West Midlands

Sub-Regional Apportionment of Aggregates

Summary of Responses

to the Technical Consultation by the West Midlands Regional Assembly with individual Members of the  
West Midlands Regional Aggregates Working Party (WMRAWP). 

Produced by the WMRAWP Technical Secretary  
DRAFT

February 2010
Introduction

On 29th June 2009 the Government issued revised national and regional guidelines for the provision of aggregates for the period 2005-2020. 

The revised regional guidelines indicate a total aggregates provision in the West Midlands of 370 million tonnes to be provided over the next 16 years and comprises the requirements and assumptions outlined below:

Regional Guidelines for Aggregates Provision in West Midlands 2005 – 2020 (million tonnes)

	Guidelines for land-won production
	Land-won Sand & Gravel
	165 mt

	
	Land-won Crushed Rock
	82 mt

	Assumptions
	Alternative Materials
	100 mt

	
	Net Imports
	23 mt


The new guidelines replace the June 2003 guidelines which are incorporated in Policy M2 of the West Midlands Regional Spatial Strategy (WMRSS) which was approved in June 2004. 
The revised guideline figures show no change to the draft figures consulted upon by Government in April 2008 and which were used in the WMRSS Phase Three Options consultation which was issued for public consultation by the West Midlands Regional Assembly (WMRA) in summer 2009.

Before the regional guidelines can be used in the preparation of minerals development plans they need to be broken down, as far as possible to Mineral Planning Authority (MPA) areas. This apportionment of the regional guidelines is the responsibility of the WMRA (as the Regional Planning Body), taking into account advice from the West Midlands Regional Aggregates Working Party (WMRAWP). 
The Government requested that the apportionment of aggregates be completed and submitted to the Department of Communities and Local Government (DCLG) by the end of December 2009. At the WMRA’s request, this deadline was extended for the West Midlands to the end of March 2010.

When the sub-regional apportionment has been completed it becomes a material consideration in decision making by the Regional Planning Body and MPAs. The regional guideline and apportionment will form the basis of an Interim Planning Statement prior to being incorporated into a future revision of the Regional Strategy (Strategy for the West Midlands). 

· 1(a) - Past Trends  - 3 Year Average Sales

· 1(b) - Past Trends - 5 Year Average Sales

· 1(c) - Past Trends - 10 Year Average Sales

· 2 - Substitution of Sand and Gravel - with 25% increase in recycled aggregates

· 3(a) - Substitution of 10% Sand and Gravel - with crushed rock

· 3(b) - Substitution of 10% Crushed Rock - with sand and gravel
It was recognised that these apportionment options essentially reflect “historical shares” rather than an appraisal of future needs.  As a result, WMRA commissioned Land Use Consultants (LUC) to develop “alternative” apportionment options which sought to take account of the likely availability of materials, future patterns of development, environmental and other considerations. The following five “alternative” apportionment options were developed:

· A – Supply-Led

· B - Growth-Led

· C - Environment-Led

· D - Equal Weighting

· E - Demand and Resource

Between 18th December 2009 and 22nd January 2010 the WMRA undertook a technical consultation with the WMRAWP on the eleven options outlined above. Due to the technical nature of the consultation and in order to meet the tight deadlines imposed by DCLG, the technical consultation was limited to WMRAWP representatives only. As MPAs are the only local authorities directly represented on the WMRAWP, the WMRA requested that MPA’s consult with their districts on the technical consultation.

The Options were accompanied by an Interim SA and Draft HRA.

The WMRA sought views and evidence related to the following three questions:

· Question 1: Do you think that the Regional Guideline outlined in Table 1 can be met at an acceptable environmental cost? 

· 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 (1 is the most sustainable, 2 is the second most sustainable and 3 is the third most sustainable)

· Question 3: Are there any Options which you consider would not provide either an adequate or sustainable supply of aggregates to 2020?

This report summarises the responses received to the technical consultation from WMRAWP representatives.

Full copies of responses received to the technical consultation are available on request from the WMRA by emailing wmrss@wmra.gov.uk.
NB. The scoring system in the questionnaire reflects the individual responses from each RAWP member not each sub-region
RAWP Responses to the Questionnaire 

Q1. Do you think that the Regional Guideline outlined in Table 1 can be met at an acceptable environmental cost?

	Council/ Organisation
	Response

	Herefordshire 
	Y

	Telford and Wrekin
	Y

	Warwickshire
	N

	Worcestershire
	Y

	Stoke on Trent 
	N

	Solihull 
	n/a

	Shropshire
	n/a



	Staffordshire
	N

	West Midlands Planning and Transportation Sub-Committee
	n/a

	Walsall MBC
	n/a

	Government Office for the West Midlands
	n/a

	Natural England
	n/a

	Lafarge 
	Y

	Ennstone Johnston
	Y

	Aggregate Industries
	Y

	Hanson Aggregates
	Y

	Tarmac Ltd
	Y

	Mineral Products Association (MPA).
	Y


Summary of responses to Question (1)
There were 18 responses from RAWP representatives submitted. The majority of responses (9) concluded that the regional guideline could be met including all the industry responses (6) and 3 Local Authorities (Worcestershire, Telford and Wrekin and Herefordshire). Three respondents concluded that the guideline figure could not be met (Staffordshire, Stoke and Warwickshire) whilst a further 6 respondents concluded that they did not have enough information on which to base their response at the current time.  

Reasons given by the respondents, including the industry representatives, for supporting the current guidelines were that generally the region has come close to meeting its apportionment over the last 10 years and there is no change in circumstances which should alter the current supply. It was also noted that the existing RSS policy already provides for this in accordance with the 2003 guidelines until 2016. The new guidelines cover a further period of just 4 years. 
Three Local Authorities confirmed they could meet the guideline figure. Telford and Wrekin stated that it was currently disproportionate to the disadvantage of Staffordshire.  Herefordshire considered that achieving the Guideline figure might depend on an increase in recycled aggregates and although there appear to be adequate resources only the industry can really judge the value of the resource as it has fuller evaluations of the mineral which are often unavailable to the WMRAWP for reasons of business confidentiality. Worcestershire concluded that the Guidelines could only be met if current levels of cost were considered acceptable but queried the alternative materials evidence and suggested that there should be no expectation that any shortfall could be made up through higher levels of imports from adjoining regions.

Three responses stated that the Guidelines could not be met (Warwickshire, Staffordshire, and Stoke on Trent). Warwickshire and Staffordshire concluded that the overall guideline figure was not achievable. Warwickshire’s view was based on the declining landbank as recorded in the latest WMRAWP Annual Monitoring Reports and from the lack of suitable sites coming through the planning system. 
Staffordshire’s view supported by Stoke on Trent was that “the overall Guideline figure does not reflect the most sustainable balance of aggregates supply in the region and therefore it should be reduced due to declining need for construction materials, the economic downturn and the increasing  concentration of extraction for the region in the county which is creating unacceptable environmental impacts in some areas”  It challenged the process, and contended that the established approach to the apportionment of the guidelines be revised or replaced to establish a new pattern of aggregates supply. It concluded that the Regional Assembly should re-run its forecasting model for the West Midlands as it had done in the South East. 
However, no other respondents requested this and whilst noting this view, none of the other RAWP respondents supported this view, following a discussion in respect of the issue the WMRAWP  decided not to do this at the meeting on 9th February 2010.  
Q 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 (1 is the most sustainable, 2 is the second most sustainable and 3 is the third most sustainable). 

	Council/Organisation
	                               Options
	

	
	1a
	1b 
	1c
	2
	3a
	3b
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E

	Herefordshire
	
	2
	
	1
	
	
	
	3
	
	
	

	Telford and Wrekin
	
	
	3
	1
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Warwickshire
	
	1
	2
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Staffordshire
	
	
	
	2
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Stoke on Trent
	
	
	
	2
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Worcestershire 
	1
	2
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Solihull 
	3
	2
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Shropshire
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Walsall
	3
	2
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	West Midlands Planning and Transportation Sub-Committee
	3
	2
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Government Office for the West Midlands
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Natural England
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Lafarge
	3
	2
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Ennstone Johnston
	3
	2
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Minerals Products Association (MPA) 
	3
	2
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Aggregate Industries
	3
	2
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Hanson Aggregates
	3
	2
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Tarmac Ltd
	3
	2
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total no. of individual replies in support
	10
	12
	12
	5
	3
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	2

	TOTAL weighted score
	12
	25
	31
	11
	4
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	6


Weighted Scores: 
(1,  most sustainable = 3 points) 


              
(2,  2nd most sustainable = 2 points)


               
(3,  3rd most sustainable = 1 point)



Summary of Responses to Question 2

The responses from the initial consultation  indicate that the most sustainable apportionment option preferred by the majority of stakeholders would be to adopt Option 1c: Past Trends – 10 Year Average Sales.

2nd most sustainable, Option 1b: Past Trends – 5 year Average Sales.

3rd most sustainable, Option 2: Substitution of Sand and Gravel – with 25% increase in recycled aggregates.  

The responses from the consultation indicate that the apportionment option assessed by the majority of the RAWP members to be most sustainable would be one based upon past sales, with the preferred option being Option 1c: Past Trends – 10 Year Average Sales.

The results show the marked difference between the support for the RAWP past sales approach and the LUC options whereby the only support for the latter was from Staffordshire and Stoke on Trent. 

The majority of respondents, including those from industry, replied with the same preference for the past sales options 1a – 1c.  Past sales proved most appropriate because of the tried and tested methodology, which has proved to be robust over time. It was felt that changes to the current methodology could create shortfalls in supply. The MPA also considered that there was no evidence at the present time to show that any of the other options apart from options 1a, 1b and 1c could meet the need sustainably. 

The industry also said that “the pattern of sales reflects the interaction of the occurrence of mineral deposits, demand and proximity /distance” and can be considered to be fair because it serves predominantly local needs. It also operates in a flexible way to allow for local variations in demand to be met. 

Whilst some of the local authorities preferred Option 1a because they reflected the most recent trends, there was most support also for 1b and 1c because they provided a better indication of demand and therefore it would iron out any temporary variations in demand. 

Option 2  was supported by 5 local authorities but by none of the industry representatives. The option scored well with the Sustainability Appraisal and the Habitats Regulation Review (HRR) but it was stressed by several respondents that the option lacked a credible evidence base. The GOWM pointed out that any increase above the amount given in the national guidelines would need to be supported by strong evidence that is realistic and deliverable. The industry pointed to the fact that the published guidelines show a 50% increase in the contribution from recycled and secondary materials above the level recorded in 2005 based upon an independent study by Capita Symonds.  
There was some support for Option 3a from Staffordshire, Stoke on Trent and Wrekin and Telford Council’s. Staffordshire commented that it considered there was potential for using the abundant crushed rock resource from a number of non operational quarries which could reduce pressure on sand and gravel production.  

Staffordshire and Stoke on Trent supported an option based upon the LUC methodology selecting Option E. They consider the LUC options in general “are forward looking and a more balanced approach with the aim of meeting demand with local supply. Option E was supported in the South East region recently at their EiP. It provides an alternative to the current system by enabling the region to “plan, monitor and manage”. The LUC options take more account of environmental factors such as transportation distances, avoidance of adverse environmental /ecological impacts and ensuring the scale of development in appropriate to the infrastructure available.” One other response from Herefordshire, supported one of the LUC options (option B).    

Worcestershire stated that it does not believe that there are any economically viable resources of crushed rock in Worcestershire and that it believes that no apportionment for crushed rock in Worcestershire can be achieved.

Q3 . Are there any Options which you would consider would not provide either an adequate or sustainable supply of aggregates to 2020? 

	Council/Organisation 
	Response: Yes (Y) No (N) 
	Please state which option(s) are NOT adequate

	
	
	

	Herefordshire (H) 
	Y
	A-E

	Telford and Wrekin (TW)
	Y
	A-E

	Warwickshire (War)
	Y
	3b, A-E

	Staffordshire (Sta)
	Y
	1a, 1b, 1c, 3b

	Stoke on Trent (Sto)
	Y
	1a, 1b, 1c, 3b

	Shropshire (Sh)
	Y
	A-E

	Solihull  (So)
	Y
	A-E

	Worcestershire (Wo)
	Y
	2, 3a, 3b, A-E

	Walsall MBC (Wal)
	Y
	1a, 1b, 2, 3a, 3b, A-E

	West Midlands Planning and Transportation Sub-Committee (WM)
	Y
	1a, 1b, 2, 3a, 3b, A-E

	Government Office for the West Midlands (GO) 
	n/a
	n/a

	Natural England (NE)
	n/a
	n/a

	Lafarge (L)
	n/a
	n/a

	Aggregate Industries (AI) 
	Y
	n/a

	Minerals Product Association (MPA) 
	Y
	n/a

	Ennstone Johnston (EJ)
	Y
	2, 3a,3b, A-E

	Hanson Aggregates (HA)
	Y
	n/a

	Tarmac Ltd
	Y
	n/a


	Org
	                                         Options

	
	
	1a
	1b
	1c
	2
	3a
	3b
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E

	He
	Y
	
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x

	TW
	Y
	
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x

	War
	Y
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x

	Sta
	Y
	x
	x
	x
	
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	

	Sto
	Y
	x
	x
	x
	
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	

	Sh
	Y
	
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x

	So
	Y
	
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x

	Wo
	Y
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x

	Wal
	Y
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	WM
	Y
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	GO
	N
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	NE
	N
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	L
	N
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	AI
	N
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	MPA
	N
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	HA
	N
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	EJ
	N
	
	
	
	
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x

	T
	N
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total
	
	3
	3
	3
	1
	2
	5
	7
	7
	7
	7
	7


Summary of Responses to Question 3

Only the local authorities filled in a response to this question. The industry, with the exception of Ennstone Johnston, and other organisations left the section blank, although it is evident from the industry submitted forms that they do not support LUC Options A-E. From those that answered this section the majority of respondents stated that the LUC Options would neither provide either an adequate or sustainable supply of minerals. Staffordshire and Stoke were the exceptions stating the alternative view that the Past Sales Options 1a, 1b and 1c would not provide either an adequate or sustainable supply of minerals. Worcestershire stated that “none of the options put forward would provide an adequate or sustainable supply of crushed rock .“ 
From the data, therefore, the results are again polarised between Staffordshire and Stoke and those from the other members of the RAWP, including the other local authorities. There were least objections to Option 2. The conclusions for the most part are the reverse of Question 1. Whilst there is not a large amount of data to extrapolate, the general pattern is visible. 

Staffordshire and Stoke consider that “Options 1a, 1b and 1c are not flexible and that past figures are not the best way to plan future production, they are based on only one indicator i.e. sales whereas the LUC Options are based on several indicators, that the LUC approach has been accepted by the Inspector for the South East region,that past sales apportionment perpetuates the current unfair distribution of environmental impacts in Staffordshire, that Option 3b is also considered undesirable due to the fact that an increase in sand and gravel production will only make the above factors worse.” It is fair to say that there was no support from other local authorities or from any of the industry for these criticisms of options 1a, 1b or 1c
Many of the comments associated with the LUC options referred particularly to the lack of a robust evidence base, plus the shortcomings of the methodology and the process. It relies on broad assumptions/judgements and it would propose a change from the current pattern which is undeliverable. Some of the members thought that the extreme weightings of the LUC options were not practicable and that the LUC methodology has proved to be more of a paper exercise in examining future potential capacity in the region.   
3. General Points about the consultation –  Summary by the RAWP Secretariat
Speed of the Process

Many respondents echoed the view of Shropshire Council that the current process was been conducted in too short a time period to generate adequate evidence to support any significant challenge to either the regional target or the traditional (trend based) methodology for making sub-regional apportionments. Shropshire Council also considered that the region should refuse to be ‘bounced’ into setting what could be an unrealistic long term target without having first worked closely with the Mineral Planning Authorities to carry out sufficient research to support an outcome which is most appropriate to the needs of the West Midlands. .

In essence the general feeling appeared to be that the process has been conducted in too short a timescale to give the Regional Assembly time to provide enough evidence to reach a  preferred option. 

Methodology of LUC work

There was concern that the new methodology was tabled at the WMRAWP meeting without any prior availability to enable a full discussion of it. The industry wanted the issue  to be  discussed at the following RAWP meeting on February 9th 2010.     

It was considered by some that there are too many theoretical assumptions and these are considered to be overly simplistic. Further, one comment suggested that the methodology was heavily based on value judgements and data that are not entirely robust or comprehensive.    

Gaps in the evidence base 

Resource

The majority of respondents felt that the resource base was of insufficient coverage for the study. There are gaps in the extent, depth and viability of the mineral resource and therefore doubts about the quality of the resource. It appeared that different authorities had different types of data e.g. for worked out sites and there was doubt as to whether this was the most up to date information.  GOWM was concerned that some data appeared not to be available across the region and that some data was still not provided by the time of the report publication.       
Recycled and Secondary Aggregates

Further work is needed to ensure that there is a better evidence base to define what percentage of recyclable material could be achieved. The current evidence based on fairly old information is weak and open to criticism that the principles of apportioning on this basis could be found to be unsound. This may have to take place outside the context of this particular study. 
Crushed Rock     
Similarly the substitution approach set out in Options 3a and 3b would require much more research as to what amount of material could be justified.  In the short term and for the purpose of this study Options 3a and 3b were given little or no support.  

Habitats Regulations Review and Sustainability Appraisal of the Options 

Whilst Natural England was pleased to note the implications of the Habitat Regulations being considered at this stage, there were concerns that previous comments made at the options draft screening report stage had not been taken on board. 

There were a number of technical omissions which could impact on the eventual findings of the minerals evaluation process. 

These included some SAC sites that appeared not to have been included in the report, issues about site sensitivity to different impacts and other technical issues about the protection zones for European designated sites. In addition no account was taken of cross border issues with sites outside the region and there was concern in some quarters that the HRA had gone beyond its remit in preparing a new option. In the light of these issues there is a danger that the HRA might not be credible.  Without, at this stage, going in to great detail, it is possible that these issues can be overcome with more work and liaison between the consultants and Natural England. 

Concern was expressed in some quarters that the SA had built in objectives to even out the pattern of aggregate distribution across different sub-regions which appears to prejudice the final assessment of the different options.     

5. Conclusion: 

It was evident from the majority of WMRAWP responses that there were serious issues about the methodology of the LUC study, the evidence base and the amount of time and resources that were available. Generally it was felt that there was inadequate time to carry out a study of this complexity and importance. Many felt that the LUC model was rather too simplistic and whilst possibly fitting the South East model this was not necessarily the best solution for the West Midlands. 
Consequently there was a high degree of support for the past sales options 1a 1b and 1c mainly because of the fact that the methodology was tried and tested and has generally had worked well in the past. Given that respondents questioned the deliverability of Options 2, 3a and 3b and the fact that these options could be construed as being contrary to Government guidance, respondents chose Options 1a,1b and 1c as the only options that would deliver adequate and sustainable future supplies. However it was noted that some local authorities considered that using past sales might not deliver the required apportionment in the future as the most recent trends appear to show that landbanks may be starting to fall from 2008 onwards. The issue is whether the industry has the capacity to deliver future requirements based on the past sales approach or whether one or more of the other options would also be required to reach the figure. If past sales are used as the basis of a future apportionment there was a general feeling that it should be based on the long term sales (i.e. 10 year sales).     

There was a large polarisation between the Staffordshire / Stoke comments which supported the LUC options and all the other RAWP responses which mainly supported the past sales options. Some Local Authorities saw Option B as a sustainable option but which would not be deliverable without much greater evidence requiring up to date research work .It was apparent from some responses that LUC could have used a heavily weighted past sales model, which could possibly take some much lower weightings from some of the other options. This might have made the final results more deliverable. However, this may not be acceptable to the industry which responded in very clear terms that only past sales would be viable and that the LUC options are not acceptable.
11

