
Rutland Minerals DPD Submission Document 
Comments by the Mineral Products Association

Introduction

Thank you for allowing the MPA (Mineral Products Association) to make comments in respect of the Minerals DPD Submission Document. The MPA would be pleased to assist the Inquiry in any way and would be willing to attend the Inquiry should the Inspector feel that its expertise will help in consideration of the soundness of the DPD. 
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.
We are generally in support of the approach taken by the County Council in terms of the provision for minerals, particularly for aggregates and cement. We are pleased that the DPD recognises the national importance of Ketton Cement Works and its contribution to the local economy. We support the Area of Search for further working to supply Ketton Cement Works and we are generally satisfied that the document as a whole is sound.  However, we do feel that parts of the document are unsound and give our comments as follows. 
MCS Policy 1 – Sustainable Development




Not Effective – Undeliverable

Whilst we can support the intention of the policy (i.e. to ensure mineral proposals are sustainable) it is unrealistic to expect every application to meet all of the government’s national objectives for minerals planning (MPS1, para 9). Only some objectives in the list will be applicable to an application for development. For example, securing an adequate and steady supply of minerals is a function of the development plan process, not an individual application. In this respect the reference in this bullet to sustainability appraisal is a clear reference to the development plan process. A similar comment could also be made about mineral safeguarding, conserving resources, ensuring efficient use of materials and a closer integration of minerals planning policy and national policy on sustainable construction. 
We therefore suggest that it would make better sense, and increase the clarity of the document for the policy to make reference to only those sustainability objectives which are relevant to the particular proposal. We also believe that part of MCS2 dealing with amenity effects would be better placed at the end of this policy. The following wording is suggested, (underlining = additions; strike through = deletions). 
MCS Policy 1 – Sustainable Development

The Council will require all proposals for mineral development to demonstrate that the Government’s objectives for sustainable minerals development which are appropriate to the proposal have been addressed whilst ensuring that there will be no significant loss in other sustainability objectives. Proposals for minerals development will only be allowed where they will not cause unacceptable harm to the environment or communities.
MCS Policy 2 – The Supply of Minerals in Rutland


Not Effective – Undeliverable
Although the County Council does not have an apportionment for limestone as such (being included within the figures for Leicestershire) we are pleased to note the commitment to maintain landbanks. However, the policy on apportionments and supply is a little unclear. We therefore suggest that it would greatly enhance the utility of policy if it reflected the sub regional apportionment in quantitative terms (as policy MCS 2 does for Ketton). 
In addition, the presence of Item D) in the policy duplicates the substance of Policy MCS1 in that the impacts of mineral working on communities and the environment is an aspect of sustainable minerals development. We suggest that D) is placed in that policy. 
The following wording is suggested, (underlining = additions; strike through = deletions). 

MCS Policy 2 – The Supply of Minerals in Rutland

The County Council will:

A) Make provision for the production of limestone aggregate (crushed rock) until 2026 in accordance with the East Midlands Regional Plan at a level of 6.4 Mt together with the maintenance of a landbank in line with national and regional policy.

B) Maintain a sufficient stock of permitted reserves for limestone and clay in line with national policy guidance in order to supply the Cement Works at Ketton at the existing output of 1.4mt of cement production per annum.

C) Allow proposals for the supply of local sources of building and roofing stone where necessary for conservation purposes and maintaining the local distinctiveness of the built environment within Rutland.

D) Allow proposals for minerals development only where they will not cause unacceptable harm to the environment or communities.
MCS Policy 3 – General Locational Criteria



Not Effective – Undeliverable
This policy is confusing in that there is no reference to mineral extraction areas on the Key Diagram. It is not clear whether this means the sites marked on the map, or to the larger areas surrounding them. Either an addition to the Legend of the Key Diagram needs to be made, or the text of the policy needs to be changed to make the two references consistent. 
In addition, the policy is extremely convoluted making reference to three other policies with which it must be read. What it appears to say is that subject to environmental acceptability, one may have - 

· a small building stone operation anywhere in the plan area 

· a working connected to Ketton Cement Works only around that facility

· an extension to an aggregates site only within the designated areas if need is proven

· a new aggregates site only outside of the designated areas if need is proven

If we have interpreted the policy correctly we think it is much clearer to set it out in the way we have done. This would have the advantage of allowing policies MCS 5 and 6 to be dispensed with since their substance would be incorporated in MCS 2. Policy MCS 4 could remain substantially as proposed. 

We therefore suggest changes to the plan along the lines presented. 
MCS Policy 7 – Residential and Sensitive Land – Uses


Unjustified – lack of evidence 
We do not believe the County Council has made out a convincing case for a problem of cumulative development for aggregates sites which needs to be controlled. In particular, the Key Diagram and aerial photography shows that 
· there are only five quarries spread over a distance of seven miles (some being three miles apart) which hardly rates as a significant concentration of mineral working, 
· none of the quarries are large in size, nor are they in danger of coalescing, nor is their combined output large and they all appear to be within easy reach of a major highway which avoids large residential areas. 
We therefore believe that no case has been made out for cumulative impact and the policy should be deleted. 

MCS Policy 8 – Rutland Water





Contrary to National Policy
Whilst we recognise the outstanding nature of Rutland Water and its wildlife and recreational value, we believe the last sentence of the policy which requires applications to be subject to the most rigorous examination is unfounded. This particular test is reserved in PPS7 para 22 for nationally designated areas such as national parks and AONBs. As such, the test is far too onerous for this site and the final sentence of the policy should be deleted. 
MCS Policy 9 – Transportation





Not Effective – Undeliverable
Despite the worthy motives of encouraging alternatives to road transport we see little point to this policy. The nearest navigable waterway is the River Nene at Wansford (over 12 miles to the south) and even this has no facility to load/off load materials. Although the Helpston/Syston Branch line runs through the County Ketton is the only site linked to this route, or is ever likely to be. 
The economics and operational requirements of water and rail transport of minerals are very specific. The criteria for rail or water connected aggregates sites is as follows, 
· Site must be either rail / water connected or capable of connection
· Site must have high production

· Site must have substantial reserves of over 20 years to justify investment
· The market must be concentrated so that it can be served from a single point

· The site must have sufficient surplus operational area to construct a rail head / wharf
Therefore, it would be valid to continue to encourage use of existing connected sites, but is completely unrealistic for other sites given their low output, limited reserves, distance from rail or water, lack of depot/wharf facilities, quality of material, etc. The policy serves no useful purpose and should be deleted and the County Council should instead rely on national policy. 

MCS Policy 10 – Minerals Safeguarding
We support this policy. 
MCS Policy 11 – Recycled and Secondary Aggregates

We support this policy. 

MCS Policy 12 – Restoration





Not Effective – Inflexible
Whilst we do not dispute the importance of encouraging biodiversity, the Inquiry needs to have regard to the economics of land management. Unless there is a revenue generating aspect to land use any pattern of use will be ultimately unsustainable as a burden on the landowner. It is not realistic to expect the revenue from mineral extraction to support unsustainable land uses in perpetuity. Therefore, we believe the policy should include the prospect of revenue generating activity on restored sites, which might include agriculture or a recreational use.  
The policy should therefore be amended to read (underlining = additions; strike through = deletions).
The County Council will seek to ensure that the restoration of mineral workings enhance and complement the natural and historic environment in keeping with the local area, including its landscape character and with due regard to the setting of historic assets. The County Council’s primary objective will be to achieve after-uses that enhance or add to biodiversity and geological conservation interests but which provide for a sustainable mix of uses that ensures economic viability of the restored site.
MDC Policy 1 – Impacts of mineral development



Contrary to National Policy
Applicants do not normally have to prove need for a development and this should not become a requirement of policy. Applications that require Environmental Impact Assessment may be accompanied by statements of need but this is not a requirement of the appropriate regulations. As such, the first sentence of the policy should be amended to delete the requirement. 
In addition, we consider that by listing a series of planning considerations the policy does not add to national policy and duplicates the text of later policies. Therefore, everything from the end of the first sentence should be deleted. 

The policy should be amended as follows, 
Mineral development will only be permitted where it can be demonstrated that there is a need, and that the impact on communities and the environment can be controlled within acceptable levels. Delete rest of policy. 
MDC Policy 3 – Sites with National Designations



Contrary to National Policy
This policy does not add to existing national policy in PPG15 and 16 and therefore does not need repeating in a LDD. In addition, the policy contains reference to a test of most rigorous examination, which as we have observed is reserved in national policy for only certain types of designated area (see comments on MCS 8). 
We therefore suggest deletion of the whole policy.  

MDC Policies 4-8 







Contrary to National Policy
Whilst these policies seem uncontroversial they add nothing of a local perspective to national policy and should not feature in the LDD unless they are restructured to deal specifically with local conditions or problems. If they merely repeat national policy they should be deleted. 
MDC Policy 9 – Recycled and Substitute materials

We support this policy.

MDC Policy 10 – Development in Mineral Safeguarding Areas

We support this policy.

MDC Policy 11: Transportation





Not Effective – Undeliverable
With the exception of Ketton Quarry we do not believe that criterion ii) is justified because there are no conceivable circumstances where an alternative to road transport of minerals to market would be feasible. We suggest deletion of this criterion. Any application to a particular site can be included in a development control policy for that site. 
MDC Policy 12 – Restoration and Aftercare



Not Effective – Undeliverable
The first sentence of this policy is a repetition of Policy MCS 12 and is therefore superfluous. In other respects, we support the policy. Therefore, we suggest the deletion of the first sentence, the policy to begin “Restoration should be carried out at the earliest opportunity…”
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