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Dear Mr Lyons
Warwickshire County Council Minerals Development Framework 

Thank you for consulting the MPA (Mineral Products Association) in respect of the Minerals Core Strategy Revised Spatial Options.

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.

Q1 

There is no section or question for any general comments. Overall the document is not user friendly as a consultation exercise. In Q1 for example it is not clear what is being asked; have to guess question relates to the strategic sites section.
Q2 

No comment.

Q3 

No, sites should be judged on a site-by-site basis. Strategic sites should be selected because of their importance to the delivery of the plan (strategy) and not restricted by size or lifespan of a site. 
Q4 

No.

Q5 

I am not sure what secondary minerals are, only secondary aggregates. The MDF does not have any scope to secure or manage secondary minerals.
Q6 

No. 

Q7 

In objective (i) Warwickshire should have stronger wording in relation to safeguarding. A firmer wording would highlight the importance of mineral safeguarding, rather than simply offering to help prevent sterilisation of land. The objective should be amended along the lines of “define Mineral Safeguarding Areas to ensure Warwickshire’s mineral resources are not sterilised”. 

The inclusion of objective (ix) is not necessary and should be deleted. It is not clear what effect mineral extraction has on the causes of climate change, and therefore measuring any reduction is impossible. 

Q8

Each proposal should be considered on its merits, but logic says that there could be advantages to extensions at existing sites.  

Q9

Extensions at existing sites result in resources bring used efficiently, restoration being facilitated and subsequent development being allowed to proceed after at the earliest opportunity. However, other considerations may apply.
Q10

No comment.

Q11

It is not clear if Principle Policy 1 sets out a scheme for assessing site allocations or planning applications. It is acceptable for the former but not as a development control policy for assessing planning applications. The reason being, if it is related to planning applications it should be in development control policies.
Q12

Principle Policy 1 seems to presume Option 1 will be the answer to Q8. Whilst the MPA may broadly agree with that strategy, each proposal should be considered on its merits.
Q13

Please see comments in response to Q8. Principle Policy 1 should set out criteria for identifying sites not for consideration of planning applications.
Q14

There are some issues with the proposed approach by Warwickshire for mineral safeguarding. 

The wording used is too weak, in particular the second sentence of policy 4a, which states ‘Planning permission should not normally be granted….’ A much stronger wording is necessary to provide adequate protection from sterilisation by non-minerals development in line with national policy (MPS1, Para 13 and MPS1 Practice Guide, Para 32). The policy should be re-worded along the lines of ‘Planning permission will not be granted unless….’

The second bullet point of policy 4a should be deleted as it is not clear what the nature of the deposit actually means and no additional text offers an explanation.

Policy 4b should be amended in light of comments made under question 15 below. Infrastructure associated with minerals development such as railheads and wharfs should be safeguarded by defining MCAs around them. 

Q15

This is a matter for Warwickshire County Council to consider. MSAs should be defined so as to meet the objectives in MPS1 Para 13. Both MSAs and MCAs can be defined in order to protect a mineral resource. However MCAs also give an additional measure of safeguarding sites related to minerals infrastructure such as railway siding and wharfs that cannot be protected by MSAs. Reference should be made to A Guide to Minerals Safeguarding in England (BGS, 2007).

Q16

No comment.

Q17

No. Whilst it may be appropriate to identify any separation distance that might be necessary to protect amenity etc., on a site-by-site basis when planning applications are submitted, a more strategic approach is necessary at the development framework stage to ensure that minerals resources are protected from encroachment by incompatible development. Some form of buffer zone must be included in Mineral Safeguarding Areas and in or around areas allocated in the MDF for future mineral extraction.

Q18

No. Whilst good access to the existing primary route network should be a consideration when allocating sites, such sites should not be excluded where it is feasible that new highway or other transport infrastructure could be provided in the future to control impacts to an acceptable level. The acceptability of any impacts on local communities etc., should be assessed when an application is submitted.
Q19
No. MPS1, Annex 1, Para.4 requires a minimum sand and gravel landbank of 7 years to maintained throughout the plan period. This will require provision to be made for 28 million tonnes. If only 18 million tonnes is provided for, the landbank will fall below the minimum level in 2022.

Q20

No. On the basis of the figures provided, the crushed rock landbank was a little over 20 years at the end of 2006. Without further provision being made, the landbank will fall below the minimum 10 year level in 2016. The proposal to make no new allocations is therefore not in accord with MPS1, Annex 1, Para.4. 

Q21

Yes. This Policy Principle is strongly supported. Recycling of demolition wastes at quarry sites makes efficient use of the quarry plant and minimises the impact of the transport of such materials which can often be accommodated on a back haul basis. Any inert non-recyclable material can be used beneficially in quarry restoration without further highway impacts.

Q22

No comment.

Q23

No comment.

Q24

No. The criteria for allocating sites should not be the same as those for determining applications. (See also the MPA response to Question 11)

Q25

No. Much of Policy Principle 12a appears to perform the function of a development control policy. It should not be within the Core Strategy.

Q26

No. Policy Principle 13 makes reference to Policy Principle 1 to which the MPA already objects. Policy Principle 13 should not give the detail of how planning applications for building and restoration stone should be determined but the criteria that should be applied when allocating sites in the MDF. The two are not the same.

Q27

No comment.

Q28
The MPA response is OK as it is except that the word “development” should be replaced by “site”.
Q29
No. Policy Principle 16 is not consistent with national policy (MPS1, Para.14). The development of high quality agricultural land may be justified if that is consistent with other sustainability objectives and it may not be possible under those circumstances to restore the land to the original land classification. It is not clear what is meant by “proposal” and “submission” in the first paragraph.

Q30
No. As drafted Policy Principle 17 imposes a strong presumption against the infilling of mineral voids and it is therefore inconsistent with the overall aim to provide restoration schemes of high quality. It fails to distinguish between recyclable inert wastes and the inert excavation wastes that are essential for high-level quarry restoration and rarely have any significant reusable content. There should be no presumption that restoration schemes which provide biodiversity benefits are the only ones that will be acceptable, as implied by the final paragraph.

Q31

No comment.

Q32
No. This policy principle does not appear to relate to water quality and the title is therefore wrong. Whilst mineral workings can offer benefits to overall flood management, that is not always the case. As drafted, this policy principle conveys a presumption that any proposal must offer such benefit in order to be acceptable. 

Yours sincerely 
Andrew Bromley 

Planning Officer

