West Midlands Sub-Regional Apportionment of Aggregates - Analysis of Non-RAWP Responses to Technical Consultation
28th January 2010

1 Introduction 

This note summarises responses from individuals and organisations who are not members of the West Midlands Regional Aggregates Working Party (RAWP), termed as non-RAWP responses, to the technical consultation on the West Midlands Sub-regional Apportionment of Aggregates.  The technical consultation was managed by the West Midlands Regional Assembly and ran from 18th December 2009 to 22nd January 2010.  

1.1 Summary of Non-RAWP Respondees

At 22nd January, 145 non-RAWP consultation responses were received – listed in Annex A below.  As shown in Table 1, over 80% of these came from residents and organisations based in Staffordshire.  

Table 1: Number of Responses by Sub-Region: 
	Sub-Region:
	No. of responses:
	Percentage

	Herefordshire
	0
	0%

	Shropshire
	5
	3%

	Staffordshire
	118
	81%

	Warwickshire
	4
	3%

	West Midlands
	12
	8%

	Worcestershire
	0
	0%

	Outside Region
	6
	4%

	Total
	145
	100%


Table 2: Number of Responses by Organisation type:

	Organisation type:
	Number of responses:
	Percentage:

	Resident
	120
	83%

	Council
	7
	5%

	Voluntary sector / community group
	9
	6%

	Parish Council
	4
	3%

	Governmental
	2
	<1%

	School
	2
	<1%

	Company
	1
	<1%

	Total
	145
	100%


1.2 Summary of Responses to Consultation Questions

The following summarises responses to the questions contained in the Technical Consultation document, and includes examples of quotes from individual responses.  
Question 1: Do you think that the Regional Guideline outlined in Table 1 [per technical consultation document ] can be met at an acceptable environmental cost? 

Table 3: Responses to Question 1

	Sub-Region:
	No
	Yes

	Herefordshire
	0
	0

	Shropshire
	3
	0

	Staffordshire
	117
	0

	Warwickshire
	4
	0

	West Midlands
	11
	0

	Worcestershire
	0
	0

	Outside Region
	5
	1

	Total
	140
	1


If no, please provide evidence to support your answer:

All but one of the 141 respondees to the question answered “No”.  The reasons given include the overall guideline figures being considered too high relative to the amount of sites coming forward from operators and land owners; concerns that basing sub-regional apportionment figures on past sales reinforces past patterns and fails to take account of factors such as changing demand, resource depletion, use of alternative materials and changing building techniques; concerns over the approach of basing figures on past sales volumes when demand has reduced during the economic downturn; the high environmental impact in Staffordshire relative to other parts of the region; and the need to place a greater emphasis on increasing recycled aggregate.  Examples of quotes from respondees include the following: 

· “The current guidelines rely too much on the contribution made from the sand and gravel resources to be found within Staffordshire.  Staffordshire produces a high proportion of the region’s sand and gravel with a severe impact on local communities as well as permanent changes to the landscape.  In view of the downturn in construction activity the WMRA should request that the Government re-run the model for forecasting guidelines.  Recent evidence in Staffordshire indicates sales of sand and gravel decreased by 17% from 2007 to 2008.  Current guidelines in table 1 do not provide the most sustainable balance of supply of aggregate materials in the West Midlands.  Options 2 & 3a should be considered to provide a more sustainable balance of supply”.  (Councillor, Staffordshire County Council).  

· “New quarries in the area would destroy the rural environment of 4 villages: Alrewas, Fradley, Kings Bromley and Orgreave.  A much lower percentage of the required sand and gravel should be extracted in Staffordshire than is the case at present.  For far too long we have supplied the lions share” (Alrewas Conservation Group) 

· “The apportionment is totally unfair with Staffordshire contributing far too higher a percentage to the overall total, with the result that Staffordshire is being blighted by this industry and good quality farmland lost forever to water based reinstatement at a time when British farmers are being asked to produce more to feed a growing population. This industry greatly REDUCES the Bio Diversity of and area and rich wildlife habitat is lost to be replaced with often sterile reinstated ponds and lakes”. (Resident, Walsall). 

· “Aggregate minerals are finite resources and suitable opportunities to extract aggregate minerals are restricted. Therefore, the guidelines should be more challenging and encourage a greater use of recycled waste materials and industrial by products as alternative sources of aggregate materials”. (Resident, Orgreave Staffordshire). 

· “Evidence from the Warwickshire Minerals Core Strategy Strategic Sites consultation shows that while there may be a resource in Warwickshire, this is not necessarily deliverable in the short to medium term as operators and landowners are not bringing enough new sites forward. If these trends are repeated in other counties there is likely to be a considerable shortage of aggregates in the future which will mean that our regional apportionment is unlikely to be attainable. Consequently, there is a strong argument to suggest that the overall regional apportionment should be reduced” (4 Councillors in Warwickshire, supporting the Warwickshire County Council RAWP response).

· “in the very recent Inspector’s report...in relation to the review of the sub-regional apportionment in the South East Region, very similar issues are considered...[it stated] “We do not agree with the Minerals Products Association that past sales should continue to be used to apportion the regional guideline figure.  This is backward-looking, serves only to reinforce past patterns of planning permissions obtained and takes no account of resource depletion or quality, changing demand resulting from approved spatial development patterns or recent developments in changing building techniques and use of alternative minerals.”” (Residents group, Shropshire).

The one consultee who responded ‘Yes’ stated that “as far as Staffordshire was concerned, the underlying geology of the County provides rich areas of sand and gravel with many locations accessible and some locations accessible by rail”. (Aggregates company, Cheshire).  

Question 2: Please rank (from 1 to 3) which of the Options you think would provide both an adequate and steady supply of materials and the most sustainable supply in the region up to 2020.  Please provide reasons (and where possible, evidence) for your choice(s).

As shown in Figure 1 (below), the ~115 responses from Staffordshire favoured the LUC Options A, B, C, D and E over the other options on the basis that they reflect factors such as supply, demand and environmental issues rather than being based more on past sales patterns.  Respondees from Warwickshire favoured Option 1b, 1c and Option 2 (in order of ranking) because these are more likely to be deliverable than Options A to E.  Options 1a-c were also favoured by the industry respondent as being based on past sales and therefore more deliverable.
Comments in favour of Options 1a, 1b and 1c
· “The past sales options are still the options with the most robust evidence base at the present time as they are likely to be more deliverable than any of the other options providing a balance between providing an adequate supply of material and sustainable production. Past sales should therefore be the preferred option based on a reduced regional guideline figure....The first choice would be Option 1b. We believe that the this could be the best option as it provides a good average of the short term and long terms trends. Option 1a is considered too short a timescale and it also focuses on a period when the construction boom reached its peak. The ONS AMRI figures show a big fall for 2008 with the current downturn which will no doubt be repeated in 2009 once the figures are available”.  (4 Councillors in Warwickshire, supporting the Warwickshire County Council RAWP response).

· “In terms purely of sustainability Option 2 would be the optimum option. However, when balanced against deliverability, given that there is some doubt about the figures involved, Option 1b would be preferable at the present time. Option 1c would be the second choice for the same reasons as 1b because it gives a degree of certainty but over 10 years the data is perhaps slightly less robust”.   (4 Councillors in Warwickshire, supporting the Warwickshire County Council RAWP response).
· “The 3 Year Average is too short a period. The 10 year average is likely to produce a more reliable indication but a difficulty is that in the West Midlands the two main producers of crushed rock became exhausted.  Thus the 5 Year Average seems to be the most reliable of the three suggested indicators. However, regard could be had to a longer term indicator which would smooth out the variations caused by opening and closing of pits and quarries and by changes in the economic cycle. Perhaps a 30 year indicator would be more reliable although some means of allowing for the exhaustion of major producers would be needed.” (Aggregates company, Cheshire)
Comments in favour of Option 2 and 3a: 

· “Option 2 and 3a: represent an important step in the right direction.  They recognise the need to conserve aggregate resources and therefore, option 2 highlights ways that Alternatives may be substituted to limit the need to mine land-won aggregate.  The case for Alternatives has already been made above.  The substitution of crushed rock for sand and gravel (option 3a) is justified because the reserves of crushed rock have not been depleted to the extent to which sand and gravel has”.  (Residents group, Shropshire). 
· “Crushed rock quarries are capable of producing materials that could be used to substitute the fine aggregate derived from sand & gravel resources. This would involve technological changes in the processing of rock and would not apply to all rock resources but given the extent of operational and non operational crushed rock quarries and the extent of reserves associated with these quarries, the region should consider Option 3a to alter the balance of supply and encourage greater use of existing crushed rock resources”.  (Resident, Alrewas, Staffordshire)
Comments in favour of Options A, B, C, D and E: 

· “Options A to E are supported as an alternative method of apportionment to that used previously which was based on past sales trends.  There is also merit in option 2 & option 3a on the basis that these provide an opportunity to achieve a more sustainable balance of supply through the guidelines”. (Councillor, Staffordshire County Council) 
· “Support the methodology used for Options A – E but review weightings...The principal weightings should be for factors reflecting the need to supply local demand with local supply”. (MP Staffordshire)

· “The virtue of the A-E alternatives is that they are forward looking and include fundamental factors such as supply availability, likely future demand (as identified by trends in population, planned housing and expected economic growth) as well as environmental constraints.  This results in a more scientific and fairer allocation of quarrying throughout the West Midlands region....Importantly, these alternative strategies also reflect in Option E a hybrid measure of “Demand and Resource” which relies at least in part on the older historic sales data.  This option, proposed after consultation with the WMRAWP, thereby, permits the mixture of the old approach with the new”.  (Residents group, Shropshire)  
· “It is noted that Option E was recently accepted as a basis for apportionment of the sand & gravel guideline in the south-east region by Inspectors considering the review of sub regional apportionments in that region”.  (Resident, Staffordshire).
Figure 1
Question 2: Ranking of the Options which would provide both an adequate and steady supply of materials and the most sustainable supply in the region up to 2020 (1 is the most sustainable, 2 is the second most sustainable and 3 is the third most sustainable)
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Question 3: Are there any Options which you consider would not provide either an adequate or sustainable supply of aggregates to 2020?

As shown in Table 4, 95% of all 145 respondents said that there were options which would not provide either an adequate or sustainable supply of aggregates to 2020.  Figure 2 shows that there are clear sub-regional patterns in the responses, with most responses from Staffordshire and Shropshire being against Options 1a, 1b and 1c; but with respondents from Warwickshire being against Options A-E.  Many respondees from across the region were against Option 3b; whilst there was generally widespread support for Option 2.  
Table 4:  Reponses to Question 3

	Sub-Region:
	Yes
	% of all respondees
	Yes

	Herefordshire
	0
	-
	0

	Shropshire
	3
	60%
	0

	Staffordshire
	116
	98%
	0

	Warwickshire
	4
	100%
	0

	West Midlands
	11
	92%
	0

	Worcestershire
	0
	-
	0

	Outside Region
	4
	57%
	0

	Total
	138
	95%
	0


If yes, please state which option(s) you consider would not provide an adequate or sustainable supply of aggregates and provide evidence to support your view.

Figure 2: Responses to Question 3 – Options which you consider would not provide an adequate or sustainable supply of aggregates
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Reasons given for why Option 1a, 1b and 1c would not provide an adequate or sustainable supply of aggregates included: 

· “Options 1a, 1b and 1c – based only on past sales trends do not afford opportunity to consider supply options that might meet future needs and provide a more sustainable pattern of supply”. (Councillor, Newcastle under Lyme).  

· “They are all based on historical sales and given the negative impact on the landscape and environment in Staffordshire, the burden should be spread far more fairly across the region”  (Resident, Walsall)
· “These options would mean as resources are used up there would be increased pressure on other local supplies without the need to maximise recycling and using other technologies” (Resident, Lichfield).  

· “These options would maintain the concentration of sand and gravel working in Staffordshire.  As quarries are exhausted, the options would exert pressure to replace production capacity within other areas in Staffordshire that could be either subject to the impacts of quarrying or in areas not ideally located to serve areas of demand” (Resident, Burton-on-Trent)

The main reason given by respondees against Option 3b was that it would increase the requirement for sand and gravel to replace crushed rock.  

· “it would involve increasing reliance on the sand and gravel resource which is already required to contribute 67% of aggregate minerals”  (Resident, near Tamworth)
· “There appear to be few advantages in seeking to increase the sand and gravel apportionment further when all the evidence suggests that there is likely to be more of a shortage of sand and gravel over the period to 2020 rather than crushed rock.  This option will only exacerbate the sand and gravel problem” (4 Councillors in Warwickshire, supporting the Warwickshire County Council RAWP response).

· “There needs to be an appropriate balance between the exploitation of sand and gravel and crushed rock resources given that the extent of impact of sand and gravel resources is more extensive.  Furthermore, there are more extensive remaining permitted reserves of crushed rock.  (This is the worst option of the lot!)”  (Resident, Alrewas, Staffordshire).  

Only one respondee opposed Option 2, and this was on grounds of concerns over reliability of supply and quality of secondary aggregates:

· “Supply depends upon the demolition of existing buildings and structures and reconstruction of highways and there are no reliable indicators, or land-bank, of the amount of material likely to arise. With regard to quality, new engineering and building structures are subject to demanding quality control and this becomes difficult if not impossible using recycled aggregates. Thus the outlets for recycled materials are limited and great care should be exercised in predicting future supply and demand. In that a considerable amount of recycling has taken place during the past few years it is possible that the greater part of the contribution from these sources is already contained in the aggregates production figures.” (Aggregates company, Cheshire)

Reasons given against Options A, B, C, D and E by respondents from Warwickshire and outside the region included that these options are unrealistic, very different, and based on incomplete data and flawed assumptions.  One other response (from Staffordshire) raised concerns about the effect of reducing apportionment on beneficial afteruse for recreation, leisure and regeneration and the impact on other phasing issues relating to infrastructure provision.

· “The LUC Options A B C D and E are unrealistic, undeliverable and are not backed up by a watertight evidence base. However I think this is more to do with the short timescale of the study and it could be improved with more time and research. The main concerns amongst others are:

(1) There is not adequate weighting given to past sales: any weighting must be based on a period longer than 3 years sales as the particular 3 year period to 2007 is distorted due to the peak of the construction boom. I do not recall agreement to a 3 year period. The report does not explain why a 3 year period was used.    (2) Unsterilised resource – the study states that there are gaps in the data eg areas that are unmapped. In addition the depth and quality of the resource are not mapped only the surface areas. There appear also to be gaps in the provision of worked out sites data. Could the consultants confirm whether they have checked the data against the latest BGS Britpits data which could give a more accurate picture across the region than the1999 ? Unless this evidence is produced I am concerned that the study is incomplete and the evidence could be challenged.    (3) Options – I am not sure that the weightings being designed to give extreme findings is helpful.  It may give certain communities the false hope that it is possible to reduce aggregate extraction in their areas when in practice this could not be achievable in the short to medium term”  (4 Councillors in Warwickshire, supporting the Warwickshire County Council RAWP response).

· “Options A to E contain a degree of uncertainty and conjecture and some are based on flawed or incomplete reasoning.  For example, it is acknowledged in the report that the full distribution of minerals is not known across the region. There is also no data on the depth of mineral resources and also the quality of the resource. These factors are crucial in determining where mineral extraction should take place… distribution of the resource is fundamental and should have been taken into account as the starting point for the study rather than an afterthought. ”  (Aggregates company, Cheshire)

· “the possible impact of either mothballing sites or deferring extensions to existing sites on their after use especially where these offer leisure and recreational use. This is particular interest in the Trent Valley and the ambitious plans focussed on the Central Rivers Initiative but also at  a site north of Uttoxeter where after use proposals  would assist in regeneration schemes for the town. The reduction in provision may also impact on other phasing issues allied to infrastructure provision”  (Councillor, East Staffordshire Borough Council).
1.3 Other Comments

Comments were made on the Interim Sustainability Appraisal (SA) and the Habitats Regulation Assessment (HRA) by the Council for the Protection of Rural England (CPRE), the Countryside Council for Wales (CCW), Natural England and 4 districts/boroughs in Warwickshire who supported the Warwickshire County Council RAWP response.  

On the Interim SA, the main comments related to concerns over the interpretation of some sustainability objectives (notably the ‘local stewardship’ objective), the lack of baseline data and evidence of impacts, the assessment of effects on other regions neighbouring the West Midlands and the need for clarification of assumptions and some other details in the analysis.

On the HRA, a number of detailed comments were made on the veracity and accuracy of certain aspects of the analysis, and the need for clarification of points of detail.  Three comments were made on the options process.  One respondent expressed concern that the options have not been sufficiently or properly consulted on, and that these are inconsistent with the options as defined in the wider consultation on minerals policy in Phase Three.  Other respondents considered that the HRA has gone beyond its remit in proposing a new option, and were concerned that this new option has not been subject to SA.  Another respondent supported the HRA in proposing a new option.  
Annex A – List of Consultation Respondents

	Name:
	Organisation:
	Location:
	Sub-Region:

	Anne Adams
	Resident
	Lichfield
	Staffordshire

	David Adams
	Resident
	Lichfield
	Staffordshire

	Reverend John Allan
	Resident
	Near Burton on Trent
	Staffordshire

	Eddie Allison
	Resident
	Near Burton on Trent
	Staffordshire

	Anne Anderson
	Gravel Group 
	Alrewas
	Staffordshire

	Hamish Anderson
	Resident
	Near Burton on Trent
	Staffordshire

	Michael Atkinson
	Gravel Group 
	Near Burton on Trent
	Staffordshire

	Cynthis Atwell 
	Resident
	Near Burton on Trent
	Staffordshire

	Craig Bailey
	Resident
	Tamworth
	Staffordshire

	Bernard & June Baker
	Resident
	Near Burton on Trent
	Staffordshire

	Paul Baker
	Resident
	Near Burton on Trent
	Staffordshire

	Nicholas Balmer
	Resident
	Lichfield
	Staffordshire

	Dorothy Barratt
	North Warwickshire Borough Council
	North Warwickshire
	Warwickshire

	Jane Batchelor
	Resident
	Tamworth
	Staffordshire

	Neil Batchelor
	Resident
	Tamworth
	Staffordshire

	Cllr Erica Bayliss
	Resident
	Near Cannock
	Staffordshire

	Vic Beddow
	Resident
	Wolverhampton
	West Midlands

	Anna Bennett
	Resident
	Lichfield
	Staffordshire

	Clive Bennett
	Fradley & Streethay Parish Council
	Lichfield
	Staffordshire

	Martyn Bennett
	Resident
	Lichfield
	Staffordshire

	Christine Billingham
	Resident
	Tamworth
	Staffordshire

	Roger Billingham
	Resident
	Tamworth
	Staffordshire

	Carole Anne Bowns
	Resident
	Kings Bromley
	Staffordshire

	Paul Bowns
	Resident
	Near Burton on Trent
	Staffordshire

	Charles Bradshaw-Smith
	Resident
	Near Burton on Trent
	Staffordshire

	Rev Denise Burgess
	Resident
	Tamworth
	Staffordshire

	Phillip Burgess
	Resident
	Tamworth
	Staffordshire

	Jean Burton
	Alrewas Parish Council
	Alrewas 
	Staffordshire

	Brian Cadman
	Resident
	Near Burton on Trent
	Staffordshire

	John Cannon
	Resident
	Lichfield
	Staffordshire

	Richard Case
	Resident
	Lichfield
	Staffordshire

	Bill Cash MP
	Resident/MP
	Stafforshire/London
	Stafforshire/London

	Majorie Cashmore
	The Ramblers Association
	Stafford
	Staffordshire

	David & Judith Clarke
	Resident
	Tamworth
	Staffordshire

	Catherine Cliffe
	Resident
	Ashby de la Zouch, Leics.
	Leicestershire 

	Dr Joanne Cliffe
	Resident
	Tamworth
	Staffordshire

	Patricia Cliffe
	Resident
	Tamworth
	Staffordshire

	Simon Collinson
	Resident
	Lichfield
	Staffordshire

	Timothy Corbett
	Resident
	Burton on Trent
	Staffordshire

	Michelle & Steve Cottom
	Resident
	Lichfield
	Staffordshire

	Stephen Cox
	Resident
	Walsall
	West Midlands

	Keith Davies
	Countryside Council for Wales
	Bangor, Wales
	Gwynedd

	Cllr Peter Davies 
	Resident
	Burton on Trent
	Staffordshire

	Richard Dononvan
	Resident
	Tamworth
	Staffordshire

	SE Donovan
	Resident
	Tamworth
	Staffordshire

	Mr KM Dorman
	Resident
	Tamworth
	Staffordshire

	Mrs M Dorman
	Resident
	Tamworth
	Staffordshire

	David Dunicliff
	Resident
	Near Burton on Trent
	Staffordshire

	Cynthia Dunning
	Resident
	Near Burton on Trent
	Staffordshire

	Michael Dunning
	Resident
	Near Burton on Trent
	Staffordshire

	David & Jayne Dury
	Resident
	Hints
	Staffordshire

	Chris Ellerington
	Resident
	Near Burton on Trent
	Staffordshire

	Sarah Elxom
	Resident
	Rugeley
	Staffordshire

	Graham Evans
	Resident
	Stoke on Trent
	Staffordshire

	Frederick George Fisher
	Resident
	Yoxall
	Shropshire

	Sarah Fisher
	Rugby Borough Council
	Rugby
	Warwickshire

	Kelly Ford
	Nuneaton & Bedworth Bor. Council
	Nuneaton & Bedworth
	Warwickshire

	Geoff Foster
	Resident
	Tamworth
	Staffordshire

	Brian Gibbens
	Resident
	Near Burton on Trent
	Staffordshire

	Bob Glover
	Resident
	Lichfield
	Staffordshire

	Roger Goodwin
	Madeley Conservation Group
	Madeley,   Near Crewe
	Cheshire

	Angie Guest
	Leek Ramblers
	Buxton, Derbyshire
	Derbyshire

	David Harrison
	Resident
	Near Burton on Trent
	Staffordshire

	Mr P Haslimann
	Resident
	Lichfield
	Staffordshire

	Mrs D Hill
	Resident
	Near Burton on Trent
	Staffordshire

	Roger Hill
	Resident
	Near Burton on Trent
	Staffordshire

	Pauline Hupfield
	Richard Crosse School
	Near Burton on Trent
	Staffordshire

	Charles Jarman
	Resident
	Near Burton on Trent
	Staffordshire

	Jessica Jenkinson
	Loggerheads Parish Council
	Market Drayton
	Shropshire

	Andy Johnson
	South Staffs Council
	Codsall
	Staffordshire

	Brian Jones
	Resident
	Near Burton on Trent
	Staffordshire

	Linda Jones
	Resident
	Near Burton on Trent
	Staffordshire

	Paul Jones
	Resident
	Tamworth
	Staffordshire

	Gerald Kells
	CPRE
	Walsall
	West Midlands

	Mr GD Kynaston
	Resident
	Sutton Coldfield
	West Midlands

	Sarah Lander
	Resident
	Lichfield
	Staffordshire

	Stephen Lander
	Resident
	Lichfield
	Staffordshire

	Martin Lane
	Resident
	Lichfield
	Staffordshire

	Cllr Michael Lawrence
	Resident
	Wolverhampton
	West Midlands

	John Leavesley
	Resident
	Near Burton on Trent
	Staffordshire

	Maria Leavesley
	Resident
	Near Burton on Trent
	Staffordshire

	Vivienne Leyland
	Resident
	Near Burton on Trent
	Staffordshire

	Anthony/Margaret Lloyd
	Resident
	Tamworth
	Staffordshire

	Paul Lovern
	Richard Crosse School
	Near Burton on Trent
	Staffordshire

	Joanne Maddocks
	Resident
	Tamworth
	Staffordshire

	Cllr Robert Marshall
	Resident
	Stafford
	Staffordshire

	Anna Mason
	Resident
	Near Burton on Trent
	West Midlands

	Hazel McDowall
	Natural England
	Birmingham
	West Midlands

	Georgina Jane Mills
	Resident
	Tamworth
	Staffordshire

	Gareth Moss
	Resident
	Near Burton on Trent
	Staffordshire

	Lesley Mycroft
	Resident
	Near Burton on Trent
	Staffordshire

	Paul Norris
	Resident
	Yoxall
	Staffordshire

	Robin Norris
	Resident
	Tamworth
	Staffordshire

	Richard Oakley
	Resident
	Elford
	Staffordshire

	Susan Parkes
	Resident
	Near Burton on Trent
	Staffordshire

	Ron Peacock
	Resident
	Tamworth
	Staffordshire

	David Pearson
	Resident
	Near Burton on Trent
	Staffordshire

	Frances Pountney
	Resident
	Tamworth
	Staffordshire

	Noel Poxon
	Resident
	Burton on Trent
	Staffordshire

	Dr Stephanie Prestage
	Resident
	Birmingham
	West Midlands

	Ian Pritchard
	Resident
	Walsall
	West Midlands

	Colin and Susan Reisner
	Resident
	Near Burton on Trent
	Staffordshire

	Michael Richards
	Resident
	Lichfield
	Staffordshire

	Betty Riley
	Resident
	Near Burton on Trent
	Staffordshire

	Davie Riley
	Resident
	Near Burton on Trent
	Staffordshire

	John Robotham
	Resident
	Tamworth
	Staffordshire

	Susan Robotham
	Resident
	Tamworth
	Staffordshire

	Mr & Mrs Robinson
	Resident
	Tamworth
	Staffordshire

	Terence Roome
	Resident
	Lichfield
	Staffordshire

	Paulette Ross
	Resident
	Birmingham
	West Midlands

	Graham Rothery
	Ramblers Association Staffordshire
	Near Burton on Trent
	Staffordshire

	Delyse Sanders
	Alrewas Conservation Group
	Near Burton on Trent
	Staffordshire

	Roger Sanders
	Resident
	Near Burton on Trent
	Staffordshire

	John Scott
	Resident
	Birmingham
	West Midlands

	Graham Sedgley
	Loggerheads Parish Council
	Market Drayton
	Shropshire

	Sally Shoesmith
	Resident
	Lichfield
	Staffordshire

	Philip Siddell
	Resident
	Near Burton on Trent
	Staffordshire

	Graham Slight
	Resident
	Near Burton on Trent
	Staffordshire

	Brian Smith
	Resident
	Near Burton on Trent
	Staffordshire

	George Ronald Smith
	Resident
	Near Burton on Trent
	Staffordshire

	Joyce P Smith
	Resident
	Near Burton on Trent
	Staffordshire

	Keith Smith
	Resident
	Near Burton on Trent
	Staffordshire

	Pamela Smith
	Resident
	Near Burton on Trent
	Staffordshire

	Phillip Somerfield
	Resident
	Burton on Trent
	Staffordshire

	Nicolas Speakman
	Madeley Core Minerals Strategy Group
	Madeley,   Near Crewe
	Cheshire

	Gary Stephens
	Warwick District Council
	Warwick
	Warwickshire

	Peter Stone
	Resident
	Near Burton on Trent
	Staffordshire

	Lesley Stretton
	Resident
	Near Burton on Trent
	Staffordshire

	Jennifer Synnot
	Resident
	Near Burton on Trent
	Staffordshire

	Mark Taplin
	Resident
	Shrewsbury 
	Shropshire

	Roger Thompson
	Resident
	Tamworth
	Staffordshire

	Paul Till
	Resident
	Near Burton on Trent
	Staffordshire

	John Toogood
	Resident
	Tamworth
	Staffordshire

	Simon Tullitt
	Resident
	Near Burton on Trent
	Staffordshire

	Ray Vanstone
	Tamworth Borough Council
	Tamworth
	Staffordshire

	Abigail Vaughan
	Resident
	Lichfield
	Staffordshire

	Mervyn Vaughan
	Resident
	Lichfield
	Staffordshire

	Jeremy Wade
	Resident
	Lichfield
	Staffordshire

	Geoff Wadlow
	Resident
	Lichfield
	Staffordshire

	Sean Walsh
	Newcastle under Lyme Borough Council
	Newcastle under Lyme
	West Midlands

	Chris Watson
	Resident
	Near Burton on Trent
	Staffordshire

	David Walton
	Resident
	Lichfield
	Staffordshire

	Sharon Webb
	Resident
	Near Burton on Trent
	Staffordshire

	Gez Willard
	Madeley Aggregates Ltd
	Congleton, Cheshire
	Cheshire

	Mrs Young
	Resident
	Near Burton on Trent
	Staffordshire
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