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Recommendations:  
 
That the committee:  
 
1. Notes the methodology used to generate options for the sub-regional 

(Minerals Planning Authority area) apportionment of primary land-won 
aggregates and agrees that this provides a robust, rounded and forward looking 
apportionment. 

 
2. Agrees a small number of aggregates apportionment options to recommend to 

the March 2008 Plenary for public consultation - options C ‘Demand’ led, D 
‘Environmental’, and E ‘Demand and Resource’, with the current 
apportionment (Policy M3 of RPG9) presented for comparison. 

 
3. Notes and agrees the arrangements for consultation. 
 
 
Purpose of Report: 
 
To describe the rationale and methodology developed for undertaking a review of 
the sub-regional apportionment of primary land-won aggregates (sand, gravel and 
crushed rock), and to recommend a small number of options this has generated to 
go forward for public consultation. 
 
 
Key Issues: 
 
The overall amount of aggregates to be provided for by the South East region is set 
out in government National and Regional Guidelines for Aggregates Provision in 
England 2001-2016 and currently is 13.25 million tonnes per annum (mtpa) of sand 
and gravel, and 2.2 mtpa of crushed rock.  This overall figure is currently under 
review by government and is likely to decrease. 
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The current sub-regional apportionment of this amount of primary land-won 
aggregates, set out in Policy M3 of RPG9 and the draft South East Plan, is based on 
past sales of aggregates.  The Panel of the Examination in Public of the partial review 
of RPG9 for minerals and waste (December 2004) recommended that a more 
robust, rounded and forward looking apportionment be developed considering other 
factors. 
 
In spring 2007 the Assembly commissioned Land Use Consultants to develop a 
methodology that considered other criteria including the amount of un-sterilised 
resource, potential demand and environmental constraints.  Through applying 
different weighting to these criteria, 6 possible options (A-F) for apportionment of 
aggregates have been generated. 
 
We will undertake public consultation on a limited number of options to inform the 
selection of a preferred option.  The preferred option will then be used to amend 
the sub-regional apportionment in Policy M3 and be submitted as our advice to 
Government.  The resultant policy alteration will then be subject to further 
consultation and, if necessary, Examination in Public before being adopted as part of 
the Regional Spatial Strategy.  Minerals Planning Authorities will then need to plan 
for delivery of the tonnage of aggregates apportioned to them. 
 
Following advice of the project steering group, the Regional Aggregates Working 
Party (SEERAWP), and the discussion of the Regional Planning Committee at its 
workshop held on 28 November 2007, it is recommended that the following 
Options are recommended to Plenary to be taken forward for consultation: 
 
• Option C ‘Demand’. 
• Option D ‘Environmental’. 
• Option E ‘Demand and Resource’. 

 
The current apportionment in Policy M3 should also be included as an option for 
comparison. 
 
The public consultation is planned to occur between May and July 2008, before 
advice is finalised for submission to GOSE in December 2008. 
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1. Background 
 
1.1 Policy M3 of the South East Plan and RPG9 sets out the tonnage of land-won 

sand, gravel and crushed rock that each Minerals Planning Authority will need 
to provide to meet the regional aggregate supply figure set out in National 
and Regional Aggregates Guidelines1. 

 
1.2 The Guidelines set a total aggregate supply for the South East of 570 million 

tonnes (mt) between 2001 and 2016.  This includes 212mt of land-won sand 
and gravel, and 35mt of crushed rock.   

 
1.3 Policy M3 sets this out as an annual supply of 13.25 million tonnes per annum 

(mtpa) of sand and gravel and 2.2mtpa of crushed rock apportioned by MPA 
or groups of MPAs (unitary councils).  The current apportionment is based 
on average sales from 1995-2001.  The apportionment is thus essentially 
derived from past rates of production rather than an appraisal of future needs 
and the likely availability of materials, taking into account a more 
comprehensive analysis of environmental and other constraints. 

 
1.4 The Panel Report on the Examination in Public of the partial review of RPG 

for Waste and Minerals2 recommended that a more robust, rounded and 
forward looking methodology be developed to inform a future review of the 
apportionment in Policy M3. 

 
1.5 The Assembly undertook a public consultation on a draft project plan and a 

sustainability appraisal scoping report for this partial review of Policy M3 in 
spring 20073, and took on board comments received before submitting a final 
project plan to the Government Office for the South East.  The project plan 
was prepared in accordance with PPS11 and sets out a timescale for 
undertaking technical work to underpin the review, gaining approval of a 
consultation draft by Regional Planning Committee and the full Assembly, and 
public consultation.  The sustainability appraisal scoping report was used by 
the consultants in undertaking the sustainability appraisal of the options. 

 
 
2. Revised Apportionment - Criteria 
 
2.1 The Assembly commissioned Land Use Consultants (LUC) in March 2007 to 

develop a revised methodology for the sub regional apportionment of 
primary land-won aggregates.  A Steering Group including representatives of 
the Assembly, SEERAWP, industry (representatives of the Quarry Products 
Association), Minerals Planning Authorities, Natural England, the Environment 
Agency, English Heritage and CLG advised LUC throughout the project.  

 
 
 
 

                                            
1 ODPM, June 2003: National and Regional Guidelines for Aggregate Provision in England, 2001-2016. 
2 RPG9 - Review of Waste and Minerals. Examination in Public Panel Report. December 2004. paragraph 11.3.8 and R11.3 
3 South East England Regional Assembly, February 2007: Partial Review of Draft South East Plan: Revised Apportionment of 
Primary Land-won Aggregates. Draft Project Plan. 
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2.2 The revised regional apportionment methodology and presentation of 
options has now been completed4.  The methodology incorporates and was 
informed by a Sustainability Appraisal (SA) and Habitats Regulations 
Assessment (HRA).  The methodology report sets out a number of options 
generated by applying different weighting to criteria.  

 
2.3 In developing the methodology an initial set of criteria were considered, 

taking into account the views received from the consultation on the draft 
project plan.  The key considerations influencing the provision of primary 
aggregates fell into three categories: 

 
• Demand - development pressure, populations/households, past use (sales). 
• Supply - un-sterilised resource, feasibility of sustainable transport 

modes, existing contracts and pattern of supply. 
• Constraints - environmental designations. 

 
2.4 The Steering Group advised that the following data be used: 
 

• Demand:  Past sales, existing population (ONS data for each Minerals 
Planning Authority area) and planned housing provision in the draft 
South East Plan (Policy H1). 

 

• Supply:  The assessment of un-sterilised resource from the BGS study 
provides the most reliable indication of where potentially available 
resources are located.  The Steering Group advised that the density of 
transport links does not provide a satisfactory criterion for sustainable 
transport as they do not necessarily link supply with demand.  
However, construction demand (planned future growth) criteria would 
in theory encourage supplies to be provided in close proximity to 
demand.  Data are not available for contracts for aggregate supply, many 
of which also are only short term and so of limited use. 

 

• Environmental constraint:  Limited to international and national 
designations, as local designations could not be consistently applied 
across the region.  It does not include Green Belt as this is not an 
environmental designation and national5 and regional policy does not 
preclude aggregate extraction in Green Belt.  Constraints that could be 
managed satisfactorily through the Minerals Development Framework 
or at the site level - e.g. flood risk are omitted from revised criteria and 
data sets used.  A separate Sustainability Appraisal (SA) that was 
undertaken alongside the apportionment exercise addresses the wider 
impacts upon the environment. 

 
2.5 The final criteria used were: 
 

1) Construction demand: Existing population distribution and housing 
provision in the draft South East Plan, with a 9:1 ratio for existing 
development/population (current demand) : future construction demand 
from housing (the Steering Group and aggregates industry advised on this 
ratio to reflect approximately 90% of demand being for redevelopment 
and 10% for completely new build). 

                                            
4 Primary Aggregates Sub-regional Apportionment in South East England.  Final Report November 2007.  Land Use Consultants 
on behalf of the South East England Regional Assembly. 
5 Planning Policy Guidance note 2: Green belts.  January 1995 (amended March 2001). 

Regional Assembly/Regional Planning Committee /30 January 2008/Agenda Item 4 Page 4 of 14 
16 January 2008 



2) Past Sales:  Based on average sales over 5 of the last 7 years using the 
same methodology as in the current apportionment (the 2 years with 
highest and lowest sales disregarded to avoid exceptional demand 
distorting the long-term trend). 

 
3) Un-sterilised and Unconstrained Resource:  Defined as the area outside built-

up areas and international designations (Natura 2000 sites), plus a 250 
metre buffer around such sites.  Sharp sand and gravel, soft sand, and 
crushed rock resources were identified separately.  The split between 
sharp sand and gravel and soft sand would be based on average sales over 
5 of the last 7 years.  Defining resources beneath or close to Natura 
2000 sites as sterilised means that all options provide strong protection 
to these designated sites. 

 
4) As (3) above plus National Designations:  The area of resource outside of 

national landscape, nature conservation and heritage designations. 
 
 
3. Revised Apportionment - Options 
 
3.1 The Steering Group considered which options should be considered for 

appraisal, applying different weightings to the criteria.  Six options A to F 
were developed: 

 
• Option A:  ‘Past Sales’ option - weighted 70% on sales and 10% for each of 

the other criteria. 
• Option B:  ‘Resource’ option - weighted 70% on un-sterilised resources 

outside international designations and 10% on each of the other criteria. 
• Option C:  ‘Demand’ option - weighted 70% on the construction demand 

criterion and 10% on each of the other criteria. 
• Option D:  ‘Environmental’ option - weighted 70% on un-sterilised 

resources outside international and national designations and 10% on each 
of the other criteria. 

• Option E:  ‘Demand and Resources’ option - evenly weighted 50%:50% 
between demand and resources, but with more emphasis on construction 
demand than past sales, and more emphasis on international than national 
designations. 

• Option F: ‘Equal Weighting’ option - evenly weighted between all four 
criteria. 

 
3.2 These options are illustrated in Table 1 which follows: 
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3.3 Applying the different options results in a percentage apportionment to each 
MPA area for: 

 
• Soft sand (separately). 
• Sharp sand and gravel (separately). 
• Combined sand (soft and sharp) and gravel together. 
• Crushed rock. 

 
3.4 The results are presented graphically in Annex 1.  Additional work has been 

undertaken to apply the housing numbers recommended in the Panel report 
on Examination in Public of the South East Plan to criterion 1a.  This results 
in minor changes to apportionment and is not presented as the proposed 
changes are still awaited.  As the current regional Aggregate Guidelines 
(supply target) is for combined sand and gravel and for crushed rock, it is not 
possible to compare the separate revised apportionment options for soft 
sand and for sharp sand and gravel that have been generated in this review to 
the current situation.  The current apportionment is therefore only included 
in Figures 1.3 and 1.4 to enable comparison. 

 
3.5 The percentages can be translated into tonnages.  Although the regional 

Aggregate Guidelines supply target is not broken down by components of 
sand and gravel, it is possible to undertake this exercise based on information 
of past sales.  Soft sand sales represented 24% of total sand and gravel sales 
between 2000 and 2006, with 76% sharp sand and gravel.  

 
3.6 Applying these percentages to the total sand and gravel supply target for the 

South East regional total (212mt between 2001-2016) gives the following: 
 

• Soft sand: 24% of 212mt = 51mt.  Divided by 16 years = 3.2mt per annum. 
• Sharp sand and gravel: 76% of 212mt = 161mt. Divided by 16 = 10.0mt 

per annum. 
 
3.7 These tonnages can then be applied to the various apportionment options of 

the component aggregates.  Local differences in sales and resource are picked 
up in the apportionment methodology.  

 
3.8 Opinion varies over the presentation of separate apportionments for soft sand, 

sharp sand and gravel (compared to the current apportionment of combined 
sand and gravel) in this review.  Separate presentation reflects the distribution 
of the different types of sand and that soft and sharp sand are different 
materials with different markets and end uses.  However, some MPAs would 
prefer to have a combined apportionment and to determine the split between 
soft and sharp sand locally reflecting market and other conditions. 

 
3.9 One further and significant issue is that the regional Aggregate Guidelines 

(apportionment) are currently being reviewed.  There was a 38% fall in 
primary aggregate consumption in the South East between 2001 and 2005.  
The forecast of total demand for the region between 2005 and 2020 is a 
decline of over 20% from the 2003 estimate.  The revision assumes that the 
contribution from alternatives will rise, and marine sand and gravel supplies 
will only increase a little, with net imports from outside England significantly 
less than the current Guidelines. 
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The draft revision proposes that the region should supply 12.2mtpa from 
land-won sand and gravel for the period 2005-2020 compared with the 
current figure of 13.25mtpa (a decrease of 8%), and 1.6mtpa of crushed rock 
compared with the current 2.2mtpa (a decrease of 28%).  

 
3.10 The draft revision will be subject to consultation before finalisation.  At 

present we must continue to work with the published Guideline figures, but 
must be aware that these are likely to change later this year and that it is 
likely the overall figure that needs to be apportioned will be lower than the 
current figure.  

 
 
4. Sustainability Appraisal and Habitat Regulations Assessment 
 
4.1  A Sustainability Appraisal (SA) and Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) 

screening was undertaken by LUC on the 6 options, in consultation with 
Natural England, the Environment Agency and English Heritage, reporting 
back to the Steering Group.  The SA and HRA reports will be published on 
the Assembly’s website to accompany the consultation on options. 

 
4.2 The Sustainability Appraisal considered the potential effects (both positive and 

negative) of the options against 13 of the Integrated Regional Framework 
objectives considered relevant to this topic as identified in the Scoping Report 
prepared and consulted on by the Assembly in Spring 20076.  These covered 
proximity and transport, flooding, health and air quality, biodiversity, air quality, 
landscape, heritage, water quality and resources, employment and tourism.   

 
4.3 The performance of the 6 options (for sand and gravel, and crushed rock) 

was assessed relative to the current apportionment, and by comparing the 
amount of resource within or close to potentially constrained areas, for 
example designations or particular land uses.  

 
4.4 The overall conclusion of the appraisal is that there is little to differentiate 

between the apportionment options with regard to the majority of 
sustainability issues.  The findings show that all options could potentially lead 
to both significant and minor positive and negative impacts. 

 
4.5 For Sand and Gravel, options A, E and F could potentially lead to the least 

number of significant impacts, both negative and positive.  Option B could 
potentially lead to the most significant positive impacts.  Options E and F have 
similar impacts.  The MPAs significantly affected by the options (due to change 
from the current apportionment) are East Sussex, Oxfordshire and Surrey. 

 
4.6 For crushed rock, all apportionment options provide an allocation to 

Buckinghamshire, Isle of Wight and Milton Keynes that have no current 
allocation, and so there is potential for impact.  Oxfordshire could 
experience potentially significant effects on biodiversity and also on proximity 
(and therefore transport) given the change in apportionment (from current) 
proposed in options B to F.  Option A is the only option unlikely to result in 
any significant impact on sustainability issues due to its similarity with the 
current apportionment. 

                                            
6 South East England Regional Assembly (February 2007). Partial Review of the draft South East Plan: Revised Apportionment of 
Primary Land-won Aggregates. Scoping Report. 
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4.7 It is important to emphasise that the appraisal can only identify potential 
impacts because at this regional scale no site specific proposals and impacts 
are capable of being identified.  SAs of Minerals Development Frameworks 
will be able to include assessment of the impacts site specific developments.  

 
4.8 The Habitats Regulations Assessment identified and mapped all internationally 

important wildlife sites (Natura 2000) in the region which overlap or lie 
within 2.5km of un-sterilised sand and gravel or crushed rock deposits.  This 
represents a precautionary approach to assessing potential impacts of 
aggregate extraction on habitats and species. The sensitivity of different 
habitats to different potential impacts of extraction was then identified and 
cross referenced with each Natura 2000 site (and the habitats/species for 
which it is designated). 

 
4.9 The HRA screening identified only seven Natura 2000 sites outside of a 

2.5km radius of un-sterilised aggregate deposits and so judged unlikely to be 
affected by the review of apportionment.  Sixty eight Natura 2000 sites lie 
within 2.5km of un-sterilised aggregate resources and could be potentially 
vulnerable to extraction.  The HRA concluded that it is uncertain whether 
there is likely to be a significant effect on these sites and the qualifying 
features resulting from the review. 

 
4.10 It also concluded that further assessment and screening is not possible given 

that the apportionment is not site specific.  Further assessment will only be 
possible when MPAs identify sites in preparing Minerals Development Plan 
Documents (DPDs).  HRA of DPDs will be necessary and will indicate 
whether sites can be allocated to meet sub-regional apportionment without 
adversely affecting the integrity of Natura 2000 sites. 

 
 
5. Advice from Steering Group, SEERAWP and RPC Workshop 
 
5.1 At its last meeting in September the Steering Group considered the findings 

of the SA and HRA screening, and which of the six Options to recommend to 
SEERAWP.  Two of the Options were not recommended: 

 
• Option A - ‘Past Sales’, which is heavily weighted to existing sales, a 

criticism of the current apportionment. 
• Option B - ‘Resource’, which is similarly resource weighted to, but better 

expressed in, Option D - ‘Environmental’ which includes national 
designations. 

 
5.2 The Steering Group considered that SEERAWP should be presented with the 

other four Options C ‘Demand’, D ‘Environmental’, E ‘Demand and 
Resource’ and F ‘Equal Weighting’, and be invited to recommend to the 
Regional Assembly which should be taken forward for public consultation.  

 
5.3 At its meeting of 6 November 2007, SEERAWP considered the 

apportionment report and the recommendations of the steering group, and 
recommended that the Assembly take forward options C, D, and E for public 
consultation. Option F was rejected due to not applying any variation in 
weighting between the four criteria. 
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5.4 The minerals industry representatives on SEERAWP reserved their position 
on all 6 options A-F as they required more time to consider the options and 
their potential consequences.  Subsequently the Quarry Products Association 
wrote to the Assembly on 24 November 2007 confirming that it did not 
believe that the LUC report justified the exclusion of any option or the 
rejection of the current apportionment.  The QPA believes that the current 
apportionment has been effective in ensuring the supply of materials over 
many years and that there is nothing to suggest that it is not fit for purpose.  
In addition it stressed that all options should be subject to a reality check to 
assess their practicality and potential impacts.  It should be noted that the 
QPA were influential members of the project steering group and advised on 
the methodology throughout the study. 

 
5.5 The methodology and the recommendations from SEERAWP were discussed 

at a Regional Planning Committee workshop on 28 November 2007.  
Members agreed that Options C, D, and E would be suitable options to take 
forward for public consultation, presented together with the current 
apportionment for combined sand and gravel and for crushed rock, and that 
the paper for full RPC to consider should be prepared along these lines.  

 
 
6. Consultation 
 
6.1 It is anticipated that the consultation will run from May through July, 

reflecting the timetable in the Project Plan, with submission of advice to 
GOSE in December 2008.  

 
6.2 The consultation will be managed by the Assembly and follow a similar 

process to that used in the past for partial reviews.  Hard copies of the 
consultation document will be provided to consultees and supporting 
information including the sustainability appraisal and HRA will be available on 
the Assembly’s website.  The Assembly will hold a small number of 
stakeholder events.  Minerals Planning Authorities will be asked to contribute 
to the consultation process through local engagement and publicity, including 
where appropriate consultation events. 

 
6.3 The consultation documentation will provide an explanation of the 

methodology in a similar style and format to this report, with the options 
presented in the form of histograms in the consultation document – as set 
out in Annex 2 figures 2.1-2.4.  

 
6.4 Consultees will be asked their views, probably through use of a simple 

questionnaire to enable quantitative analysis, on the following: 
 

• A preferred option:  This may be one of those illustrated or could be 
one with different weighting between criteria (the methodology 
allows adjustments to be made).  In addition, the preferred option 
could differ for different types of aggregates (for soft sand, and for 
sharp sand and gravel).  

• The preference for separate apportionment for soft and sharp sand, 
or combined sand and gravel. 
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• Additional changes to Policy M3 and supporting text (in light of the 
apportionment exercise, sustainability appraisal and HRA) to be 
considered in the partial review. 

 
 
7. Conclusions and Recommendations 
 
7.1 The methodology has been developed so as to be as transparent as possible.  

The options that have emerged are therefore easily understandable and 
justifiable.  It provides a robust, rounded and forward looking methodology 
to generate options for apportionment of primary land-won aggregates. 

 
7.2 The apportionment exercise has been accompanied by sustainability appraisal 

and Habitats Regulations Assessment screening report.  The Steering Group and 
SEERAWP, having considered the reports and appraisals, have recommended a 
limited number of options to take forward for public consultation.  

 
7.3 It is recommended that the options recommended by SEERAWP and 

discussed at the RPC workshop are recommended to Plenary to be taken 
forward for public consultation.  These are: 

 
• Option C:  ‘Demand’. 
• Option D: ‘Environmental’. 
• Option E: ‘Demand and Resource’. 

 
7.4 It is recommended that these options are presented separately for soft sand 

and for sharp sand and gravel, together with combined sand and gravel and 
crushed rock.  In addition, the current apportionment for combined sand and 
gravel and for crushed rock should also be presented alongside the 
alternative options. 

 
7.5 The consultation will follow a similar process to that undertaken by the 

Assembly for other partial reviews of regional spatial strategy.  Views will be 
sought on a preferred option for sub-regional apportionment of primary 
aggregates. 

 
 
 
David Payne 
Planning Manager 
 
14 January 2008 
 
Contact: Tel: 01483 555217 

Email: davidpayne@southeast-ra.gov.uk
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Annex 1 
 
All Apportionment Options, by Aggregate Type  
 
 
Figure 1.1 - Soft sand sub-regional apportionment options 
 

9.65% 9.08% 9.07%
4.57%

9.08% 8.10%

23.38%

14.03% 13.96%

9.83%

14.00% 15.30%

11.48%

16.79%
10.99%

22.77%

13.89% 15.51%

0.75%

1.45%

2.76%
2.52% 2.10%

1.87%

26.31%

20.26%

19.37%

22.94%
19.81%

22.22%

1.06%

3.08%

1.97%

2.91%

2.53%

2.26%

14.82%

10.91%
18.36%

12.48%
14.64%

14.14%

1.06%

1.15%

6.60% 1.74% 3.88%
2.64%

3.80%

2.75%

5.21%

4.09% 3.98%
3.96%

7.69%

20.50%

11.71%
16.15% 16.11% 14.01%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

Option A : Past Sales Option B: Resource Option C: Demand Option D: Environmental Option E: Demand and

resource

Option F: Equal weighting

P
er

ce
nt

ag
e 

of
 a

pp
or

ti
on

m
en

t

Berkshire

Buckinghamshire

East Sussex/Brighton and Hove

Hampshire/Portsmouth/Southampton/New Forest

Isle of Wight

Kent

Milton Keynes

Oxfordshire

Surrey

West Sussex

 
 
 
Figure 1.2 - Sharp sand and gravel sub-regional apportionment options 
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Figure 1.3 - Combined sand and gravel sub-regional apportionment options 
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Figure 1.4 - Crushed rock sub-regional apportionment options 
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Annex 2 
 
Apportionment Options Recommended for Public Consultation (Options 
C, D and E), by Aggregate Type  
 
 
Figure 2.1 - Apportionment Options C, D and E - Soft Sand 
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Figure 2.2 - Apportionment Options C, D and E - Sharp sand and gravel 
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Figure 2.3 - Apportionment Options C, D and E plus current apportionment - 
Combined Sand and Gravel 
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Figure 2.4 - Apportionment Options C, D and E plus current apportionment - 
Crushed Rock 
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