operators are adept at proposing imaginative ways in which to reduce or eliminate the adverse effects of working which may make set minimum buffer zones obsolete. In any event the impact of working on any nearby land use will depend on the equipment chosen, its location within the site, the intervening topography, the presence of screening vegetation, the construction of contoured screen bunds and natural topography, the depth of excavation, the management of the site, etc. Such things can only be determined in the light of a detailed EIA, not by standardised buffers. 
Question 26
a) Should the Council have separate policies for dealing with nationally protected sites and local sites?

b) Should the Council have just one policy to protect Lincolnshire’s Environmental Assets? Or should there be a suite of policies covering each asset?

a) Nationally protected sites are already adequately covered by policies at the national level and require no further reference in a local planning document. Local sites may require mention, but this should only be in the form of general principles that adverse effects should be avoided, and where they cannot be, that adequate compensatory measures are included in the development, or that the need for the development overrides the interest being protected. 
b) Again, brevity should be the aim and one policy usually suffices. We also commend the approach of some planning authorities to rely on policies in other parts of the development plan (i.e. RSSs and LDDs) to provide protection for environmental assets and to bookmark such references in a Development Management Policies DPD leaving the MWDF to concentrate on policies unique to its subject matter, such as development control test for planning considerations, planning obligations, energy recovery and restoration. 
Question 27
Do you agree that the Council should have a policy to control ancillary/industrial development?

Now that mineral permissions are subject to regular review, and given that GPDO rights may be withdrawn under exceptional circumstances in order to protect amenity and that ancillary development may be made subject to condition, there would seem to be no reason for a specific policy on this subject. 
Question 29
Do you think that the County should have a specific policy to deal with the future review of existing mineral planning permissions?
Once again, the scope of permissible conditions on review is the subject of regulation and existing national guidance. Unless there are compelling local circumstances which require mention we do not believe there is a case for a separate policy on mineral planning permission reviews. 
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