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Recommendations:  
 
It is recommended that the Committee:  
 
1. Notes the revised timetable for the Review of Primary Land-won Aggregates 

Apportionment  (Partial Review of the South East Plan); 
 
2. Agrees the revised Project Plan timetable for submission to the Government 

Office for the South East (GOSE) for approval. 
 
 
Purpose of Report: 
 
• To provide an overview of the responses to the Assembly’s recent public 

consultation on the Project Plan, Statement of Public Participation and 
Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report; 

 
• To recommend changes to the Project Plan timetable as a result of comments 

received from the public consultation exercise and time required to undertake 
the technical work and sustainability appraisal.  

 
 
Key Issues: 
 
The Assembly is currently undertaking a review of the apportionment of primary 
aggregates (sand, gravel, and crushed rock) set out in Policy M3 of the South East 
Plan and RPG9 - Waste and Minerals.  This will involve developing and applying a 
methodology that considers a range of factors, including environmental constraints, 
reflecting the recommendation made by the panel in their report on the Examination 
in Public (EiP) of the partial review of RPG9 (December 2004). 
 
In line with Government Guidance in Planning Policy Statement 11 (PPS 11) the 
Assembly recently undertook a public consultation (from 19 February to 30 March 
2007) on the draft Project Plan, Statement of Public Participation and sustainability 
appraisal scoping report.  
 

H:\new_site\www-docs\meetings\planning\2007\230507\agenda_item_7-minerals_partial_review_project_plan-
consultation_response.doc 
11 May 2007   Page 1 of 9 



 
A total of 74 responses were received from a wide range of organisations and 
individuals, with over 80% being received from town and parish councils, local 
planning authorities and minerals planning authorities.  A summary of the detailed 
comments received as part of the public consultation exercise is attached in Annex 1 
of this report.  It is recommended that minor amendments are made to the Project 
Plan reflecting these comments and that the Project Plan is submitted to the 
Government Office for the South East for approval.  The most significant 
amendment is a change to the project timetable to provide more time for technical 
work and appraisal.  
 
The Assembly has commissioned consultants (Land Use Consultants) to undertake 
the research phase of the review, including developing an apportionment 
methodology and undertaking a sustainability appraisal/Strategic Environmental 
Assessment (as set out in the project brief approved by the Committee in January).  
They will take into account the matters of detail that have been raised through the 
consultation in developing and applying the apportionment methodology and SA/SEA 
work.  
 
It is envisaged that this will develop a more satisfactory and robust methodology for 
apportionment that can be agreed and used by the Regional Assembly and the 
Minerals Planning Authorities in order to provide more certainty in the development 
of Minerals Development Frameworks.  
 
 
1. Background 
 
1.1 The Committee considered and approved the Project Plan for the Revised 

Apportionment of Primary Land-won Aggregates (Partial Review of the South 
East Plan) at its meeting on 31 January 2007.  

 
1.2 The Assembly undertook public consultation on the draft Project Plan, 

Statement of Public Participation, and Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report 
between February and April 2007.  The consultation ran from 19 February to 
30 March (6 weeks) but was extended to 27 April (10 weeks in total) to 
provide some consultees with adequate time to discuss the papers and 
provide a response, notably some Parish councils that received the 
documents late. 

 
1.3 Approximately 2000 copies of the reports were mailed to consultees, and the 

report was placed on the Assembly’s website.  A simple questionnaire was 
provided to obtain views on the key issues.  These addressed whether there 
was agreement on: 

 
• The objectives of the partial review; 
• The stakeholders and consultees identified in the project plan; 
• The methods for engaging stakeholders and consultees; 
• The proposed timetable and work programme; 
• The sustainability scoping report. 
 

1.4 A total of 74 responses were received.  The majority were from town and 
parish councils (51), Local Planning Authorities (7) and Minerals Planning 
Authorities (5). 
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2. Key Issues Raised in the Consultation 
 
2.1 The vast majority of respondents agreed with the scope of the objectives, the 

timetable and project plan, and proposals for consultation. 
 
2.2 The key issues raised during the public consultation were; 
 

• The need to amend some constraint factors proposed as part of the 
project plan objectives.  Suggestions included removing Green Belt as 
a constraint factor, adding population distribution and utilising sub-
regional aggregate consumption data. 

 
• The need to include representatives of statutory environmental 

bodies on the Minerals Review Steering Group (MRSG) and involve 
local commercial/business groups through stakeholder workshops, 
meetings and seminars. 

 
• The need to extend the minerals review timetable including taking 

account of traditional holiday periods to ensure effective consultation 
with the public. 

 
• The need for the sustainability appraisal and Strategic Environmental 

Assessment (SA/SEA) to consider the impact of minerals extraction 
on designated areas of landscape value and Natura 2000 sites.  

 
2.3 A summary of responses is attached at Annex 1 
 
 
3.  Changes to Project Plan 
 
3.1 The key change made to the Project Plan has been to alter the timeframe in 

which the draft policy will be considered by the Assembly, and then subject 
to public consultation.  The revised timescale is set out on the Gantt chart in 
Annex 2 to this report. 

 
3.2 The submission and consideration of the revised apportionment by Regional 

Planning Committee has been changed from 26 September 2007 as originally 
planned to 29 November 2007, with consideration and approval by the full 
Plenary postponed until March 2008.  This will provide Land Use Consultants 
more time to develop the apportionment methodology and undertake the 
SA/SEA work, which will probably need to include an Appropriate 
Assessment (under the Habitats Regulations).  It also avoids consultation 
running over the Christmas break and aligns with the consultation period for 
the partial review of policy for Gypsies, Travellers, and Travelling 
Showpeople. 

 
3.3 This extended timetable will also provide more time for comments received 

during the pre-submission consultation stage to be considered by the 
Assembly, addressing another concern raised. 

 
3.4 The list of consultees identified in the Project Plan (Paragraph 4.6 and Table 

1) has been extended to include specific reference to National Park 
Authorities (New Forest NPA) and also environmental non-governmental 
organisations. 
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3.5 The membership of the Minerals Review Steering Group (MRSG) has also 
been expanded to include representatives of statutory environmental 
agencies.  This includes representatives from Natural England, English 
Heritage and the Environment Agency, plus the Department for Communities 
and Local Government.  

 
3.6 A number of specific issues were raised in response to the questions, 

particularly regarding the objectives of the review (Question 1) and the 
appraisal methodology (Question 5).  These have been provided to the 
consultants developing the methodology and will be considered by the 
Steering Group, as many relate to matters of detail that need to be factored 
into the methodology.  

 
3.7 Several respondents recommended that local meetings be held as part of the 

consultation process.  It would not be feasible for the Assembly to organise 
representative meetings covering the whole region, but we will encourage 
Minerals Planning Authorities to undertake consultation with local 
communities wherever possible.  The Assembly may also hold stakeholder 
workshops during the consultation phase and will seek to engage 
representatives of a range of organisations including town and parish councils. 

 
 
4.  Conclusions and Recommendations 
 
4.1 The results of the public consultation were encouraging with the vast 

majority of respondents agreeing with the overall approach proposed in the 
draft Project Plan, the Statement of Public Participation and the SA/SEA 
Scoping Report. 

 
4.2 The timetable of the Project Plan has been altered to provide more time for 

the technical work and appraisal, and also to reflect some concerns raised 
over the adequacy of time to consider the results of pre-submission 
consultation in formulating and agreeing the policy for submission to GOSE. 

 
4.3 It is therefore recommended that the Project Plan with a revised timetable, 

the Statement of Public Participation and the SA/SEA Scoping Report should 
be submitted to the Government Office for the South East for approval.   

 
 
 
David Payne 
Planning Manager 
 
11 May 2007 
 
Contact: David Payne, Planning Manager 

Tel: 01483 555217 Email: davidpayne@southeast-ra.gov.uk
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Annex 1: Summary of Public Consultation Responses  
 
A. Questions 1-5 
 
Question 1 - Do you agree with the objectives of the partial review?  If 
not, what changes would you like to see made?  Please specify. 
 
1. Green Belt should not be included as a constraint on minerals working in 

Objective 1 (iv) of the project plan. 
 
2. Project plan objectives need to include additional factor of existing population 

distribution, and not just growth projections.  
 
3. The objectives should also consider the following; 
 

• Determine the extent that local demand must be met by local production 
and examine the limitations for out-of-area export of extracted minerals. 

 
• Determine ‘quality thresholds’ for minerals below which they should not 

be extracted. For example, will high quality environment be worth 
destroying for low quality minerals? 

 
• Determine the thresholds for acceptable end-use of the extracted 

minerals as the definition of ’essential use’ cannot solely be a commercial 
or market-driven judgement. 

 
• Provide evidence that ‘sales’ (on which apportionment is being based) 

equate to actual production.   
 
4. The addition of the sentence "Possible changes in the availability of resources in 

regions and sub-regions outside but adjacent to the South East” to Objective 1 
(in para 3.1 of the Draft Project Plan). 

 
5. Greater detail should be added to the supply and demand inputs to the review 

before an apportionment is determined. BGS work in providing estimates of 
unsterilised resources should therefore be used only as a starting point and be 
supplemented by locally based evidence and liaison with individual MPAs.  

 
6. The objectives of the partial review should focus on need rather than demand 

by not simply looking to apply population/household growth projections as a 
proxy for demand but also utilise sub-regional aggregate consumption data. 

 
Question 2 - Does the draft project plan identify all the key stakeholders?  
Please identify any additional stakeholders or consultees who you 
consider should be identified. 
 
1. Include the 3 key environmental bodies (Environment Agency, Natural England 

and English Heritage), and also DCLG or GOSE on the Steering Group.   
 
2. Actively involve local commercial/business groups (including rail and road 

haulage operators) and local communities. Addition of a list of ‘rural interest 
groups and organisations’ and ‘countryside and landowner groups’.  
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3. Add the New Forest National Park Authority to the list of stakeholders in 
Table 1, (paragraph 4.6) of the Project plan as the Authority does not fall into 
the category of a county, unitary or district authority, although it is a Minerals 
and Waste Planning Authority.  

 
4. Add the Isle of Wight Council to the listed of stakeholders in Table 1, 

(paragraph 4.6) of the Project plan because of its proximity to the East Wight 
gravel beds and the Hampshire and Isle of Wight Wildlife Trust. 

 
Question 3 - Do you support the proposed methods for enabling public 
and stakeholder participation during the review process?  Are there any 
other participation or consultation methods the Assembly should 
consider employing? 
  
1. Undertake well advertised notices of local meetings encouraging members of 

the public and representatives of other interested bodies to raise awareness of 
the potential impact of the Minerals Review on the locality.  

 
2. Organise more public meetings, not just via websites and email, but by properly 

organised public meetings in village halls and town halls.  
 
3. Consider undertaking some form of presentation to neighbouring regional 

planning bodies.  
 
4. Engage with key NGOs through workshops and seminars before the revised 

policy is finalised for formal public consultation.  
 
Question 4 - Do you consider the proposed timetable and work 
programme to be realistic?  If not how do you think it should be changed 
to reflect your concerns? 
 
1. The project timetable should allow for traditional holiday periods.  
 
2. The Assembly may not be able to incorporate comments into the plan between 

the first and second consultations.  
 
3. There is limited time to consult public.  
 
4. Outcomes of the review should be presented in an easy to read format with 

publicity in the local press to make the public aware of the issues raised.  It will 
also be beneficial for the information to be presented to district and parish / 
town councils in joint events, so that a coherent response can be given.   

 
Question 5 - Do you have any specific comments on the Sustainability 
Appraisal Scoping Report?  For example, is the proposed framework fit 
for the purpose of carrying out the Sustainability Appraisal of the partial 
review or is there any additional baseline data which should be included? 
 
1. Careful consideration should be given to the impact of minerals extraction on 

designated areas of landscape value and Natura 2000 sites, including analysis as 
part of IRF Objective 13.  
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2. IRF Objective 14 should make reference to the New Forest National Park. The 
objectives should include ensuring that a future sub-regional apportionment is 
developed which takes account of the environmental capacity of the sub-
regions. The document could be clearer about the mechanism for development 
of options and how the sustainability appraisal will be applied to it.  

 
3. Enough attention should be paid to water supply implications on ground water 

protected zones and local aquifers/boreholes.  
 
4. Appraisal methodology should include economic considerations and those 

targeted to the achievement of sustainable construction methods, including 
local supply, carbon emissions, reduced waste, efficient construction practices 
and availability of resources to meet regional growth requirements.  

 
5. ‘Future Proofing’ (para 3.3 of Scoping Report) is unlikely to address concerns 

about longer-term availability of aggregates in Surrey. Other specific comments 
on the application of the appraisal framework to the Review included:  

• IRF Objective 14 (countryside & historic environment) - should refer to 
the risks that can arise in respect of the historic environment, and in 
particular archaeological assets. 

 
• IRF Objective 17 (sustainable waste management) - fails to take account 

of the impact that changes in the apportionments for production of 
primary aggregate may have on need to provide sufficient capacity to 
recycle construction and demolition waste and the implications of such 
activity for waste management capacity needs. 

 
• IRF Objective 19 (energy use) - fails to address implications of energy use 

and efficiency to ensure that sources of supply of low value added high 
bulk aggregates are as close to points of use as possible.  

 
• IRF Objective 20 (high & stable levels of employment) - fails to comment 

on the relevance of the objective to the Review. 
 

• IRF Objective 21 (economic growth & competitiveness) - fails to 
comment on the relevance of the objective to the Review.  

 

B. Further Comments 
 

1. More emphasis should be placed on recycling and re-using construction and 
demolition waste, including the impacts of the Minerals Review on marine 
dredged aggregates.  

 
2. The proposed methodology should take account of the significant growth 

envisaged in and around the South East region in the Government's Sustainable 
Communities Plan and be considered as a key influence on the demand for 
aggregates. Explicit reference should be made to this in methodology 
(paragraph 3.1) of the Project Brief.  

 
3. The need to take account of approaches to apportionment in other regions in 

terms of best practice and consistency.  
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4. Little will be gained in taking broad identified areas in BGS report forward from 

the first stages of the review if available evidence shows that there will be little 
or no economic potential.  

 
5. BGS work needs to be complemented by local evidence on supply. It is also 

important to relate available resources to different sectors of demand from 
industry. For example flint gravels cannot satisfy markets for sandstone gravels 
and vice versa and therefore it cannot be assumed that a reduction in supply of 
one aggregate can be compensated by increases in another.  

 
 
C. Additional Issues  
 
The Minerals Review Project Steering Group (MRSG) at its meeting on 28 March 
2007 recommended that the consultant (LUC Consultants) hold separate discussions 
with Surrey County Council on the availability of mineral resources (from County 
land assessment work carried out) and check whether lessons could be learned to 
influence the methodology.  
 
 



Annex 2: Revised Minerals Apportionment Review Timetable 
 

2006 2007 2008 
Task 

Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec 

Preparation of Project Plan and 
brief                                                   

Draft Project Plan consultation 
with SEERAWP (23/01/07)   

· 
                                              

Project brief report to RPC 
(31/01/07)   

· 
                                              

Bidding and Tender Process 
                                                  

Public Consultation of Project 
Plan and Sustainability Appraisal 
Scoping Study                                                   

Project Research by Consultants 
                                                  

Sustainability Appraisal/SEA 
including AA                                                    

Draft Consultant's Report to 
SEERAWP (09/07)                   

·       
                  

Draft Policy to RPC (29/11/07)  
                  

  ·     
                  

Draft Policy to Assembly Plenary 
(05/03/08)                   

      · 
                  

Assembly pre-submission 
consultation (12 weeks)                                                    
Report of consultation (& further 
SA if needed) to SEERAWP for 
comment (September, 2008)                                         

·    

Report of consultation and 
Revised Policy  to RPC (17/10/08)                                         

 ·   

Revised Policy to Plenary 
(12/11/08) 

                                          
  ·  

Project Steering Group meetings  
1     

2 
  

3 4 5 
  

6 
      

7 
    

  
  

    
  

8 
      

Submit to GOSE 
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