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Executive Summary
Essex County Council has released their Draft Mineral Local Plan (MLP) and
its supporting documentation for its final consultation, concluding on the 28 th
February. This is the conclusion of a two years review since the previous
draft, MDDPA. Since that time, significant changes have occurred, to policy,
legislation and governmental structure. All should now be adhered to within
the new MLP and consistent to best practise. The plethora of documentation
that forms the MLP consists of over 1600 pages and 12 major reports, while
the new planning policy is a succinct set of three documents of 93 pages.
Roxwell Parish Council finds the Draft Essex Mineral Local Plan and the
supporting MLP Local Aggregate Assessment (LAA) as unsound as it fails to
comply with the tests of soundness outline in the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF/framework) para182, March 2012 and current legislation.
There is also a substantial non-compliance with the framework and its
supporting documents, Guidelines on the Managed Aggregate Supply System
(MASS) October 2012 in determining aggregates for a steady and adequate
supply over the planned period and fails to provide robust evidence to support
alternative supplies of aggregates.
The MLP continues to use of National and Regional Guidelines for Aggregate
Provision in England 2005-2020, which the sub-national element was revoked
in the 3rd January 2013. This was part of the regional spatial strategy of 2008,
of which 4.55mt was assigned to Essex. The draft EE RSS 2010, of which
offers the 4.31mt Essex County Council was abolished within a week of its
release finds itself being in the heart of the MLP. This is driven by the (EE)
RAWP, themselves abolished in July 2010. The MLP is written to conform to
the revoked RSS, therefore fails to be consistent with national policy in
preference to general conformity to RSS.
The MLP is driven by and has moved towards an alignment with the EEAWP.
The direction of travel and objectives are synonymous with the EEAWP as
defined in the Visions, Aim and Objectives, the continual call for excess
aggregate requirement, minimum of 12.5mts at the expense of Essex
communities and their environment. EEAWP has moved from an advisory
and technical party, to a decision making party and plays a strategic role
within the MLP. Essex County Council has failed to drive the MLP for Essex
and its local requirements. The council fails to justify the over demand from
land won aggregates in light of the current climate, policy and local robust
evidence.
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The MLP has failed to place any evidence for compliance of alternative
aggregates from marine, secondary and recyclables or give an accurate
account of imports and exports.
 There is no communication with the MMO and Thurrock DC to ensure
Essex can benefit from marine aggregates, ideally suited to support
infrastructure projects in the south and Harwich, plus growth areas for
Basildon and Harlow.
 There is continued failure to reference work undertaken from the
WDDPA and capacity report in 2011 and how that translates into
secondary and recyclables aggregates.
 Movements of aggregates that cross boundaries, poor analysis on how
exports will change over the period, specifically to London and
imported data fails to relate to other data collected, not presented
within the MLP.
The MLP fails to follow “Best Practise” as shown by 14 other MPA LAAs’
published to date, all of whom have commended the new guidelines as
transparent and right, re-aligned their apportionment figures as directed by
lower average sales figures.
There are inconsistences, failure and acknowledgement of the changes in the
framework and how these changes should be applied. This selective nature
is guided by what may be useful support an argument for 4.31mtpa, with
twists of inference to disregard for other paragraphs. Combined with, an act
to act alone, inconsistences and terminology, transparency and soundness of
evidence: growth forecasts for building, construction employment against
OFNS figures undermines the MLP.
The failure to be consistent with the framework undermines the key principles
in understanding of planning for a steady and adequate supply of aggregates.
Together with the meaning of sustainable development, its three elements,
economic, social and environment with the sole focus for Shellow’s Cross on
economic value for Lafarge. Failure to understand the need for Green Belt
and how landscape change and operations will affect this site. It is therefore
fails to be positively prepared.
MLP fails to be bold and towards the “Climate Change Agenda” by reinforcing
the use HGV mineral miles and rather than policies in support rail and water.
There is a lack of direction at councillor lead agreements and national
organisations. This report focuses on the soundness of the MLP and its
conformity with the tests of soundness as set out in the framework para182,
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together with the inclusion of and demonstration of “Duty of Cooperation”, as
defined in the Localism Act 2011 and the Town and Country Planning (Local
Planning) (England) Regulations 2012
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1.0 Introduction
1.0 Essex County Council Mineral Local Plan (Draft) 2012 is the last stage
before being reviewed by the inspector sometime later this year. Its sets
out its “Vision” in para3.1, Table 1 (pp28):
A) Sustainable Development
B) Primary Mineral Provision
C) Co-ordinating Essex Supply of Minerals
D) Protecting Amenities and Communities
E) Climate Change
F) Reduce, Re-use and Recycling of Minerals
G) Protecting Mineral Resources and Facilities
H) Restoration and After-use
I) Communities
J) Economy and Long Term High Quality Environment and Landscape
1.1 These Visions set the themes, interlinked with specific
Aims and Objectives; in addition they cross reference between themselves, so
one supports the other term which is used, the “Golden Threads”. These
bonds ensure the whole MLP is consistent, with National and Local Policies,
legislation and the soundness given to the tier of local government should
adhere to. Therefore, if one element fails, its failure cascades along these
golden threads, undermining each specific theme. Each of these themes has
to be supported by legislation and or the new planning policy, National
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF or framework) March 2012, and Guidance
on the Management Aggregate of Supply System (MASS October 2012);
which gratefully replaces volumes of old planning policy. In addition, part of
these changes includes the Localism Act 2011. The key element to these
changes is to drive for a locally, bottom up approach to planning. First, the
revocation of the East of England Regional Assembly and then Regional
Spatial Strategy 2008. Part of this included the abolishment of the RAWP in
July 2010; for Essex County Council is represented and chairs the East of
England Aggregate Working Party (EEAWP). Secondly, it places greater
emphasis on local authorities to work together and with key national
authorities, through the “Duty of Cooperation”.
1.2 “The Duty to Co-operate as set out in section 110 of the Localism Act 2011
requires mutual co-operation on the part of those persons and bodies which it
prescribes: co-operation to consist of constructive, active and ongoing engagement
in any process by means of which activities in subsection (3) are undertaken. These
activities include the preparation of development plan documents and other local
development documents (including activities that can reasonably be considered to
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prepare the way for such documents), and activities that support the preparation of
such documents so far as relating to a strategic matter. Included in the definition,
given at subsection (4), of a strategic matter is sustainable development or use of
land that has or would have a significant impact on at least two planning areas
(including in particular such development or use in connection with infrastructure
that is strategic).”
1.3 “The bodies and persons so prescribed are set out in the Town and Country

Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 at Part 2 section (4).
Examples3 relevant to the WMP are (a) the Environment Agency, (c) Natural
England, (k) each highway authority and (l) the Marine Management
Organisation; and each local enterprise partnership. Thus, the duty to co-operate,
the matters on which that duty is required to be exercised, and the persons and/or
bodies who are required to engage in that duty, are specifically defined by the
legislation and are neither general nor open-ended. This needs to be in writing”
East Sussex Inspectorate.
1.4 The framework now is a fundamental corner stone of planning policy and
changes the landscape in which development plan needs refer to. For
Minerals, further guidance is given in the release of the “Guidance on the
Management Aggregate of Supply System (MASS) October 2012)), and the
Technical Guidance to the National Planning Policy Framework.
1.5 This report sets out to critically review the MLP and its supporting
evidence to ensure Essex County Council has complied legally with current
legislation (1.2 and 1.3) and National Policies set out in 1.1.
1.6 Roxwell Parish Council (RPC) finds Essex County Council has failed to
meet and comply with the legislation as defined in 1.2 and 1.3, together with
the tests of soundness as outlined in the framework para182 on all of the 4
elements. This report reviews each theme and provides evidence to support
the failing and also finds Essex County Council in breach of its trust, power
and reputation in the way it has handled the changes to legislation and
policies to support the objectives reached three years ago in the draft EE RSS
2010 Policy M1 and the continued direction given from the EEAWP.

2.0 MLP Vision and Objectives
2.1 Below is a high level overview of the Vision statements, Aims and
Objectives that RPC has raise a number of key issues with and how the
golden thread has broken down. In essence, it questions the soundness and
compliance with the framework and the legality of the MLP.
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A) Sustainable Development
a. Key Issues
i. Fails to comply with the NPPF Definition
ii. Fails to evidence Sustainable Development
iii. Sustainable use, re-use of secondary, recyclables and
extraction of minerals.
1. Over exploitation of a finite resource, land won
minerals, no evidence to support the
apportionment, set to high
2. no evidence of secondary and recycle aggregates
within the provision
3. no evidence of marine aggregates within the
provision
4. Focus only on land won extraction, dismissive of
marine extraction and fails to comply with the
Town and Country Planning (Local Planning)
(England) Regulations 2012.
B) Primary Mineral Provision
a. Key Issues
i. A steady and adequate supply of sand and gravel will be
provided, having regard to the Local Aggregate
Assessment (LAA) and the targets agreed with the East
of England Aggregates Working Party, whilst not oversupplying in order to protect Essex’s environment
1. The LAA and EEAWP are synonymous with each
other, they say the same thing.
2. The provision is driven by the National and subregional guidelines, never adopted, not
NPPF/MASS
3. The provision for Essex is driven by EEAWP, an
advisory and technical party moved into decision
making
4. The EEAWP abolished in July 2010
5. EEAWP Terms of Reference conforms to a
Regional Structure and doesn’t comply with the
NPPF/MASS
6. The LAA is written for Greater Essex and fails to
support Essex provision and the use of sound
evidence.
7. The Provision not supported by local robust data
8. Over exploitation of land won minerals, is a historic
policy and driven by the industry; has a direct
effect on the Essex Environment and offers no
protection.
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9. Over supply of aggregates from land won sources
does not equate to adequate supply.
10. Over supply of aggregates place new sites, their
environments, communities and landscapes under
perpetual threat.
11. The Greater Essex LAA does not conform to “Best
Practise” from other MPAs. Essex county Council
is alone in its pursuit for using sub-national
apportionment figure.
C) Co-ordinating Essex Supply of Minerals
a. Key Issues
i. Sources of aggregate, whether primary, secondary or
recycled
1. MLP is solely based on land won aggregate, fails
to comply with NPPF/MASS and the Town and
Country Planning (Local Planning) (England)
Regulations 2012.
2. No evidence for using and exploring the other
options
ii. To serve the whole of the county and wherever possible
located in proximity to the County’s main growth centres
1. Failure to understand the full meaning of Spatial
Strategy. It is more than geographical location. It
also need to express the soundness of
transporting and the effects with Vision D & E
2. Failure to understand the use of marine
aggregates and rail infrastructure, how best to
serve infrastructure projects in the south and west
of the county for which it is ideally place.
3. Supports the transportation by HGV lorries on a
road network, with disregard to communities on
smaller road networks
4. Inconsistencies in approach for site allocations
5. Projects the hierarchical strategic road network,
however has no control over movement on lower
tier roads across the county, especially within
central to the west.
6. Failure to evidence road transportation
environmental impact links to the 36 mile
statement,
7. Failure to give direction and Planned Policy over
use of “other methods of transportation, sea or rail”
with a focus on just “Safeguarding facilities”
because they need too within the framework.
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D) Protecting Amenities and Communities
a. Key Issues
i. All minerals development will be well-designed to afford
protection to local communities and to the enhancement
of the built, natural and historic environment.
1. For Shellow’s Cross, mineral extraction takes
away these elements and offers no protection, fails
to comply with the NPPF
2. Failed to understand the environmental/social
impacts of sustainable development, Climate
Change and Food Production loss and relationship
between the cost/value aggregate per mt/ha value
3. The methodology changes since the MDDPA
without consultation as defined under the Localism
and Planning Acts
ii. Mineral developers will engage with communities to
create the most appropriate local solutions
1. For Site A40, Lafarge has failed to engage with our
communities at Roxwell.
E) Climate Change
a. Key Issues
i. Focus is solely on primary land won aggregates and
ii. Failed to provide any evidence to support the reduction in
CO2 emissions
iii. Failed to understand CO2 crop absorption rates lost
through a poor criteria for Agricultural (ha/aggregate ratio)
iv. Focus on Spatial geographic location rather than a
holistic resources, both current permitted reserves and
infrastructure and movement
v. Primary use of HGV mineral miles, with unsound
maximum mineral miles (36/37), no support or evidence
for other means for transportation to key development
areas
F) Reduce, Re-use and Recycling of Minerals
a. Key Issues
i. Minerals previously extracted from the ground will be put
to better use
1. Failed to account for or comply with NPPF/MASS
or EU legalisation in the provision for Essex
2. Failed to use data used in the Waste Development
Document and Waste Capacity Gap Analysis
published in 2011.
G) Protecting Mineral Resources and Facilities
a. Key Issues
Page 9 of 76

i. Failure to ensure better use of these key facilities. The
plan has to be more than just protection; e.g. Chelmsford
Railhead is rarely used (shipment once a week for
granite). Essex County Council has no data on how
these facilities are not being used nor promotes their use.
ii. Failed to ensure neighbourly use of wharves or temporary
wharves for infrastructure projects
H) Restoration and After-use
a. Key Issues
i. Major reduction of inert material, restoration is unlikely to
placed back prime agricultural land for farming
ii. Shellow’s Cross fails to comply with the framework in
relation to Green Belt.
iii. Shellow’s Cross major changes to landscape due to
topography changes.
iv. Leaves Shellow’s Cross open to landfill
I) Communities
a. Key Issues
i. Collaborative working arrangements will forge stronger
links with communities
1. Failure to understand local issues and hear
community voice: directly, through consultations
and lower tier of local government
2. Dismissive of points placed forward during last
consultation and not addressed in the MLP
Analysis Report.
3. Failure to comply with the framework 150 and
Localism Act with due regard to local communities
4. No collaboration with Roxwell or surrounding
communities, One directional consultation
approach
J) Economy and Long Term High Quality Environment and Landscape
a. Key Issues
i. Over exploitation of land won primary aggregates with no
regard to other sources.
ii. The removal of high quality environment and landscape
(Essex) cannot be replaced.
iii. Disregard to the framework elements for sustainable
development for Shellow’s Cross
iv. Failure to comply with framework 143 cumulative effects
of multiple impacts for Shellow’s Cross.
2.2 This report reviews these key issues with the draft MLP and related
documents set against current National Policies and wider supporting
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documentation. This review finds the MLP non-compliant as not positively
prepared, not being transparent, with language and technical evidence placed
to misguide or confuse the reader. The report demonstrates these failings, its
inability to meet the criteria set out in the framework/ MASS and the tests of
soundness. The information used within this report is sourced directly from
Essex County Council and other local authorities, Central Government and its
agencies, other national agencies and other MPAs Local Aggregate
Assessments for best practice.
2.3 The MLP is the long awaited reply to the Mineral Development Document
Preferred Approach (MDDPA (November 2011)) for which the Roxwell Parish
Council (RPC) responded to, two years ago. Since that time, planning policy
and direction has changed fundamentally from a regional base to a local view.
This was encapsulated with the abolishment of the regional assembly and
revocation of the East of England Regional Spatial Strategy 2008(EE RSS) on
the 3rd of January 2013. The draft the East of England Regional Spatial
Strategy 2010 was never adopted or received consent from the Secretary of
State. Planning Policy has become succinct with the publication of framework
and MASS.
2.4 These changes challenge the historic collective direction of regional
responsibility and allocation, driven from central government through a
multitier approach, to a direct local approach, based on local robust data. And
yet, this review finds many of the changes have failed to be recognised, even
dismissive to a point of reemphasising the need to hold onto the regional
allocation and guidelines; the continuation of structures in place to support the
East of England Allocation Working Party, (EEAWP) formed to support the
regional structure from 2001 and abolished in July 2010.
2.5 The changes to policy were published just over half through the councils
review of the MDDPA and in reality, failed to address or really understand the
changes. It is, somewhat ironic that localism and the need to deliver at a local
level, has not been grasped and managed for the greater good of Essex. This
is clearly demonstrated by the Vision theme B and Aim and Objective target 6;
“Meeting the mineral provision targets agreed by the East of England
Aggregates Working Party, or as indicated by the Local Aggregate
Assessment.” (p27)
2.6 This clearly sets the scene to the extent that although there is reference to
the MASS guidelines only in the LAA, yet fails to deliver them. There is no
such reference in the MLP or any other of the support documentation. There
appears to be a sense to undermine the framework. Where it suits, the MLP
business case for the MLP Vision B, a pick and mix approach for the
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framework seems to rule. This is most evident around the need to forecast
demand of aggregates. The LAA places wording as “suggests”, together with
a refusal use local robust data and also have changed the inference and
meaning of framework/MASS statements; to a point where there is a need to
reread the MLP quoted NPPF reference statements and cross reference
directly with the statements within the NPPF/MASS to understand these
subtle changes.
2.7. This is further challenged by the volume of documentation and the lack of
specific evidence, the mixing and changes between Essex, to Greater Essex
to a point, where transparency, logic and the golden thread is simply lost. In
essence, too confused with many inconsistencies. This is the last public
consultation of these documents for a public understanding. Failing to
engage or inspire, leads to many to become disengaged and therefore
undermines Vision I, Community engagement. Given the succinct nature of
the NPPF/MASS and other MPA LAA published to date, there is, as seen
from the MDDPA consultation process, a process of one way communication,
a county down approach and a failure to listen or understand from the public,
communities or lower tier councils concerns and valid issues. There is also a
fundamental difference in the way this consultation differs from the last, the
MDDPA. Greater resources were placed into community engagement at a
local level. Given Roxwell and Willingale communities are both going to be
directly affected by the selection of Shellow’s Cross, there has been no
presence by Essex County Council in the villages, as before to communicate
their intent. This failure to engage is also against the framework.
2.8 The outcome from this consultation will provide the evidence for this and
this disengagement will not only undermines Essex County Council credibility
in its means to deliver clear and transparent documentation, the Visions it sets
and will stand alone in the way it’s used the framework/MASS.
2.9 There is an air of missmanagement since the MDDPA with regards to the
EERSS and the implicit use of the EERSS, both in terms of its referencing,
lack of distinction between the draft 2010 or 2008. The government made it
very clear of its intentions to revoke the RSS; however there is a disregard to
when this event will happen or the failure to risk management for when it
happened and the effects on the MLP, as now.
2.10 Above is an example of the disregard to the community consultation two
years ago. RPC highlighted the fact the regional strategies are or going to be
abolished. This was not placed or discussed within the MLP Analysis Report,
nor was there any change in direction for this document process and is
evident, very much part of this MLP. There is no Risk Assessment to cover
the “what if revocation happens before the plan was adopted?” or change in
Page 12 of 76

direction when the framework was published. A failure of a positive approach
and proactively work to ensure greater alliance with core strategies and
national policies known from that time.
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3. Consistent with National Planning Policy
Framework or General Conformity with RSS
3.1 The primary objective of the Mineral Local Plan is to supply aggregates
and other minerals for the National and Local use. This report is only
concerned with the use of aggregates, sand and gravel extraction and use
within the administration boundary of Essex. Since the response by RPC
(February 2011), the policy environment had changed significantly and placed
policy surrounding planning in a succinct manner, clear and understandable
framework and MASS. The Localism Act 2011 changed the governance
process with the removal of the Regional Assembly on the 31st March 2011
and the revocation of the East of England Regional Spatial Strategy 2008 on
the 3rd January 2013. Essex County Council was aware of these changes
back in 2010/2011 when the new government clearly expressed intent to
abolish this tier of government. Quickly followed by the abolishment of the
draft RSS 2010. Essex County Council failed to manage the risk associated
with this cause of events and how it may affect the development of the MLP.
The Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012
also places a “Duty of Cooperation” on the authority, Essex County Council.
This is refined in the framework (para.31, 54, 146, 157) with due regard to
“co-operating with Neighbouring authorities”.
3.2 The framework sets out “the Government’s planning policies for England
and how these are expected to be applied” (para.1). The planning policies
surrounding minerals are clearly defined in Section 13. This is further
enhanced by MASS. In para 6, clearly states the “key principle under this
reformed Managed Aggregate Supply System is the “Local Aggregate
Assessment”, where each Mineral Planning Authority (MPA) is expected to
prepare an assessment of the demand for and supply of aggregates,
covering:
 a forecast of the demand for aggregates based on the average of 10years sales data and other relevant local information1;
 an analysis of all aggregate supply options, as indicated by landbanks,
mineral plan allocations and capacity data e.g. marine licences for
marine aggregate extraction and the potential throughputs from
wharves. This analysis should be informed by planning information,
the aggregate industry and other bodies such as local enterprise
partnerships; and
 an assessment of the balance between demand and supply, and the
economic and environmental opportunities and constraints that might
influence the situation. It should conclude if there is a shortage or a
surplus of supply and, if the former, how this is being addressed.
Page 14 of 76

Mineral Planning Authorities may, if they intend to prepare joint plans, prepare
joint local aggregate assessments. Any analysis and assessment must be
evidence-based.
3.3 The MLP portfolio fails to apply the policies even though they agree with
the policy or find it suggestive. The MLP para3.85 refers to 4 bullet points
within framework para145, with additional text added to the points, highlighted
in bold: Preparing an annual ‘Local Aggregate Assessment’ based on a rolling
average of 10 years sales data and other relevant local information,
and an assessment of all supply options (including marine dredged,
secondary and recycled sources),
 Taking part in the operation of the relevant Aggregate Working Party
(East of England AWP) and taking the advice of the Working Party
into account when preparing the Local Aggregate Assessment,
 Making provision for land-won and other elements of the Local
Aggregate Assessment in the Mineral Local Plan, having taken into
account of the advice of the Aggregate Working Party and the National
Aggregate Coordinating Group,
 Taking account of the published National and Sub-National Guidelines
on future provision, and using this guideline when planning for future
aggregate demand and supply.
NOTE:-Three of the 4 bullet points selected (out of the eight) have had the
meaning change by using the text highlighted in bold.
a) , “East of England AWP “ infers it is part of the policy
b) The framework states “taking account of the advice”
c) The framework states “should be used as a guideline”.
3.4 The East of England Aggregate Working Party (EEAWP) is an AWP for
the region, set-up in 2001 to provide technical advice to the abolished EE RA
(31/03/2011). Its governance and structure was solely surrounding the
delivery of the regional aspect National and Regional Guidelines for
Aggregate Provision in England 2005-2020. The EEAWP Terms of
Reference (Appendix 1) are still aligned to the delivery of those guidelines to
the Regional Assembly. A meeting on the 5th March 2010 agreed the subapportionment within each to the authorities and documented in the draft EE
RSS March 2010 which was submitted to the Secretary of State for approval.
This approval was not given; it was abolished a day later. Therefore, it cannot
be considered as policy. It is irrelevant for aggregate apportionment. The
2008 EE RSS remained the EE RSS until its revocation in the 3 rd January
2013. Much of the evidence within the MLP and LAA is drawn from the draft
EERSS document.
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3.5 There is also an issue over the use of the EERSS and the term is
documented as “East of England Plan”. This term is used synonymously
throughout the MLP, providing confusion, lack of clarity and questions the
positivity of the plan. Changes to the Planning Act 2012, and the need for
local authorities to review their Core Strategies by March 2013; the reliance
on the 2008 RSS for sound information to support the MLP, which is over 5
years old, from a time with a totally different economic and political landscape,
cannot be considered as sound evidence. Given the fundamental changes,
better information could have been sourced through the draft District Core
Strategies through close neighbouring consultation under the Duty of
Cooperation. This would have provided sound, up to date information rather
than relying on dated regional information.
3.6 MASS para9 refers to Aggregate Working Parties: “to deal best with its
own local issues” and should not imply “to work on the basis of former
government office region boundaries”. This policy has not been applied as
Essex County Council still chairs the EEAWP (MLP para3.85) and fails to
include neighbouring authorities of North East London MPAs and Kent. There
is/appears to be a cultural and inherent objection to change to the new ways
of working as defined by the framework, nor to be part of best practise offered
by all other published MPAs LAA. This is inherent within Essex County
Council as there are many other examples where neighbourly working is
being undertaking, for example, the South East Regeneration, Economic
Development Enterprise Partnership.
3.7 The EEAWP has no statutory authority/instrument to impose
apportionment allocation to Essex, nor Essex County Council officers to use
the apportionment allocation within the draft EE RSS 2010 as it had no
statutory base, as it states in MLP Para3.85. Until its revocation last month,
the EE RSS 2008 was the Regional Statutory Development Plan. This gives
Greater Essex (Essex and Unitary authorities) an apportionment allocation of
4,55mt. Not the 4.45mtpa documented in the MLP.
3.8 The MLP places an argument to use a non-statutory apportionment figure
derived from the EEAWP meeting of the 5th March 2010, included in Draft EE
RSS 2010, Chapter 13, Policy M1 which Essex County Council has been
using since 2010, rather than continuing with the statutory instrument of 2008
or its own local robust sales data, as directed by framework /MASS.
3.9 The figure allocated though the EEAWP at that meeting on the 5th March
2010 has no transparency on how the allocation was derived within the MLP,
nor the minutes. Essex allocation is 28% of the regional apportionment and is
not supported by their own local robust data. Information on how the initial
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apportionment allocation was derived at since 2005 has been repeatedly
requested from Essex County Council, with no supporting facts forthcoming.
The decisions use and divide the sub-apportionment figure were made at
officer level and never fully explained at the Aggregate Working Panel or
received approval from county councillors within cabinet.
3.10 The MLP does and completely conforms to the EERSS over its
compliance to the framework. The framework provides the main context for
the preparation of local plan with other relevant policy, MASS (Inspectorate
Wiltshire). This MLP fails to adhere to the framework and the RSS is mostly
irrelevant now.

4.0 NPPF/MASS or National and Regional
Guidelines for Aggregate Provision in England
2005-2020 compliance
4.1 The direct nature of the MLP to support the regional apportionment; Essex
County Council refers to the “National and Regional Guidelines for Aggregate
Provision in England 2005-2020” (NRGAPE) for the whole period of the MLP,
even though this guide does not extend beyond 2020 (MLP para3.90).
However, this guideline only refers to the EE Regional Apportionment at
236mt for the period. It is the Regional Assembly responsibility to agree with
MPAs from the sub-regional areas to agree their apportionments; with the
advice from the EEAWP. The 4.31mtpa apportionment, as discussed in
Section 3, was never approved by central government, so is unsound. In
addition, given the revocation of the Regional Strategy in January 2013, this
includes all policies and the sub-regional apportionment for the East of
England. Essex County Council now needs to cooperate with the National
Aggregate Co-ordinating Group. In addition, this gives the plan nine years of
no evidence or policy guidelines guidance. There is also a lack of soundness,
with the past 8 years failing to match the average 10 year sales figures
directed by framework/MASS or direct sale figures.
4.2 Given the comments made by other MLA LAAs over the use of the
framework (see Evidence Table 2), they have little bearing on the real world
when robust local data available. The decrease in aggregate sales over the
last 20 years is known nationally and by Essex County Council, by 38%.
There is also disregard for any other part of this guideline (NRGAPE) and the
framework/MASS guidelines. No other source of aggregate is used (marine,
secondary, recyclables, imports) and the focus is solely on the continuation of
the regional apportionment, itself failed to predict future demand. The
calculations used to determine future demand are based on 10 years sales
Page 17 of 76

and a number of complicated, non-transparency algorithms that other MLA
LAA published’ agreed not to use. This is further confirmed by the inspector
for Buckinghamshire documented in their BMWCS Main Modification August
2012 (see Appendix 2)

5.0 EEAWP Apportionment or 10 Year Sales
5.1 MLP para3.89 documents 4.31mtpa as the apportionment figure used for
Essex, while Thurrock is 0.14mpta. Para3.91 states this has “subsequently
agreed between Essex County Council and Thurrock Council; this was made
at officer level (letter dated 6th September 2010), via the EEAMP and did not
engage committee/cabinet for approval (there is no evidence of a joint
plan/strategy/formal agreement at committee level).
5.2 The MLP uses 4.31mtpa to calculate the demand of aggregate over the
18 year term, which is documented in para 3.100 as 77.58mtpa. Permitted
Reserves (37.014mt) are then subtracted from 77.58mtpa given Essex MLP
planning requirements of 40.67mt for the period. This is illustrated in LAA
Table 13. No other aggregate or analysis of aggregate supply options is
given as the requirement of the framework/MASS.
5.3 As stated in Section 4, the MLP places its logic behind the assumption
that The National and Regional Guidelines for Aggregate Provision in England
2005-2020 underrights the soundness of the data used. As discussed:
 The guidance for the EE RSS has been revoked as part of the
revocation of the EE Assembly and RAWP.
 It’s a complicated formula that is not transparent and has been rejected
by other MPAs.
 The guidance does not offer sub-regional area apportionments
 The EEAWP apportionment within the draft RSS 2010 Policy M1 was
not adopted and abolished by government.
 The NRGAPE guidance failed to predicted future demand since 2005
(see Table 1)
 The NRGAPE guidance does inform the use of other supply options,
however disregarded by Essex County Council in their calculations
 The MASS indicates it may be used as a guide if no local robust data is
available, for other MPA who RSS have not been revoked (MASS)
5.4 The rather simplistic historic approach gives the MLP 40.67mt becomes
the principle key requirement that underpins the whole of the MLP and the
means to extract aggregate through “Preferred Sites”, for Land Won Sand and
Gravel (para3.98) and then unpins the surrounding work for compliance.
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5.5 As discussed, this calculation totally fails to comply with the framework
/MASS and the Localism Act “Duty of Cooperation”.
1. The NPPF para1 states “the Government’s planning policies for
England and how these are expected to be applied”
2. The Draft EERSS 2010 is not the Statutory Development Planning
Policy and general conformity cannot be complied.
3. EEAWP has no Statutory Authority to impose changes to the
apportionment allocation to MLA. Nor should officers advise County
Councillors or other councillors otherwise
4. MASS para9 states AWP should not find the need to work on the basis
of former government office region boundaries”
5. The EE RSS 2008 has been revoked on 3rd January 2013
6. The Sub-National element of the National and Regional Guidelines for
Aggregate Provision in England 2005-2020 was part of this revocation
order. It is no longer relevant and the apportionment allocation may be
offered as a guideline to support local robust data of those MPA where
revocation has not happen (NPPF para145, however MASS 15 a.
refines this, states
“it is not expected or desirable that Mineral Planning
Authorities will simply take the figure for each sub-national
level and apportion it amongst constituent authorities” which
Essex County Council has done. It should only be used where
MPA have difficulty in obtaining data (MASS 15.b).”
7. The MLP changes the meaning of this statement as:
“Taking account of the published National and Sub-National
Guidelines on future provision, and using this guideline when
planning for future aggregate demand and supply.”
8. The framework para145 states “based on a rolling average of 10 years
sales data and other relevant local information, and an assessment of
all supply options (including marine dredged, secondary and recycled
sources)”, this has not been complied with at every level.
9. MASS para6 reaffirms the need to use local robust data based on 10
year rolling sales
10. MASS para10 reaffirms the need to include the supply options for
marine dredged, secondary and recycled sources before land won
resources. None of this has happen and will be discussed later.
11. The Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England)
Regulations 2012 at Part 2 section (4). Examples3 relevant to the
WMP are ((l) the Marine Management Organisation; this has not
happened
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12. There has been a lack of “Duty of Cooperation” between Essex and
neighbouring authorities to the south, Thurrock, Kent and London
Boroughs.
5.6 On this one key principle, the MLP is unsound and is not compliant with
tests in the framework 182, MASS and the legislation identified in Section 1
5.7 In accordance with NPPF/MASS and the “Duty of Cooperation”, the MLP
should be sound, transparent positively prepared, justified, effective and
consistent with National Policy.
5.8 To achieve this compliance, the use of local robust data sales figures
which Essex MPA is responsible for and publishes in the East of England
Aggregates Working Party and Site Operator Survey Returns (2011). This
data is in Table 1, extracted from the MLP LAA which spans the last twenty
years, 1992 to 2011. This information is not transparent, as it is given for
Greater Essex and the reader needs to read various sections to understand
how Essex component is sourced. This information complies with the
framework para145 and MASS para6. Within Table 1, a rolling 10 year
averages have been applied over the last 20 years, giving 10 respective 10
year averages sales (yellow shading) for a full economic cycle, 17 years of
growth (green shading) and 3 years of recession (red shading, lower row).
This Sound and Robust evidence should be used and not dismissed as by
Essex County Council within the MLPLAA. It provides the balance between
demand and supply across a whole economic cycle
5.9 The evidence is clear, transparent and compliant:
 There is no 10 year average sales cycle that match the 4.31mtpa
apportionment, not even close to it.
 The current 10 years sales average is 3.62mtpa (2002-2011)
 The 20 years sales average is 3.83mtpa (1992-2011)
 Only 2 years ever exceeded the 4.31mtpa across 20 years, 18 years
did not.
 Difference between 4.31mt apportionment and 10 year sales figures
3.62mt for the period provides a 12.5mt excess.
 The excess of 12.5mt cannot be equated to a steady and adequate
supply, a key component of the new policy
 To achieve the statement “needs for economic growth” used to support
the apportionment would need at least a 30% increase in sales which
is not supported by national or local trends.
 In LAA Chapter 5.1, the statements of “Actual land won sand & gravel
sales are then compared to a figure representing the Greater Essex ten year
rolling sales average plus an additional 10%.” If these figures have had a
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10% bonus allocated to them, the excess is even greater. There is no
other evidence to how this 10% is used as the section dealing with the
10 year average sales, it does not have any reference to a 10%
addition nor does the framework place a requirement of a 10%
tolerance.
There is a difference in the figures from the British Geographic Survey
“Collation of the results of the 2009 Mineral Survey for England and
Wales” (Table 9d) that shows a lower volume of sales (2.726mt
Greater Essex) than those recorded by EEAWP used in the MLPLAA.
This report also shows that Thurrock Council sales for that year were
0.268mt, not the 0.140mt used within the MLP or referenced in the
MLPLAA. This gives Essex sales for 2009 as 2.478mt, not the 2.654mt
used. This gives that year, 2009 an inflated figure of over 7% or
0.176mt increase.
The data reported by the BGS is sourced through the local authorities.
Given the difference, is this actual sale figures. This raised a number
of concerns:
o Are the sales figures reliable from the EEAWP?
o Are the details figures hidden by by the term “industrial
confidentiality”?
o Have the sale figures been inflated by 7%?
o Is the general method of applying 0.140mts across the term
unsound?
As there is no other source of data other than that which has been
referred to in this report, the question of transparency has to be
questioned again.,
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Table 1 Essex Sales Figures 2002 to 2011
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5.10 The MLP LAA sets out to confuse and mislead the reader between what
the evidence (Table1 is above) and what appears to be the primary objective,
to support the apportionment figure derived from the EEAWP in 2010. As
stated above, Greater Essex data is given for 20 years, while Essex
representation offers only 10 years. It is not clear why Essex County Council
went down this route (confidentiality for sales does not constitute a reason) as
the MLP is solely for Essex, while Thurrock and Southend local authorities are
including their mineral strategies in their Core Strategies. This is noted in
LAA5.1.
5.11 The principle evidence is offered in Chapter 4.4.5 that fails to comply
with framework 182, the four soundness elements: Positivity Prepared,
Compliant with National Policy, Justified and Effective. There are many
statements that are incorrect and lead the reader to be misinformed:
 “the annual apportionment for Greater Essex as set out in the East of England
RSS”. The apportionment is taken from the 2010 draft EERSS that was
abolished and is not the EERSS.
 “the annual apportionment was the amount of mineral that each MPA was
required to provide which was attributed to each MPA through discussions
between Regional Assemblies and Regional Aggregate Working Parties, which
were in turn informed by Central Government figures detailing the amount of
mineral required to facilitate national growth”. This was never adopted by
the Secretary of State in 2010.
 The rest of the text refers to statements about Greater Essex that continue to
provide twisted arguments between recession figures and rest of the data,
how sales have completely collapsed with the remaining figures being
significantly higher than 4.2mts. While it is noted that figures have been in
decline over 20 years for various reasons, the drop in sales can only be
partly attributed to the recession. The supporting information regards to
growth and employment is dated and does not reflect the new draft core
strategies and other supporting data published for this current time.
5.12 In LAA Chapter 5, there is a continuation of misinformation and some
clarity of what is being said, however none of the information is in support of
the current framework. Questions need to be raise why Essex County
Council is so insistent in continuing with the apportionment figure when their
own evidence fails to support such a direction. Nor is it supported by the new
guidelines. Is it because of the strong element within the EEAWP for
industry?
 5.1 “Actual land won sand & gravel sales are then compared to a figure
representing the Greater Essex ten year rolling sales average plus an
additional 10%.” Does this mean that the sale figures have included within
them an additional 10%, as no additional 10% is in the calculation in 5.4
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5.4 is the only place evidence is offered for solely Essex. The first paragraph
talks about breakdown between Essex and Thurrock, agreed at officer level.
Table 8 offers the 10 year sales and average sales. Figure 6 offers a graph
representation of that data and fails to point out that 2002 is a peak, an
exception rather than a declining trend.
“Annual sand & gravel sales within Essex have been below the respective
apportionment figure since 2004 and were only recorded above the 2011
annual apportionment figure of 4.31mt in 2002 and 2003 across the 10 year
period analysed. “When a rolling 10 year sales average is assessed, the
average sales figure of 3.62mtpa is below actual sales between 2001 and
2007, with only the sales in the last four years being low enough to be
satisfied by the figure derived from the NPPF suggested base position. As such
taking a ten year sale average is not considered to be a viable approach on
which to base planned mineral provision if economic growth is to be
supported.” This is a clipped view, as we know the 2 peak years (Table 1
Red years) are the exception across a 20 year span; the average between 20
and 10 years sale averages is only 0.2mt. That is less than 5% and the
statement above cannot be justified given the evidence, new guidelines and
the projection data for growth, housing and employment in the LAA.
Given the evidence of a national demand in sales: a national continual
decline in sales, better building techniques and use of aggregates and the
likely reduction of sales to Essex main exporter, London, the final
statements for “not considered to be a viable approach on which to base
planned mineral provision if economic growth is to be supported” is
misleading, false, unsupported and unsound. This statement is also not
supported by the other 14 LAAs published to date.

5.13 The analysis and compliance to the framework/MASS of this information
equates to 2002 to 2011 providing 10 year rolling sales of 3.62mtpa, which
the MLP LAA highlights in Table 8, p28. This gives the MLP over the 18
years, 65.1636mt. Subtracting the permitted reserves, 37.014mt gives
28.15mt for the period of the plan. Not the 40.67mts recommended by the
MLP.
5.14 However, the framework/MASS has a requirement to look at other supply
options. In Table 2 below, these have been added and the supporting
evidence is discussed later, to allow a comparison with the Essex County
Council MLP approach.
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Table 2: Is the MLP Apportionment Right?
Elements
Apportionment
Secondary (less)
Recyclables (less)

MLP
4.31mtpa
0
0

Marine (less)
Imports and exports
Subtotal
Landbank 7 years
Total over the period
Permitted Reserves
(less)

0
0
(30mt)
77.58mt
37.014mt

NPPF/MASS
3.62mtpa
1.20mtpa for Secondary
& Recycles (1.68mtpa
CGR)
1.00mt
0.26mtpa (Imports only)
21.6mt
25.34mt
46.94mt
37.014mt

Requirement

40.67mt

9.9mt

Each of the other sources is discussed later on and the figures placed within
Table 2 can be justified.
5.15 Essex County Council MLP places a demand from its citizens and
environment for which they pledge to protect at every level for an additional
12.52mts. This equates to greater than the combined output of the three new
preferred sites, Policy 6, with consequents of the destruction of communities
and environments local people are trying to protect. Reviewing the 10, 10
year average sales results, clearly demonstrate that 3.62mtpa is sound, the
average sales has never been above 4.31mt, even when the highest peak
period of the last boom (1994-2003) and excluding the recession period only
gives an 7 year average sales figure at 4.1089mt and does not conform to a
full economic cycle as required by the framework para 174 (MLPpara3.94).
5.16 The conclusion within the MLP LAA Chapter 6 presents a picture of
mirroring the apportionment figure of 4.31mtpa with the sales figures for a set
period. This is false and the generalised figures of 6 and 7 referred to are just
that, a general view. A clearer statement should be reference to the actual
data presented. The second point raised, paying great emphasis on the
recession is also false. The recession accounts for 3 years, 30% of the sale
figures, while 70%, 7 years are a growth period. This complies with the
framework (174) for a full economic cycle. Thirdly, the “Economic Growth
Strategy” and the figures used in the chapter (Tables 11 & 12) for housing and
construction employment fail to provide any sound evidence in terms of the
need for greater aggregates supplies. The correlation of the last 10 years and
sale figures clearly indicates the current status in sales is more than adequate
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to meet the forecasts with the latter years only reaching similar outputs in
construction and employment in construction to that being experienced now,
in a recession.
5.17 The latest figures from the DCLG House Building September Quarter
2012 England Report showed a 9% national decline with Essex being
highlighted as an area of weakest activity, being near 15%. The figures from
the DCLG Table 563 “Land Prices” for residential building land values have
declined since 2008 by nearly 40%. There is an issue here that there is
extensive building land with outline planning permission available, however,
due to the inflated cost in its purchase in the height of the boom periods, the
industry is unlikely to advance into a building boom until the rest of the
economy has picked up. The trend lines within Table 3 do show the current
decline in house completions which run in parallel with the decline in
aggregate sales and is unlikely to change in the short to medium term.
5.18 The forecast data used within the MLPLAA, Tables 11 & 12, with the
initial pecks as shown in Table 3 (2011 -2013) below have already failed to
materialise and a continued decline is actually occurring. As with all
forecasts, they rarely come true. With a 40% differential in the value of
building residential land it is unlikely there will be a significant return to
building for the short to medium term. The increase in aggregates over the
period of the plan is based on unsound data, does not comply with the
framework/MASS and will only lead to increasing the landbank which will
exceed the 7 year requirement defined in the framework.
5.19 To conclude, the “need” for 77.58mt over the period has no justification
and is a detriment to the communities and environment of Essex and cannot
be classed as “sustainable development”, nor supported by the framework at
every level.
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Table 3 Correlation between Construction Employment, Housing sales and forecasts with Sales of Aggregates.
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5.20 As discussed, the only RSS mineral, discussion and policy before its
revocation is the 2008 RSS, Chapter 12 and Policy M1. The use of the
abolished draft of 2010 is unsound, from which the 4.31mtpa is drawn from.
There is a significant direction drawn from this draft RSS that is irrelevant, 120
references. Together the continued 29 reference towards the EEAWP
(abolished in July 2010) in the LAA.
5.21 The use of an abolished EEAWP, has to be subjective, given the heavy
influence and direction the MLP is cross referenced, driven and underwritten
by this group. The membership of the industry (Appendix 2) within this group
and the relationship with the Calls of Sites to the sites within the “Preferred
Sites” list. The Office for Fair Trading aggregates report identifies five major
companies dominates the aggregate sales (see Figure 2). These companies
all have a seat on the EEAWP. The OFT report also finds that some RAWP
have gone beyond “technical, advisory role envisaged and into decisionmaking”. Given the evidence within the MLP, RPC suggests this has
occurred here as the whole of the documented process is in support from its
Vision, Aims and Objective to the volume of aggregate over the period.

Figure 2 OFT Top 10 Aggregate Firms
5.22 There has been a national decline in aggregate demand (clearly
demonstrated by other MPA LAA), better use of recycle and secondary
aggregates and building techniques. The sales figures used, also include
sales to other surrounding authorities that represent 22% of exports. Given
“the majority of that exported going to London” (MLPLAA Sec.9.1, MLP para
3.101), there is a likelihood, demand will continue to decline as London will
make most of its call from marine aggregates and secondary and recycle
aggregates (MLP para3.103).
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Given this, just the first stage of compliance with the framework, Essex
County Council has failed. The remaining stages for the NPPF/MASS clearly
state that marine dredged, secondary and recycled sources should be
assessed and taken into account before land won aggregate is sourced.
5.23 This process of compliance is adopted by other MPAs and demonstrates
good practise. In an example of this, the Figure 1 below is a direct copy from
Hampshire CC LAA and illustrates the meaning behind the framework/MASS
and is transparent. In appendix 3, is a desk top study of the other MPA LAAs
published to date on the internet who all have complied.
Figure 1.

5.24 The MLP fails to take other aggregate material into account, with the
MLPLAA placing objections or totally failing to acknowledge its present.

6.0 Marine Aggregates
6.1 Marine, how is Essex County Council representing Essex use:
 MLP refers to marine aggregates in a number of areas within the plan:
o MLP para1.23 refers to “Proposals for marine dredging of aggregates
are decided by the Marine Management Organisation under these
policy arrangements”
o MLP p14 Marine dredging takes place in the extraction regions of the
Thames Estuary and the East Coast, whilst aggregate is landed at
marine wharves located in east London, north Kent, Thurrock, and
Suffolk. Essex has no landing wharves of its own.
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o MLP para2.31 Marine dredged aggregates provide an important
additional source of material for construction aggregates, beach
replenishment, and some industrial processes. This material is sourced
from the seabed off Britain which is controlled and licensed by the
Marine Management Organisation.
o MLP para2.32 No marine dredged aggregates are landed in Essex, but
there are marine landing points located in neighbouring authorities in
north Kent, east London, Thurrock, and Suffolk (Ipswich) which are
able to serve parts of Essex and contribute to the overall supply
coming into Essex.
o MLP 3.149 Currently there is evidence of marine wharves in
neighbouring areas providing for some of Essex’s aggregate needs,
MLPLAA
o Char 4.1 MPA plans for the amount of land won mineral that is
to be provided over the period of a plan but has no jurisdiction
over aggregate won from the marine environment. However the
MPA is required to “an analysis of all aggregate supply options,
as indicated by, mineral plan allocations and capacity data e.g.
marine licences for marine (NPPF para 17836, MASS para6
(second bullet point), MASS para10 c) The Town and Country
Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 at Part 2
section (4) requires the communication with the MMO and in
writing. There is no evidence to support this. This has not
happened.
o Char 8 refers to marine won sand & gravel, however the
information is not transparent as there is no distinction between
Essex and Greater Essex and then the wider/surrounding
authorities. It is not clear whether this is market forces that drive
sales imports from marine sources or whether Essex is over
supplied by land-won sources. As explained earlier, under its
“Duty of Cooperation”, there is a legal requirement to cooperate
with the MMO for marine licences (with the industry) and with
Thurrock DC landings, not just for Safeguarding, for greater
access to this alternative source for aggregate. There are a
number of industries sitting within the EEAWP who operate
marine dredging and equality, those that don’t. As well as the
legal requirement under the duty of cooperation, it is also explicit
in the NPPF para 17836 that Essex County Council has a Duty of
Co-operation with the Marine Management Organisation and
has not expressed this within the MLPLAA or any other
supporting document.
o MLPLAA char. 8.5 highlights there are 10.95mtpa of aggregate
under the MMO permitted licence agreements from the region,
with only 67% utilised with Table 16 showing tonnage from the
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ports. There is no information made available to state where its
final destination is, however it does show it is a viable resource
and can play a major part of Essex requirements, especially the
south and west.
o Kent LAA (Dec 12) has increased it usage of this resource by
1mtpa from 2.7mtpa to 3.7mtpa.
6.2 The MLP para2.20, Map 3 does provide a figure for marine import into the
county of Essex of 0.263mt from the BGS survey of 2009. Yet the same
figure is defined in Table 17 as Greater Essex within MLPLAA. The
correlation between this figure and the statement in MLP para 3.10:
“Essex also imported approximately 20% of its sand and gravel requirements (both
land won and marine sourced) and as such it is important that our current links can
be maintained.”
And yet MLP is unable to support this statement anywhere else within the
MLP documents. This statement was added since the initial draft MLP
(para3.82) was approved by the council and RPC raising concerns shortly
after. Hidden within the MLP Analysis Report p263 is the following statement:
“There are Marine dredged aggregates sites off the Essex Coast.
However, there are no landing wharves in Essex (they are in Ipswich
and Thurrock); Therefore ECC cannot include these tonnages in our
apportionment figures as there are landed in different Authority areas.
Therefore the approach was taken to concentrate the strategy and
selection process to land won sand and gravel”.
Also
“Dredging already takes place off the east coast. Marine dredging does
not fall within the remit of the Mineral Planning Authority. See Q2 Topic
Paper regarding Spatial Strategy” p601
Also
“Marine dredging of sand and gravel does take place, however, Essex does
not have any active wharves to land this material. The apportionment also
requires MPAs to identify land-won provision for sand and gravel.” p685
6.3 This acknowledgement in the MLP Tropic Paper as being side lined (p10)
and is questioned by Councillor Aldridge. Essex County Council response is
(p6):
“Specifically, the winning of marine-won aggregates is controlled
by the Crown Estate and Marine Management Organisation, it is not an
issue that the Minerals Planning Authority can influence, other than
provision landing opportunities.”
Also
“The revised spatial strategy is for a geographical dispersal of sites, the
existence of sites outside Essex, along the Thames and in Suffolk is
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acknowledged, which can and do receive both marine dredged
aggregate and land aggregate including crushed rock”
Also
Carbon Emissions p10
 Maximising use of transportation by rail and water would have the added
benefit of reducing the carbon footprint resulting from additional road
transport movements;
 There should be stronger incentives to use rail over road, rather than placing
additional pressures on failing road network. Environmentally, the carbon
element used to transport aggregate has not been clearly understood;
6.4 Essex County Council has completely failed to apply, plan or work
towards achieving these aims, leaving the direction to others. Given the main
infrastructure projects highlighted (MLP para2.19) can all benefit directly from
marine sourced aggregate, either directly by construction of temporary
wharves (proof of concept by the RSPB at Wallasea Island, Essex) or by the
railheads identified for safeguarding, there is no direct evidence to facilitate
this:
 construction of a new Lower Thames Crossing between Greater Essex
and Kent,
 The current construction of Crossrail across Greater London between
Maidenhead (Berkshire) in the west and Shenfield, Brentwood in the
east,
 Bradwell (in Maldon district) has been identified as a potentially suitable
location for the construction of a new nuclear power station,
 At London Gateway (Shellhaven, Thurrock) planning approvals have
been given for major infrastructure development on 283 hectares
including the UK’s largest container port. The first phase is completed
with the second near completion, both fed with marine aggregates (1.6mt).
 At Bathside Bay in Harwich planning approval has been granted
however the developer has pulled the application (Plans withdrawn 26
Nov 2012) due to environmental review by government
6.5 Marine aggregates can be clearly demonstrated for it’s use in
development infrastructure projects in the region by the MMO, documented
from their website (below). However, Essex County Council denies its
residents and industries the right to this source of aggregate, in favour to
focuses on the destruction of the countryside and communities and support
land won aggregate industries.
“Marine aggregates play a key role in the portfolio of national
construction aggregate supply, supporting the delivery of various
government policies, including beach nourishment projects
around the country (such as providing coastal defences), the
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regeneration of Thames Gateway and the 2012 London Olympic
Games. Significant tonnages have also been used in major
construction projects including the Channel Tunnel and
associated Channel Tunnel Rail Link, Felixstowe Port, Heathrow
Terminal 5 and the Thames Barrier. The coastal location of many
of these developments means that the aggregates sector is able
to supply large volumes of construction aggregate and fill
material in a sustainable manner.”
6.6 The high level reports for dragging off the South East and Thames also
supports the decline in dredging and the opportunity to use this positive
accessible resource.
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6.7 MASS clearly states:
 6. “an analysis of all aggregate supply options, as indicated by landbanks,
mineral plan allocations and capacity data e.g. marine licences for marine
aggregate extraction and the potential throughputs from wharves.”
 7. “membership of each Aggregate Working Party should include
members of each Mineral Planning Authority and aggregate industry
representation as agreed by each Working Party, and the Marine Maritime
Organisation where necessary.”
 10 “marine sources, from areas licensed by the Marine Maritime
Organisation for marine sand and gravel dredging.”
NPPF also states in para179
Local planning authorities should work collaboratively with other bodies
to ensure that strategic priorities across local boundaries are properly
coordinated and clearly reflected in individual Local Plans.36
36

In marine areas, local planning authorities should collaborate with the Marine
Management Organisation to ensure that policies across the land/sea boundary are
integrated.

6.8 The Essex County Council clearly has disregarded its “Duty of
Cooperation” with neighbouring authorities locally and nationally, including the
MMO. The statement from ECC officers, “the apportionment and need to
focus on land won aggregates, is driven by the National and Regional
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Guidelines for Aggregate Provision in England 2005-2020 and where
marine won aggregates have not played an historic requirement on
Essex”. However, as demonstrated, times have changed and a historic view
is no defence, it should be based on duty of care or best practise. Essex
County Council has blatantly rejects the need access this alternative source
aggregate, fails to embrace or even try to relate to the framework/MASS,
legislation where it is very explicit to do so.
6.9 Considering the MLP LAA is based on data for Greater Essex, the
information contained in Chapter 8, is somewhat lacking, considering the bulk
of marine aggregate coming through the port at Thurrock. Essex County
Council has failed to work with Thurrock District Council and mineral
industries to secure environmentally sound source of aggregates for the south
and west of Essex. There is a potential that this could contribute a significant
important element, as for Kent. To conclude, Essex could easily take 1 to 2
mtpa, especially when most of the major infrastructure project documents are
within the South Essex like Thames Gateway and Basildon and there is
current capacity to do so and play a greater role in supporting climate change.
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7.0 Secondary and recycled aggregates sources:
7.1 Secondary and Recyclables, how is Essex County Council representing
Essex use:
 NPPF para 143 clearly states that secondary and recycled aggregates
should be taken into account before considering extraction of primary
materials. This has not taken place
 MLP para 3.54 states 31% could be supplied by secondary aggregates
and recycles aggregates
 MLPLAA Char10. Fails to provide any meaningful knowledge on
secondary and recycled aggregates and stating “data currently available
is extremely raw and is not considered to be suitably robust to enable a
recycling target to be set”.
 However the draft WDD PA states in 2011 the capacity for C&D
recycling waste to be currently at 1.68mtpa rising by another
0.511mtpa by the end of the period 2031 to ensure growth in at facility
(Table 2 WDDPA) and Table 1 stating there was 1,196mt of C&D
(Defra C&I Survey 2010 Actual Arising’s). Given both of these figures
arise from a period of recession and the Waste and Recycling Capacity
Gap Report required robust data to have any meaningful analysis, the
information in Chapter 10 is restricting the facts or limiting the
information evidence to make a balanced judgement. One could argue
to the continuation of supporting the apportionment figure.
 Given this 31% of 3.62mts of the applied the framework sales figure
provides a 1.2mtpa which is less than the current capacity for recycling
facility. Given that there is a close relationship between development
and recycled aggregates in terms of recycle aggregates and primary
aggregate sales, the risk of using this figure in the LAA is low, as the
trends will be monitored on a three year average of sales.
 The EU Waste Framework Directive (2008/98/EC) states that Local
Authorities must ensure that at least 70% of secondary and recyclables
are recovered by 2020. MLP does make reference to the article in
para3.49, however fails to provide any meaningful direction or evidence
as presented in the WDD PA 2011. There is no reference in the MLP
LAA or to the WDD PA 2011 (published by the same team) which is a
direct contradiction to the statements made and NPPF182 “positively
prepared”.
7.2 To conclude, there is a direct correlation between the use of aggregate
and C & D recyclables; given the National and Sub National Guidelines for
Aggregate Provision in England 2005-2020’ (DCLG, June 2009) provide a
guidance target for 31%, the data from 2010 survey would be suggest a viable
to that part of the supply for aggregates within the LAA can easily be made
from 1.2 mtpa from secondary and recyclable. This is likely to increase as the
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county comes out of the recession as defined by the Waste reports and Essex
County Council has identified the infrastructure capacity to achieve this. In
essence, the MLP fails again against the framework and tests of soundness.

8.0 Imports into and exports out of the MPA
Area
8.1 Exports are already included in the sales figures, which is given as 22%,
with a significant part being exported to London. The trends for sales are in
decline nationally, in part due to better building techniques and recyclables.
With London meeting most of their future demands from marine aggregates
(MLPpara3.101) and secondary and recyclables, the call for exports from
Essex will decline over time. And yet, although this is referenced in the
MLP/LAA, no allowance or consideration is given.
8.2 Imports are only recorded as a figure within Map 3 on p19 within the MLP.
There is no other reference to the volume of imported aggregates throughout
the MLP documentation for Essex alone. The MLPLAA refers to Greater
Essex, and the distinction between Thurrock and Essex authorities is not
made. This failure to be transparent does not comply with the framework. The
evidences from other MPAs LAA clearly indicate Essex is alone in the way
they have handle this process.
 The LAA provides limited information on this subject as there is no
distinction between the authorities and what constitutes an import into
Essex. The figures are generalised and have no correlation with the
Annual Monitoring Reports and the British Aggregate Survey figures.
 Map 3 within the MLP highlights the only reference to imports of
aggregates of 0.239mt from the north of the county. Even this small
volume fails to inform the calculator for aggregate requirements for
Essex.
 The minutes of the Aggregate Working Panel October 2012, clearly
states and acknowledges the lack of information and disregard to
imported data.
 The new statement states 20% of Essex aggregates are imported
(MLP para3.101), however the MLP LAA, Table 22 states 19.35% are
imports for “Greater Essex”. There is no reference or data for Essex
and Thurrock and Southend is a net importer of land won and marine
aggregates.
8.3 To conclude, Essex County Council has failed at every level to portray fair
and a positive view on how they should apply the framework/MASS
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guidelines. They failed to justify the apportionment placed forward by the
EEAWP, or reduce its impact on the Essex environment and communities by
including other sources of aggregates.
8.4 The MASS para11 states:
“Mineral Planning Authorities will be able to source aggregates from all the supply
options mentioned in paragraph 10 above, but expects each Mineral Planning
Authority to plan for aggregates, taking account of all sources and having regard to
the overall objective to minimise the amount of primary extraction consistent with
delivering the overall policy of a steady and adequate supply”
8.5 The draft MLP and MLP LAA has completely failed to comply with this
National Policy by just placing an apportionment figure based on an
agreement, made nearly 3 years ago within the EEAWP, which has no
statutory undertaking.
8.6 Roxwell Parish Council suggests there is sufficient data available to make
a real judgement of the requirements of aggregate following the
framework/MASS 10, 10 year rolling sales 3.62mtpa (includes export sales
based at 22%), whether they are inflated by 10% or not. That statement in
the MLP LAA 5.1 is misleading or over playing the sales figures, either way, it
does not help the soundness of the LAA. A secondary and recyclable
aggregate of 1.2 mtpa is an easily achievable target and is likely to increase
(a minimum target). Marine aggregates of 1mtpa to 2mtpa is once again
achievable and is placed better (to be effectively managed) to serve the south
of the county rather than using land won aggregates and transporting across
the county and also help to comply with the Climate Change agenda. Imports
and Exports are a changing theme, with cross border movements more likely
to be influence by market forces on the small volumes highlighted. Given the
likely changes to exports are likely to play a greater part in sales, especially to
London
8.7 The evidence is based on local robust data and provides a real insight into
what can be included for the needs of Essex, not directed by the EEAWP or
the failure of the LAA. The demand for land won aggregate is a quarter of
which is being placed forward by Essex County Council at just under 10mt for
the plan period. This significant difference has a major implication on the
surrounding evidence placed to support the demand by the MLP.

9.0 Windfalls
9.1 The figures and calculations above exclude Windfalls, which do occur and
which Essex County Council has a history and excellent data to support this.
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Although windfalls are not directly referenced in the NPPF towards mineral,
they are referred to. The framework para48, windfalls:
“Local planning authorities may make an allowance for windfall sites in the
five-year supply if they have compelling evidence that such sites have
consistently become available in the local area and will continue to provide
a reliable source of supply.”
9.2 The MLP recognises the present of windfall, and places policies to
address the windfall issue. Other MPA LAAs are also not clear on whether to
include them or not. However, there is evidence within MLP Document
Portfolio that it can be used as an appropriate data to facilitate the
requirement under the national policy. This key additional supply option was
reported on during the MDDPA consultation and dismissed. This question
was raised in the MLP Topic Paper as part of “Key Issue 10”:
“Reduction in resources to be identified through the MDD”
KEY ISSUE 10:
Windfall would reduce the resources required to be identified through
the MDD
Windfall would add to supply and correspondingly reduce the resources
required to be identified through the MDD;
ECC RESPONSE
“The Minerals Development Document is as positive plan which seeks to
bring about the achievement of the spatial strategy to meet the objectives
and overarching vision of the plan. By their nature, windfall sites (including
prior-extraction sites) arise in unpredictable locations and at unpredictable
times; in all likelihood not in accordance with the strategy. Windfall sites
build in flexibility to the plan, and provide coverage should any of the
Preferred Sites come up against an insurmountable problem at the planning
application stage.”
9.3 It seems that windfalls are going to be used as an insurance policy if the
planning application fails. Which seems ironic that given the resources and
effort that appears to be placed to ensure a planned led system is in place,
why windfalls are needed to be applied in such a context?
9.4 Further evidence is found on how windfalls are managed in the “Further
Issues and Options Paper 2009:
Aspiration
Planning Provision for Windfall Sites
9.15 The earlier Issues and Options paper raised the question of making an
allowance for windfall sites (mainly agricultural reservoirs and borrow pits)
coming forward in the plan period. The contribution of windfall sites (for
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sand and gravel) over the decade to 2006 is approximately 6mt (or 0.6mtpa),
however, as previously 80 Essex County Council Minerals Development
Document Further Issues & Options Paper advised the annual tonnage
varies from nil to 1mt and this continues to be the case. It is considered that
whilst the contribution to the landbank is not insignificant the supply is too
varied such that it would not be appropriate to make an allowance within the
plan provision for aggregates extraction from these sites over the landbank
requirements. That said, it is recognised that the actual contribution since
1996 has not been insignificant, and that applications for windfall sites shall
continue to come forward and as such provide some flexibility in
maintaining the landbank. The contribution of such windfall sites shall be
monitored through the Annual Monitoring Report
9.5 In the three years since this report, none of the “Annual Monitoring
Reports” have any reference to “Windfalls”. Given the evidence from the 10
year period available, it is clear that yes, windfalls are erratic, however the
average over the 10 year period equates to just under 1mtpa. There are two
important points that came from this discussion:
1). There is clearly a bonus from windfalls, that can be used as the evidence
as prescribed by the framwork.
2).If the information from windfalls data is said to be unsound, does this mean
all historic data used in the LAA is unsound as each provides an historic view
and is unlikely to be repeated. Only trends can give a potential direction of
travel?
9.6 Below is the information placed forward in 2011 by the RPC:
“As part of the evidence collected to substantiate the overall MDDPAP requirement,
Essex County Council should not dismiss how aggregate also enters the system that
equates to the overall allowance. For example, there has been no scope or allowance
for windfall aggregate. Windfall sites for the last 10 years produced 8.43mt, 20% of
the requirement for that period. The Mineral Local Plan 1996 also shows there was a
net benefit of nearly 0.5mtpa. MDDPAP Figure 4 (Figure 5 below) on pp56 shows a
trend of increasing aggregates by this means. Clearly, windfall sites are part of the
process on how aggregates enter the system and these needs to be recognised.
However, the 1996 Mineral Plan did make allowance for this in calculating future
provision, yet the MDDPAP does not. It does clearly state that it is more than happy
to use it to avoid mineral sterilisation. Given the raising trend and the policy to
ensure mineral is not lost, clearly there need’s to be an allowance made. The
precedent has already been made with the current mineral plan.”
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Figure 5

Sites Granted Planning Permission 1980-2010

Key Point 4
Soundness: Windfall Site
 founded on a robust and credible evidence base
 Windfall has had a positive increased over a twenty
period.
 Windfall Site contributes to the future provision as the
policy is to avoid mineral sterilisation.
 Over the last 10 years, windfall has contribute 0.928mts
pa

10.0 Landbanks
10.1 The statements within the MLP refer to the framework and the need to
ensure 7 years for aggregates. However MLP para3.83 refers to “at 31
December 2011, the combined Essex &Thurrock updated landbank for sand
and gravel was 8.3 years”. Given this MLP excludes Thurrock, RPC is not
sure why this statement is made. It is clear the permitted reserves for Essex
are 37.014mts (para3.100) and given the failure to apply the appropriate initial
apportionment/sales figure of 3.62mtpa would give 10.22 years of a
Landbank; while the 4.31mtpa gives 8.59 years of Landbank. The 10 year
sales figure is used consistently throughout the other MPAs LAAs and within
inspector reports.
10.2 MLP pp114 & Table 8, landbank calls for 30mts. This equates to greater
than the 7 years required by framework/MASS policies. This is in direct
contradiction to the framework and the requirement for a steady and adequate
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supply of aggregates, given the Essex LAA requirement to comply with the
correct sales figure, would give this landbank 8.28 years for the current 10
years average sales figure or slightly less using the 20 years sales average.
10.3 Policy S6 directly refers to Table 5 (the Plan identifies sufficient provision
through “Preferred Sites”), which interrelates to Policy P1. Given the MLP is
flawed in the way it applies or lack of application to the framework, both these
policies become unsound.
Positively prepared – the plan should be prepared based on a strategy
which seeks to meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure
requirements, including unmet requirements from neighbouring authorities
where it is reasonable to do so and consistent with achieving sustainable
development

11.0 Conclusion
11.1 Essex County Council draft MLP and supporting documentation has
failed on every level. The soundness of the plan is not in line with the
framework 182, nor current legislation. To conclude, the “need” for 77.58mt
over the period has no justification and is a detriment to the communities and
environment of Essex and cannot be classed as “sustainable development”.
The discussion above has clearly highlighted these failings and Roxwell
Parish Council welcomes the opportunity to discuss this with the inspector
later this year.

12.0 Preferred Site: A40 Shallow’s Cross
12.1 The sections above have already concluded that with the view, the need
to the volume of aggregates planned cannot be justified for the period.
Aggregates can be sourced from other streams to reduce the reliance on land
won aggregates. Given this outcome, the need for Shellow’s Cross (Site A40)
cannot be deemed or any other overriding justification for this site under the
phase “Sustainable Development” or to comply with the Spatial Strategy.
12.2The following discussion will further enhance the evidence and
conclusively reject the site against the framework and questions the tests
“Sustainable Development”, which must also cover the impacts on
people/social and the environment if development is to be sustainable.
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13.0 Environment Context, Green Belt and
Landscape Character
13.1 Shellow’s Cross Site A40 lies to the west of Roxwell and Elm Lane and
extends to some 105ha to Shellow’s Cross and north to the A1060. It lies
within the Metropolitan Green Belt. This includes the extraction area and a
new processing area with a new lagoon. The 105ha extraction area lies on a
north facing slope between Skreens Park Road, Elm Lane, A1060 and the
east of the Essex Way. Along these highways are a number of small hamlets
and houses that are characteristic of the area. The site is also crossed by a
number of footpaths (PROW) and a bridle track, see Plan 3 (Appendix 4) and
interlink to a number of surrounding footpaths (PROW) and one of counties
main walks “The Essex Way”, a green lane. The area is mainly farmland with
large arable fields with hedgerows on some of the field boundaries and a
number of ancient woodland with an open aspect. The site and the
surrounding area is an area of land not crossed by roads, giving a tranquil
character especially along the footpath running along from Mountneys to the
Essex Way, in the middle of the site where noise from traffic cannot be heard.
A rarity in this part of Essex.
13.2 The framework refers to Green Belt (Chapter 9) and the need to ensure
proposals do not have an unacceptable adverse effect on the natural or
historic environment. It also states the need to take account of cumulative
effects of multiple impacts from individual sites (framework para142). This will
be discussed later in Section 14 Methodology Change.
13.3 The general thrust of national policy is still to protect the character and
appearance of the countryside (for example at paragraphs 109, 110, 143 and
144 of the framework), subject to the presumption in favour of sustainable
development which has economic and social dimensions in addition to
environmental. Part of this is the landscape and visual impact of the
development of Shellow’s Cross. The framework does refer to the need to
“recognise the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside” in para17.
13.4 In 2006 Chris Blandford Associates carried out a distract scale
landscape character assessments (LCAs) for the districts, Roxwell/Writtle and
Willingale. The site sits within two classes, B20 and C4 “FARMLAND
PLATEAU”. In essence, they are one of the same and fall under a general
classification of B1 commissioned by Essex County Council. The key
Characteristics are:
 Gently undulating glacial till farmland plateau landscape.
 Predominantly arable farmland, with patches of pasture in close
proximity to settlements.
 Predominantly irregular field pattern.
 Fields generally delineated by gappy hedges, often containing single
mature deciduous trees.
 Scattered settlement pattern, dominated by Writtle in the east.
 Several halls and associated designed/parkland landscapes.
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 Network of narrow, winding lanes
These characteristics are evident around Shellow’s Cross.
13.5 The LCA identifies the character area as having a moderate to high
sensitivity to change and the landscape strategy objective is to conserve the
area:
“Sensitive key characteristics and landscape elements within this character area
include single mature deciduous trees within hedgerows and ditches at field
boundaries, (which are sensitive to changes in land management). The open
nature of the skyline of several areas of the plateau is visually sensitive, with new
development potentially visible within expansive views across the plateau and also
within views to and from the Wid Valley. There is a strong sense of historic
integrity, resulting from a dispersed historic settlement pattern of small hamlets and
villages and several visible historic features (including Newney Hall, Moor Hall
and Newland Hall). The comprehensive network of quiet rural lanes, which cross
the landscape are sensitive to potential increased traffic flow, associated with new
development. There are also several important wildlife habitats within the area
(including 10 sites of importance for nature conservation, comprising ancient
woodland and grassland habitats) which are sensitive to changes in land
management. Overall, this character area has moderate sensitivity to change.”
13.6 The openness of the site is clearly seen from any point surrounding the
site and crossing the site along the footpaths/bridletrack (Plan3). The area is
the watershed for Newland Brook, with feeds into Roxwell Brook. From
Skreens Park Road, between Roxwell and Willingale, looking north across the
valley, the whole of the site can be seen. Walking the footpaths that cross the
site, all of the fields can also be viewed. The same applies to the A 1060,
especially during the winter months when the Newlands Wood is bare of
leaves. This also applies to many of the residents whose properties lie with
the views across the site.
13.7 The operational effects on the landscape would last for approximately 14
years from the construction of bunds and initial overburden mounds with an
additional 3 year period for final restoration. The height of the bunds and the
phasing direction are unclear at the present, however Lafarge Report on the
17th February 2011 review of the site states the overburden moulds will be 5
metres high in the east increasing to 15 metres in the west. Lafarge was
asked to clarify this on the 26 July 2012; however no clear reply was given by
Lafarge on the 27 July 2012. The overbunden ratio is 2:33 gives the 8.155
mts of soils to be moved and managed on site. Given the proposal to
manage the operations in a progressive manner, field by field, the movement
of soils across the whole site cannot take place. This would mean, the
overbunden would need to be managed within that parcel of land being
mined.
13.8 We are told the site would be worked sequentially from the east to west,
starting behind Mountney’s Hall to the north, and then running from Elms
Farm across the side of the valley to Shellow’s Cross. This is referenced in
February 2011 report from Lafarge. A request for an updated schedule of
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works and restoration scheme which was supposed to be with Essex County
Council by the 1st November 2011 has still not appeared (14th February 2013).
Given the known lack of inert material to restore the site to its original levels,
at the present time, the only reference to an indicative restoration landform by
Lafarge can be seen in plan 1/2. Given the depth of the operations to the
central area, the moment of aggregates from the western section seems to
undermine any logic in Lafrages statement in paragraph3.1.3. The
transportation of material would have to cross a hollow of some 10 metres
deep. This we have tried to illustrate using Plan 2 and placing the footprint in
yellow to an aerial image. Access road being blue. This also highlights
another issue with Bushey-Hay Spring and Ashwood Ancient Woods. Given
the level of excavations either side of the wood, the changes to the water
tables will destroy any chance of that wood surviving in their current form.
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Plan 1: Shallow Cross Restoration on inert infill (Lafarge Nov 2009)
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Plan 2: Shallow Cross Restoration on inert infill (Lafarge Feb 2012) that is now being discussed
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Plan 3: Shellow Cross Constraints Mapped
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Plan 4: aerial image showing the site in relation to PROW, landscape and environment

Essex Way
Black lines represent public rights of way

International Scout and Guide Camp
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Plan 5 shows the illustrated area marked in yellow for restoration, from plan 2 in context to the landscape
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13.9 The typically characteristic of the natural slopes in the area are gently
rounded with gradients of 1:40 to 1:50 on the land to the south, down to the
flood plain to the north. The final restoration of the bowl/ depression would
have steep sided slopes that would vary in steepness of about 1:1 around the
main extraction area to 1:10 on the surrounding extraction area. The
restoration planned will not fit in with the surrounding characteristic landscape
that has not been worked. Any reasonable assessment would identify that
comparison where local area where gradients generally are gentler. The Plan
1 fails to show the depth of the lowest points, part of which will be flooded.
The depth will be 15 metres overbunden, with a 10m thickness of aggregates,
the deepest point would lie at 25m. Whether these areas are part of the
natural conservation proposals for the site, they would not adequately mitigate
the change in landform. The planting may restore the historical field pattern
but the hedges would follow the slopes and in so doing draw the eye down to
the new depression. There would be permanent changes in the landform
close to Shellow Cross and seen from all part of the site and from Chalk End
and local footpaths (Pan 3).
13.10 The concern here is the final landform, the lack of inert fill, depth of
extraction and gradient. The topography changes are significant and change
the key landscape characteristics identified by both county and district of a
gentle rolling nature. Therefore the landscape effects of the operations would
be considerable, both in terms of the area affected and the time they would
take, changing the agricultural landscape into one with active mineral
extraction, and with large overburden stores being retained on the site for the
duration of the workings. There would be significant impacts on the local
landscape during the operational phases. There would be the obvious and
adverse change to the landform with the engineered bunds and overburden
stores even when seeded and grassed and despite a potential smooth profile.
13.11 Some existing landscape features would be lost and others would be
screened. The slope of the land and current impression of openness would
change. Views currently enjoyed across the site from properties in Elm Lane,
along Skreens Park Road and Chalk End and from public footpaths would be
lost. The continuity of rolling landform and landuse would be interrupted.
The area south of A1060 would look distinctly different to that to the north
of the Skreen’s Park Road, making the landscape less coherent. Contrary to
the view of Essex County Council in their landscape assessment, the impact
on landscape character would be substantial adverse in the short to medium
term even with the tree and hedgerow planting proposed to be carried out as
part of the early phases.
13.12 The planting would not effectively screen and mitigate the impact of the
5m high bund alongside the east side of Skreen’s Park Road. Trees will take
at least 10 -15 years to reach that height. They themselves would obscure
the pleasant long open views that are currently enjoyed across the fields and
which are part of the landscape character of the lane. In RPC view the
sensitivity of the lane is high and the landscape impacts of substantial
magnitude and substantial adverse effect.
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13.13 There would be short and medium term landscape impacts on
communities surrounding the site and its setting. Instead of being seen in an
agricultural landscape with long views across the slopes, and to Chalk End
with consequential changes to local landscape character, views and
tranquillity. These changes would be evident from the rights of way that lead
to and from Skreens Park Road to Mountneys Hall to Chalk End and across to
the Essex Way, from Elm Lane.
13.14 RPC judgement is those adverse effects would also extend to the other
footpaths in the area because of the introduction of an active mineral working
into the landscape changing its farmland character. These adverse impacts
would last for many years. They will also extend beyond the lifetime of many
of the local residents, as the demographic of the Roxwell and surrounding
area is an aging population. The issues with restoration is time-scale is so
great that during the 20 years, the environment and communities in the area
will change; it will no longer be a site of tranquillity and peacefulness. It will
become a place of change and harm to the landscape, its people and
environment.
13.15 The long term effects on landscape character arising from the dated
proposed restoration have also been considered. The site would be restored
back to low level agriculture and nature conservation. Due to the lack of
suitable fill material it would be at a lower level. Low level agricultural
restoration is not unacceptable in itself. The landscape cannot clearly be
capable of accommodating topographical changes and would be of non
typical character. The lack of inert material would result in a total landscape
change, a significant reduction of openness of the area, which is part of the
site key characteristics. This will first occur through the initial workings and
bunding of the site, tree planting to try to hide the bunds and reduces the
visual and noise stemming from the operations. In short, the landscape will
be harmed by the proposal both in topography and planting schemes both
during and after the operations.
13.16 The visual effects on Shellows Cross which is largely a relatively
exposed site, with a northerly gently exposed slope in a large open
landscape, screened by large bunds around the site with planting to restrict
the views of the proposed mineral extraction. With the extraction for a
planned 14 years, given the currently economic climate, historic legacy from
extraction sites within the parish likely to be longer and the restoration period
of 3 years cannot be compliant with the framework Chapter 6, Green Belt “by
keeping land permanently open; the essential characteristics of Green Belts are
their openness and their permanence.”
13.17 The framework, Chelmsford Local Development Framework and Essex
County Council have a duty to protect the environment and enhance,
safeguard Green Belt and valuable landscapes and the natural and historic
environments. The framework is clear about the need to protect and enhance
landscapes, visual amenities and improve biodiversity’s (para81). The
framework continues in other paragraphs 80, 82, 87, 88 and 90. 73, 75, 77
143
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13.8 To conclude, the landscape is in part subject to special designation;
however local policy and the framework does seek to protect its openness
character, its permanence and key characteristics. There would be short and
medium term landscape affects which although temporary and local in nature
would adversely impact on the area between Shellow’s Cross and Chalk End
for many years. When account is taken of the sensitivity of various landscape
features, the magnitude and significance of the effects, RPC consider that the
long term effects of the development on the landscape character of the area
would continue to be adverse and would not be adequately mitigated or
compensated for by the landscaping/planting scheme. We have similar
concerns about the visual effects of the development on the area. The
proposal would be environmentally unacceptable because of the harm caused
during the operations phase and the permanent change in landform that
would result; it would not accord with the framework, local policies and
residents.
13.9 In short, the evidence offered by the MLP for Shellows Cross does not
comply with the framework paragraph 7, a social role or an environmental role
of sustainable development. The sole focus for Shellows Cross is based on
the economic profile. The need has no justification or consistent with national
policy, failed to be positively prepared and considering the current unique
recessional period, the long term projections indicate a slow recovery, with the
continued time lag in removing aggregates from the ground. The
effectiveness of the MLP is also unsound.

14.0 Methodology
14.1 Since the consultation with the MDDPA two years ago, Essex County
Council has reviewed and changed the criteria used. This changed each site
and how they were evaluated. As part of this, Essex County Council stated
informal discussions were held with primary stakeholders and district councils.
However, we and Chelmsford City Council have not been involved in such
discussion. As part of the Planning Act and Duty of Cooperation, it seem
ironic that part of the consultation is to highlight potential errors in a
methodology, as before the “Western Weighting” and as now, the points
raised in Section 13.
14.2 There is also an issue in the way points were raised during the 2011
consultation by the community and RCP have been either not clearly
understood or their value being dismissed. The comments made and the
discussions documented in the MLP Analysis Report fail to represent this
fairly or with a duty of care.
14.3 The framework para143 makes it clear the need to “take into account the
cumulative effects of multiple impacts from individual sites”. The change in
criteria does not achieve this and rejects those sites that are RAG RED,
irrespective of the other elements within the assessment.
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14.4 The framework para150 makes it clear that a key to delivering
sustainable development is to reflect on the vision and aspirations of local
communities. Part of the consultations from the community delivered just
that, local business and trade in the rural area, their use of the land and
surround the site that will be affected directly or indirectly of the operations at
Shellow Cross. Planning decisions must be taken in accordance with the
development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise32. As
evidence, the need for Shellow Cross has not been justified and fails under
the framework to be classed as sustainable development. Local businesses
and trade within the community, supporting the community, the area and the
presumption must be in their favour of sustainable development as defined by
the framework.
14.5 The recreation and environmental impacts and harm presented by the
community have also failed to be understood or listen too. Local people who
are themselves botanists, who have carried out studies over the area for the
last 40 years, know the land and its natural inhabitants. This well documented
and presented material is poorly reference in the topic paper and given
inadequate status and attention.
14.6 Above all, it is ironic and somewhat perverse that a criteria used to
promote a site for inclusion into the preferred list, Shellows Cross, the spatial
strategy, landscape, ecology etc (including moving in favour of being
degrading the criteria based on a report from the stakeholder, Lafarge, and
yet dismissive of local evidence) with the same criteria used to rejected other
sites, further west on landscape and lack of need of aggregate due to the
landbank, for example A25 Elsenham Quarry, Elsenham. This site lies within
a couple of miles of the M11 Junction 6 and A120 and lies beyond Green Belt.
This was made clear in Essex County Council submission to the appeal and
the inspectors report last month.
“I have found no special justification or need for the development to come forward
at the present time, in terms of being necessary to secure a 7 year aggregates
landbank or because of any special characteristic of the mineral and its market. On
the evidence there is a 7 year supply based on the former regional apportionment
which is proposed to be carried forward into the MLPSD. The 2012 MASS advice
refers to using the 10 year average of sales, on which basis the MLPSD
oversupplies.”
Is this further evidence on how the EEAWP are working as Brett Aggregates
do not sit within that AWP?

15.0 Highways, mineral miles
15.1 The MLP has a clear focus in supporting aggregates to be moved around
the county on the road network, irrespective of the consequences to local
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communities in the Vision statements 8. The drive is the Spatial Strategy, the
geographical location, irrespective on how that material may reach its target
audience, the growth centres. The framework para154 states that spatial
strategies “should be aspirational but realistic”. They should include clear
evidence that covers all of the sustainable development elements. And:
“Only policies that provide a clear indication of how a decision maker should react
to a development proposal should be included in the plan”.
15.2 MLP states:
3.175 The MPA considers that the promotion of sustainable mineral transport can
best be served by seeking to reduce the road mileage associated with mineral
movements. It is recognised that there are distances beyond which it is not economic
to transport minerals by road; the typical maximum distance for aggregates is 60 km
(37 miles).
3.177 The Highway Authority has reviewed the Preferred Sites with their preference
being for sites which utilise and make the most effective use of the upper tiers of the
route hierarchy, in order to keep traffic away from unsuitable minor roads. Ideally
sites should be chosen which support the spatial strategy and where access
would utilise the upper tier of the route hierarchy, subject to performance
under all other criteria relevant to site assessment. Should insufficient
acceptable sites be found, sites which would access the second and third tiers
of the route hierarchy would then be considered. In addition, regard has been
had to the need to reduce carbon emissions from mineral transportation.
3.177 The three tiers of the hierarchical approach are equally applicable to any
minerals related planning application, including new proposals for mineral miles
15.3 The distance referred to in 3.175 has no reference nor when asked,
could none could be given. However, the Mineral Product Association
Sustainable Development Report 2009, states the average distance travelled
is 24 miles and not more than 30 miles. Given the site selection for Shellows
Cross is based only on a spatial element, the only sustainable market is
Chelmsford, which is over supplied from other workings to the north and east.
15.4 The MLP suggested other growth areas in the west, Harlow and to the
south, Basildon. Both are beyond the 24 miles, if HGV are restricted to the
upper tier of the hierarchy route (MLP 3.176). Going west would mean
travelling through Bishop Stortford and many small villages on route.
However, Essex County Council has no means to control HGV use of the
lower tier routes which will reduce the mineral miles to Harlow.
15.5 The framework para182 is clear about providing evidence is a clear and
concise manner, The 60km (36/37miles) as the maximum distance to
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transport minerals allows all the “preferred sites” to reach all the growth
centres. As no reference could be given to support this claim, RPC feel this
falls short of being “positivity prepared”. It is an unsupported statement that
adds support to a spatial theme to justify the inclusion of sites.
15.6 Parts of the framework focus on the need to “minimise waste and
pollution, mitigate and adapt to climate change including to moving to a low
carbon economy”. There is a lack of drive, to support the use of more
sustainable methods of transporting minerals around the county that could
easily include marine and rail that have the potential to significantly reduce
mineral miles, add greater benefits from the safeguarding of railheads and
wharves and open opportunities for marine aggregates, as directed by the
framework. RPC feel the MLP direction of travel to solely support the use of
HGV mineral miles fails to support the direction of the framework. In fact,
climate change statements within the Policy S3 fails to give or support the
framework, the preferred site selection criteria and provides general
statements to an operator for its compliance.

16.0 Climate Change implications for
ShellowsCross
16.1 A desk top study on the carbon sink for Shellows Cross was undertaken
and related directly to the aggregates gained. It finds that the carbon taken
through normal agricultural of growing wheats (common practise on these
soils) is significant. Table 3 clearly indicates out of all the preferred sites,
Shellows Cross:
 for CO2, provides the greatest absorption with the continued use of
agricultural land, 5292.98 tonnes of carbon over the period
 for food production, 11760 tons of grain is lost
 and environment costs ration per mt of aggregate per ha of 1:30
16.2 These figures exclude the 3 restoration period thereafter and the loss of
production due to soil fragmentation, return to low agricultural soils and
compaction for years to come. The data references come from research
papers by LessCO2.
16.3 This simple analysis should have been part of the agricultural criteria and
would have provided an informed, more robust argument than just land
classification.
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Site
No.

A3

A4

A5
A6
A7
A9
A13
A20
A22

A23

Location:

Bradwell
Quarry,
Rivenhall
Bradwell
Quarry,
Rivenhall
Bradwell
Quarry,
Rivenhall
Bradwell
Quarry,
Bradwell
Quarry,
Rivenhall
Broadfield
Farm, Rayne
Colchester
Quarry,
Fiveways
Sunnymead,

Proposer:

Approx
tonnage
mt.

Area
ha:

Ratio Value
per aggregate
per ha
environmental
cost

Life
of
Site

Approx CO2
absorption
by grain
crops (oats,
Barley &
wheat

Food
Agricultural Production
Rating
loss in
tonnage

32.41

72

Extension to existing
quarry.

MPA Comments

Blackwater
Aggregates

9

1

1 9:1

Blackwater
Aggregates

25.5

3

3 8.5:1

275.45

612

Extension to existing
quarry.

Blackwater
Aggregates

35

3

3 11.66:1

378.07

840

Extension to existing
quarry.

Blackwater
Aggregates

37.5

2.5

2.5 15:1

337.56

750

Extension to existing
quarry.

Blackwater
Aggregates

95

6.5

6.5 14.61:1

2223.41

4940

Extension to existing
quarry.

Lafarge
Aggregates

90

4.28

14 21:1

4536.84

15.5

2.95

6 5.25:1

334.86

744

Extension to existing
quarry.

65

4.67

25 13.91:1

5851.08

13000

Extension to existing
quarry.

6.9

0.65

12

Extension to existing
quarry.

5.5

0.06

2

Extension to existing
quarry.

Tarmac
Lafarge
Aggregates

Little Bullocks
Farm, Little
Environ
Canfield
Little Bullocks
Farm, Little
Environ
Canfield

10080 New Site
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A31
A38

A39
A46

A40

B1

Maldon
Road, Birch
Blackleys
Quarry, Gt
Leighs
Blackleys
Quarry, Gt
Leighs
Colemans
Farm
Shellows
Cross,
Roxwell /
Willingale
Slough Farm,
Ardleigh

13 6.25:1

1170.22

2600

Extension to existing
quarry.

1.07

12 21.84:1

950.58

2112

Extension to existing
quarry.

21

0.75

10 28:1

756.14

1680

Extension to existing
quarry.

Simon Brice

46

2.5

14 18.4:1

2318.83

Lafarge
Aggregates

105

3.5

14 30:1

5292.98

Aggregate
Industries

11.6

0.39

Hanson
Frank Lyons
Plant
Services
Frank Lyons
Plant
Services

25

4

22

10

5152 New Site

2

11760 New Site
Extension to existing
quarry.

Table 3 Desk top study of Preferred Site for CO2, food production loss and environment costs per ha
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17.0 Overall Conclusion
17.1 The purpose of the planning system is to contribute to the achievement
of sustainable development. To achieve sustainable development, paragraph
8 of the Framework advises that economic, social and environmental gains
should be sought jointly and simultaneously through the planning system.
Minerals are essential to support sustainable economic growth and our quality
of life and it is important that there is sufficient supply. However, the need for
minerals by society and the economy has to be carefully balanced against the
impacts of extraction on people and the environment if development is to be
sustainable.
17.2 RPC finds the MLP fails in every scene as defined by the framework, its
tests of soundness and current legalisation. As seen, the MLP is driven by
the EEAWP and the supporting documents to drive that on every level. The
drive to over exploit the Essex Environment and the Communities within are
given little consideration. There is greater weight given to bias reports by the
industry than that of community experts, and given the strong links with the
EEAWP, it undermines the consultation process. Two years in the making,
the plethora of documents has had its place in disengaging the community as
there is a failure to be transparent, mind numbing and too complicated for
many. This may be the aim as the correlation between the MLP and policy is
written in such a manner. This we are sure will be clearly evident from the
returns for this consultation against the last consultation.
17.3 The unsoundness of the MLP cascades from:
 the non-compliance to the framework for the call of aggregates over
the period, failing to use the 10 year average sales figures
 failure to source or identify figures for alternative aggregates from
marine, secondary or recyclables
 failure to understand how exports are likely to fall as London moves
towards more marine and secondary aggregates to meet their needs.
 failure to understand and apply changes to policy and how its relates to
planning and still reliant on conformity to the regional spatial strategy
 delivering a policy that is solely based on land won aggregates and
exceed that requirement by 12.5mt over the period
 Failure to drive and understand steady and adequate supply of
aggregate to meet local demands
 delivering a policy that drives the landbank beyond the 7 years required
by the framework
 failure to be justified and effective
 failure to be transparent and concise in the production of documents
that goes against government trend for smaller succinct policy
guidelines
 delivering a plan that has a bias towards the mineral industry
 delivering a plan that has changed the meaning of government policy
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 failure to understand a meaningful consultation to allow the normal
person to understand and engage in the process of communication
 failure to be positively prepared
 failure to deliver the duty of cooperation by not consulting the MMO
 failure to deliver access to resources for marine aggregates through
the port at Thurrock
 failure to move forward with neighbouring duty of cooperation in the
formulation of a neighbourly AWP and continuing with the regional
AWP
 failure to understand the wider effects on mineral miles by focussing
solely on roads
 failure to promote greater sustainable development through the use of
water and rail aggregate movements
 failure to understand the climate change agenda and promote a
proactive position
 failure to understand and relate green belt policy to Shellow Cross and
how landscape character assessment will be harmed
 failure to apply sustainable development equally to ensure
environmental and social elements were reviewed and understood by
the communities in which Essex County Council serve.
 failure to deliver best practise in compliance with the framework as
evidenced by other MPA across the country and inspectorates.
 failure to give equal weight between stakeholders and communities
evidence presented from the previous consultation
 failure to fully consult with lower tier local authorities on changes to
methodology and presenting statements to say ECC had
 failure to be consistent with national policy and legislation
17.4 In short, the MLP has failed completely to comply with the tests of
soundness as set out in the framework 182:
 Positively prepared – the plan should be prepared based on a
strategy which seeks to meet objectively assessed development and
infrastructure requirements, including unmet requirements from
neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to do so and consistent
with achieving sustainable development;
 Justified – the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when
considered against the reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate
evidence;
 Effective – the plan should be deliverable over its period and based on
effective joint working on cross-boundary strategic priorities; and
 Consistent with national policy – the plan should enable the delivery
of sustainable development in accordance with the policies in the
Framework.
17.5 This report is clearly demonstrates these failings given the short period
of time for the engagement period and volume of documents from the MLP.
RPC will seek to present this and further information to support the need to
have a sustainable development within Essex and Roxwell Parish based on a
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sound MLP to the inspectorate. Further evidence will be made available at
the inquiry later this year by RPC.
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Appendix 1 EEAWP Terms of Reference
To agree either at the first meeting of each year, or early in the year via correspondence, an
agenda of RAWP business for that year.
To organise, in conjunction with MPAs, an Annual Monitoring (AM) survey to monitor (subject
to confidentiality) the sales and reserves of primary aggregates in the region, imports to it and
exports from it by sea or rail (including marine aggregates).
To support the National Aggregate Minerals surveys, which include all inter-regional
movements of aggregate, in years when such surveys are carried out.
To produce, supply to the RPB and publish on the Communities and Local Government
website an AM report containing core information to inform stakeholders in a consistent
manner of the findings from the AM survey.
To give technical advice to Communities and Local Government, National Co-ordinating
Group (NCG), the RPB and MPAs on:
a) demand for and supply of aggregates in the region (including alternatives, marine
aggregates and imports); and
b) trends in supply in the medium to longer term, including aggregate imports and exports.
To give technical advice to the RPB and MPAs on:
a) sub-regional apportionment of land-won aggregates, and, where undertaken,
b) sub-regional apportionment of provision for recycling sites for construction, demolition and
excavation wastes (CDEW).
To liaise with the Regional Technical Advisory Body (RTAB) to co-ordinate monitoring and
technical advice on aggregates and waste management, and other RAWPs on the interregional movement of aggregates.

Page 62 of 76

Appendix 2 EEAWP Membership
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Appendix 3: Desktop Review of Other Local Authorities Local Aggregate
Assessments

MPA Name

Current
Mineral
Policy
Plan date

LAA
Published
Date

Appling the
NPPF 10
year sales

Essex

Draft
No
December
12

Bedford & Luton Adopted
pre-NPPF
2012
Buckinghamshir August
e
2012

Not
Published

Cambridge &
Peterborough

Not
Published

Yes

Appling
Appling
Marine
Secondary
aggregates &
Recyclables
aggregates
No
No

Number of
pages

Easy to read
and
understand, is
it transparent?

Comments

118

No

Focus on
supporting the
old regional
EEAWP

See Notes
Reduced the
allocation

Adopted
Not
pre-NPPF Published
2012
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Devon CC

December Yes
12

Dorset,
covering
Bournemouth,
and Poole
Durham
East Sussex
Hampshire

North

Yes

Yes

December Yes
12

Yes

Yes

37

Yes

November Yes
12

Yes

No, no data

20

Yes

December Yes
12

Yes

Yes

71

Yes

Draft
Yes
November
2012
June 12
Yes

Yes

No land lock 22

Yes

No, land
locked

No, no data

20

Yes

Draft

Yes

Yes

64

Yes/No

Draft

May 2011

Nottingham

Northampton

Yes

Yes,
para1.15

Hertfordshire

Kent

Yes

Adopted
pre-NPPF
2006

47

Yes

Yes

See Notes
Reduced the
allocation
See Notes
Reduced the
allocation

Yes

Yes

See Notes
Reduced the
allocation
See Notes
Reduced the
allocation
See Notes
Reduced the
allocation
See Notes
Reduced the
allocation
See Notes
Reduced the
allocation
See Notes
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Yorkshire
Wiltshire and
Swindon

January
13
July 12

Yes

Yes

No

98

Yes

yes

yes

no

62

yes

Yes,
though not
needed

Yes

31

Yes

Worcestershir
e

October
2012

Suffolk

December Yes
12

Norfolk

Not
Published
May 12

Oxfordshire

Reduced the
allocation
See Notes
Reduced the
allocation
See Notes
Reduced the
allocation
See Notes
Reduced the
allocation

No (Mineral Plan currently being with the inspector, raising concerned
over the lack of evidence provided via the NPPF Guidelines, 17
December 12)
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MLP LAA Notes: Extracts from LAAs referring to NPPF/MASS:
MPA Name
Dorset

Buckinghamshire

Evidence
1.15 This approach changed with the introduction of the Localism Act, and the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF) (paragraph 145) requires that Mineral Planning Authorities base future mineral
requirements on a rolling average of sales over a ten-year period and other relevant local information, including
an assessment of other supply options. Dorset has taken this approach, with some additional refinements
included, in setting the apportionment for land-won sand and gravel.
Statements from the inspectors report for replacement text to be inserted into their MLP:
http://www.buckscc.gov.uk/assets/content/bcc/docs/strategic_planning/mwcs/appendix-inspector.pdf
Replacement text
3.24 The Government has now published its National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) which replaces all
previous national mineral planning policy statements. The NPPF advises MPAs to plan for a steady and
adequate supply of aggregates by preparing an annual Local Aggregate Assessment based on a rolling
average of 10 years sales data and other relevant local information, and an assessment of all supply options.
This is a different basis for the calculation of appropriate future mineral supply than the previous apportionment
process. The County Council will undertake a Local Aggregate Assessment to inform the preparation of the
Minerals Local Plan.
3.25 As the period covered by national guidelines for provision of aggregates only extends to 2020, for the
purposes of this Core Strategy it has been assumed that
adequate and steady provision will continue to be made to 2026 applying the figure of 1.05mtpa or any
subsequently agreed figure. This figure may be subject to change
should an alternative apportionment be identified in the light of new evidence or as a result of the continuous
monitoring process in the Minerals DPD.
Replacement Text

Page 67 of 76

Hertfordshire

3.25 The total sales of aggregates within Buckinghamshire in the period 2001 to 2010 (last 10 years sales)
amounted to some 10.93 million tonnes (mt). The average of this total corresponds to 1.09 mtpa. For the
purposes of this Core Strategy it has been assumed that steady and adequate provision will continue to be
made to 2026 applying the figure of 1.09mtpa. However the ‘rolling basis’ of the calculation methodology set
out in NPPF means that the appropriate annual supply for aggregates will be regularly revised by the County
Council in its Local Aggregate Assessment (LAA). The LAA may be prepared in agreement with neighbouring
mineral planning authorities consistent with the ‘duty to co-operate’
3.27 The minimum landbank required at the current supply requirement equates to 7.63mt (7 x 1.09 mtpa). At
the end of 2010 Buckinghamshire had a total permitted landbank of 10.9 million tonnes, equivalent to just over
10 years worth of supply. In order to maintain at least 7 years worth of supply, further operational site(s) or
extensions to existing sites with planning permission will not be required before 2014. However, the last 3
years have seen a continual decrease in sales, over 300,000 tonnes per annum below that of the supply
requirement of 1.09 mtpa. A decrease in sales results in the permitted reserves lasting longer. Therefore, in
seeking to maintain at least a 7-year landbank, determining when sites are required, the Council takes into
account the existing landbank updated position regarding sales to reflect the “realistic” position as to when new
Preferred Areas are likely to be needed through their phasing (release). , to ensure the Council does not over
provide the number of Preferred Areas.
Current Landbank (December 2010): 10.9 mt
Total Landbank required 2011-2026: 1.09 mt x 16 years = 17.4
Additional provision required: 16.8 – 10.9 = 6.5 mt
Policy CS4: Maintaining the Level of Sand and Gravel Provision
Adequate and steady Provision provision will be made to maintain a landbank of sand and gravel equivalent to
at least 7-years worth of supply over the period to 2026, on the prevalent agreed apportionment local annual
supply requirement for Buckinghamshire
2.33:
By taking into account a rolling average of 10 years sales data, this levels out the peaks and troughs of an economic
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cycle by accounting for periods of slow (2008-2011) and high (2001-2007) economic growth. Whilst there is no
certainty of the level of future growth, the use of average sales figures allows for a projection to be made of the best
expected future sales of sand and gravel over the Plan period. This enables more sustainable planning of extraction
for the Local Planning Authority and improved certainty to the minerals industry. The county council considers that
this is a good way of calculating the apportionment.

Kent
Nottinghamshire

Northampton
Notes

4.7 Calculating apportionments on the basis of average sales over a 10 year period takes into account periods
of slow and high economic growth experienced through economic cycles and smoothes out any peaks and
roughs.
5.5
1. The NPPF figure includes a period of high output up to 2008 as well as the severe recession since, ensuring
a balanced approach to future provision.
2. The 2009 apportionment does not reflect the recent economic downturn, and is higher than the 10 year
rolling sales average over the last 30 years.
3. The NPPF figure is little different from the current apportionment, which accounted for a period of lower
production (although not as low as the last three years).
4. Production would need to increase significantly over the next 10 years to produce an average figure so far
above the NPPF apportionment figure that it could be considered ‘out of date’
5.6 On the face of it the NPPF figure therefore tries to address both the periods of growth and recession and
produce a stable and robust figure for future planning.
Conclusion for Sand and Gravel
5.15 Based on current evidence the NPPF 10 year average sales methodology appears to produce a robust set
of apportionment figures with no need for any local adjustment.
4.1:
New national guidelines for aggregates apportionment were issued in the NPPF. They require each MPA to calculate their own
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apportionments on the basis of average aggregate sales over a ten year rolling period. These new guidelines mark a substantial shift
away from the previous ‘historic shares’ sub-regional approach to apportionment creation where a nationally prescribed regional
apportionment figure was sub-divided proportionality within the region.

5.1:
As discussed previously, the NPPF requires MPAs to base their future mineral requirements on actual sales over a ten year rolling
period. This apportionment methodology is a simpler and more transparent approach than the previous sub-regional apportionment
method that relied on a complex model that incorporated a range of confidential variables, not easily understood by stakeholders

5.3:
A ten year period is considered by the county council, as the MPA, to be a good timescale on which to base apportionment. This is
because it takes into account periods of both slow and high economic growth (2008 – 2011 and 2001 – 2007 respectively)
experienced; by calculating average sales, the peaks and troughs in an economic cycle are smoothed out. Average sales figures,
based on actual sales, can be projected forward to provide an indication of expected future sales of sand and gravel

5.4:
This is 0.26 Mtpa lower than the 0.78 Mtpa apportionment level based on the 2009 EMRAWP Guidelines and an even greater
reduction on the apportionment in the adopted MWDF of 0.97 Mtpa

North Yorkshire

85. The hypothetical sub-regional apportionment of the 2009 Guidelines referred to above is, at 2.68mt per annum for
sand and gravel, very similar to the RSS apportionment of 2.63mt based on the 2003 Guidelines. However, as noted
earlier both values are significantly higher than average sales over the past 10 years of 2.3mt (and particularly so when
compared with the past 3 years) and unless sales recover rapidly to a level substantially higher than average sales over
the past 10 years, it is very unlikely that 10 year average sales would reach the overall levels envisaged in the
hypothetical apportionment figures. Such a scenario is considered unlikely based on current levels of sales.
8.9 it has the advantage of simplicity and transparency and is supported in principle in national planning guidance and by
the former YHRAWP.
96. The assessment suggests that current published Guidelines are likely to overestimate the requirement for landwon
aggregate from the sub-region over the period to 2020, as described in paragraphs 84 and 85. It is therefore considered
that, in view of the difference between recent historic sales (particularly over the past few years) and the Guidelines, it
would be appropriate, in the absence of any other relevant local information, to assess future requirements within the
NYCC area on the basis of average sales over the past 10 years. In the absence of up to date figures for future provision
in adopted plans in the subregion, 10 year average sales figures should also be used, where appropriate, for the
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calculation of landbanks.

Suffolk

11.2. Suffolk currently has enough planned provision (permitted and allocated reserves) to satisfy its current
Minerals Core Strategy and, depending on whether one uses the current apportionment for Suffolk or the 10year average sales figure, has sufficient planned provision until at least 2025.
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Appendix 4
Name of plan and adoption
date
Epping Forest District Local
Plan 1998 and Alterations 2006

Designation
Green Belt (Policies GB2A and GB7A apply)
Local Wildlife Sites (Policy NC2)

Chelmsford Core Strategy and
Development Control Policies adopted Feb 2008

Green Belt
(Policies CP5, DC1 and DC2 apply).

Footpaths

Crossing site

Roxwell 17
Roxwell 14
Roxwell 2

Adjoining
site

Roxwell 3
Roxwell 13
Roxwell 15
Roxwell 16
Willingale 21
None

Bridleways

Crossing site

Roxwell 68

Adjoining
site

RAMSAR

No

SPA

No

SAC

No

Other

No

No

National Nature
Reserve

No

Bushey –
Hays /
Ashwood
Spring

LoGS

No

Semi-Ancient woodland
Protected lanes

Yes
No

European designations

National designations
SSSI
Local designations
LoWS

Adj Rowe’s
Wood.
Other designations
Coastal Protection Belt
Green Belt

No
Yes

Special Landscape
Area

Pt Can Valley TPOs
Special
Landscape
Area

No
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Conservation Area
Listed Building(s)

Scheduled Monument
Yes

Airport or technical
safeguarding area

No

No

Landscape Character

Central Essex
Farmland

Other constraints
Birdstrike (13km
radius)
Archaeological
sensitive area
Evidence of protected
species
BAP habitat

Historic Environment
Character Assessment
AQMA

No

Watercourses on site

Yes
Along field
boundaries
and in
Bushey-hays
wood
No

Agricultural land
classification

2

Extent of trees and
vegetation on site

Pipeline (oil or gas)

Yes

Overhead lines

Closest settlements

Chalk End 280m, Shellow Bowells 300m

(Specify and state distance)

Closest residential or other
sensitive properties
(Specify and state distances)

From which properties is the
site currently visible

Shepherds 5m, Skreens Lodge 25m (Listed), Elms
Farm 45m, Mountneys75m Mountneys House
77m (Listed), Shellow Cross Farmhouse 130m
(Listed)
Shepherds, Mountneys Cottage, Mountneys House.

(On date of site visit)

Potential for 100m standoff
distance

Yes

Evidence of screen planting

No

(On or off site)

Impact of any existing
activities

None
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