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TOPIC AREA: Phasing the Release of Preferred Mineral Extraction Sites

The Association believes the Suggested Policy Response is unwarranted and unworkable and goes against national policy on aggregates supply. 
The requirement for a seven year landbank is a policy minimum, not maximum, as para 4.1 of MPS1 Annex 1 makes clear. This says, “The landbank indicators are at least 7 years for sand and gravel…”  This is backed up by Thurrock’s own Core Strategy policy text which says, “MPS1 requires a stock of permitted reserves (landbank) to be maintained sufficient to for at least 7 years at all times…” (Para 8.357 Preferred Options Consultation November 2007). 
Furthermore, the MPS1 paragraph says that a longer period may be appropriate to supply a range of different types of aggregate, or to locate reserves to their markets, or to take account of the productive capacity of permitted sites. The suggested policy response takes none of these factors into consideration and compels operators to prove need. The paragraph concludes, “Because individual sites, when permitted, need sufficient reserves to be economically viable, consideration of the landbank needs to be flexible enough to allow for this.” However, the policy as written demonstrates no such flexibility. 
MPS1 Annex 1 Paragraph 4.3 addresses excessive landbanks, but read in context it is apparent that the policy has in mind the existence of large permitted reserves of mineral which are not being worked, or where reserves are held in a few large working sites. There is no suggestion that landbanks a little over the seven year minimum would fulfill those criteria. 

Lastly, the policy on unallocated sites is unworkable. There are two tests in the last sentence of the suggested policy. The first does not make sense. The second would be impossible for an operator to demonstrate. One cannot prove a negative and thus proving that “sites allocated as Preferred Sites will not be brought forward for planning permission through the Plan period.” is beyond demonstration, which would vitiate the intention of the policy to allow unallocated sites under certain circumstances. Site allocations are intended to facilitate the object of supply policy which is to make sufficient provision for identified needs, which in this case is the apportionment and its expression in time as a landbank of permitted reserves. If the landbank is failing and for whatever reason allocations are not coming forward, there is no reason in principle why an equally acceptable alternative, albeit not previously identified, should not be granted planning permission. 
We therefore suggest that the policy is comprehensively reviewed and put forward the following alternative wording. 
Planning permission for mineral extraction will be granted on the Preferred Sites where they will contribute to maintaining a minimum 7-year landbank and they accord with the policies set out in the Core Strategy and this plan. Proposals which come forward on unallocated sites will be required to satisfy the requirements of Core Strategy Policy CSTP33.
TOPIC AREA: Sterilisation of Mineral Resources
The Association supports the intention of the Suggested Policy Response in safeguarding minerals in the MSA. However, we believe the policy could go further because it does not appear to recognise that non mineral development permitted where minerals can’t be worked can still sterilise minerals in close proximity, most obviously by reducing the buffer between a potential or actual mineral site and nearby sensitive land uses. In this respect we believe that a policy on protecting buffer zones around mineral sites belongs here rather than in a separate policy on buffer zones because it is a part of the proposed MSA. We believe only a minor modification to the policy is required that makes it clear that not only the site itself should be protected, but also that buffer distances between sensitive land uses and potential mineral development is not compromised. We therefore suggest that the second criterion of the policy be amended to say, 
Non-mineral related development will not normally be permitted in the MSA unless:

· the proposed development is not likely to render the site unsuitable for mineral extraction or reduce buffer zones to potential or actual mineral development or reduce the economic viability of the site; and

TOPIC AREA: Secondary Aggregate/ Recycling Sites

We support the safeguarding and positive approach to the establishment of secondary or recycled aggregates processing facilities, whether on mineral sites, or on industrial sites. We therefore support the Suggested Policy Response.
TOPIC AREA: Safeguarding of Aggregate Wharves, Jetties and Rail Depots

We support the safeguarding and positive approach to the establishment of wharves and rail depots for the reception, handling and processing of aggregates. We therefore support the Suggested Policy Response.

TOPIC AREA: Protection of the Natural Environment

The Suggested Policy Response is contrary to national policy in PPS9 in that it does not make “clear distinctions between the hierarchy of international, national, regional and locally designated sites” (para 5). At the very least there should be two policies; one for national and international sites, and one for local designations where the different levels of protection are clearly spelt out. 

TOPIC AREA: Restoration and Enhancement of the Natural Environment

The policy is unclear because users of the plan will be uncertain what the default position is in respect of restoration. Is it the original use of the site, or contribution to the Green Grid Strategy?  What criteria should be used to make a judgment about the relative merits of change and original use? Furthermore, there is no guidance to the user of the plan about what might be meant by ‘deemed appropriate’, or ‘conflict with the existing landscape’ since these terms are undefined. We suggest the following wording which removes the offending fuzzy terms. 

Restoration schemes will be required for all proposals for mineral and waste development with a known timeframe of use. The Council will look favourably to schemes which contribute to the delivery of Thurrock’s Green Grid Strategy through the sensitive provision and enhancement of environmental, agricultural and recreation uses and areas of biodiversity.

TOPIC AREA: Amenity

Although the Suggested Policy Response is unremarkable it is very wordy. The term illumination is repeated, whilst the prospect of refusal of planning permission ought only to be contemplated once the extent of mitigation has been fully explored. We suggest that clarity might be improved by the following amendments,  

Planning permission for mineral or waste development will not be granted where it would cause significant adverse effects on amenity from the impact of: Noise; Odours; Visual appearance; Airborne Emissions, contamination of water, Vermin; Litter; Vibration; or Illumination. The proposal must also accord with the requirements and principles set out in Core Strategy Policy PCD1 (Amenity).

TOPIC AREA: Buffer Zones

The Association has previously stated that it believes the issue of safeguarding buffer zones to mineral sites belongs in a policy on MSAs. However, there are other circumstances where safeguarding non extractive sites, such as rail depots and wharves, is required, and this should be the subject of this policy. However, the policy is really only a declaration of intent since it mentions the intention to implement buffer zones but does not specify what they should be. This is a major flaw which should be remedied in the submission text.
TOPIC AREA: Sustainable Transport and Access

The Association supports the intention to use alternatives to road where this is appropriate and practicable, usually for imports by rail and water. The Council should recognise the regional dimension of much of this movement of mineral because of the district’s unique access to water and its regional transport links. We are pleased to see that the plan recognises that road transport is still required for minerals, not only to the final customer, but also to market areas wider than the district’s boundaries. We also recognise the need to reduce the impacts of traffic and in principle we support traffic routing agreements and good road access to mineral workings. 

TOPIC AREA: Design and Layout of Waste and Minerals Sites

We are in general agreement with the need to demonstrate sustainability in construction and design.  However, we believe that the requirement to submit a waste management plan should be restricted to those projects subject to the SWMP Regulations and that the Council should go no further than this. Similarly, the policy should make clear that not all mineral related development will need to provide all of the listed requirements because this will depend on what is appropriate to the application. We therefore suggest the following amended wording, 

Proposals for mineral and waste development will, where appropriate be required to:

- Submit a Site Waste Management Plan (SWMP) where it is required by regulation,

- achieve excellent status against the relevant BREEAM standards;

- Ensure consideration is given in design and layout to promote natural drainage;

- Submit a sustainability checklist to accompany applications;

- demonstrate best practice in energy efficiency;

- show that the layout represents the most efficient use of the site or where the site has not completely been completely used; the proposal allows future opportunity for further extension or new development on the site.

Proposals must accord with the requirements and considerations set out in PCD2.

TOPIC AREA: Protection of the Floodplain and Groundwater

The Association is in general agreement with the Suggested Policy Response. However, we suggest that the wording of second of the three aspects of the environment could be more accurately expressed by removing the reference to ‘raising the levels of’ groundwater. This is because mineral and waste development may also affect the flow, capacity and direction of groundwater as well as its level. 










1

