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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


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 West Midlands Regional Assembly (WMRA - as the Regional Planning Body), taking into account advice from the MPA’s and the West Midlands Regional Aggregates Working Party (WMRAWP).

The Government requested that the apportionment 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 has been extended for the West Midlands to the end of March 2010.

The Assembly Board, at its meeting on 15th January 2010, recognised that the sub-regional apportionment required difficult decisions. The Assembly Board noted that technical work on the apportionment options was still in progress, including a technical consultation with the WMRAWP, with a view to the Assembly seeking a common solution by the end of March 2010. The RSS Coordination Group, at its meeting on 3rd February, agreed that the way forward would be to present Members of the Regional Planning & Environment Executive (RPEE) and Assembly Board with apportionment options based on both the WMRAWP scenarios and the LUC methodology.  

The WMRAWP, at its meeting on 9th February, agreed that its preferred option, based on those consulted upon in December 2009 / January 2010, was Option 1c – past trends based on 10 year average sales data. Option 1c will therefore be one of the options presented to the RPEE and Assembly Board for consideration. 
Technical Consultation on New Options

In light of responses to the previous technical consultation, LUC refined the data and weightings used in their methodology to better calibrate with West Midlands circumstances and have developed two new options for the sub-regional apportionment of aggregates.

The WMRA sought views from members of the WMRAWP on these two new options:

· Option F - based largely on past sales and

· Refined Option F - which introduces a phased change in apportionment methodology from past sales to one based on past sales and other factors.

DCLG have indicated that the sub-regional apportionment needs to be accompanied by a Sustainability Appraisal (SA) and Habitats Regulation Assessment (HRA). A Draft Interim HRA for Option F and Refined Option F and A Draft Interim SA of the new options accompanied the information prepared by LUC on the new options.

A pro forma seeking views of WMRAWP members on the pros and cons of the new Option F and Refined Option F was issued to WMRAWP members.  Responses to the new Option F and Refined Option F were emailed to WMRA by Friday 26th February 2010.

Between 17th February 2010 and 26th February 2010 the WMRA undertook a technical consultation with the WMRAWP on the new 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.  A copy of the consultation letter and the Options was circulated to Chief Executives and Chief Planning Officers in the Districts to make them aware of the apportionment exercise and process.

In the light of WMRAWP responses to the technical consultation, RPEE comments and findings from the Sustainability Appraisal and Habitats Regulation Assessment, a revised paper outlining the apportionment options and a recommended preferred approach will be prepared and considered by the RSS Coordination Group on 8th March.  In accordance with the conclusions reached by the RSS Coordination Group, a full report will then be prepared for consideration and approval by the Assembly Board at its 17th March meeting.

Questions in the Technical Consultation: 

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

· Question 1: Do you think that Option F would provide an adequate and sustainable supply of aggregates to 2020?

· Question 2: Do you think that Refined Option F would provide an adequate and sustainable supply of aggregates to 2020?

· Question 3: Do you think that Option F can be met at an acceptable environmental cost? 
· Question 4: Do you think that Refined Option F can be met at an acceptable environmental cost?
· Question 5: Options F and Refined F in the Consultation Paper have been calculated using five and ten year average sales data. Do you have a preference for the use of five or ten year average sales data?

· Question 6: At the WMRAWP meeting on 9th February 2010 a representation was made by Worcestershire County Council to exclude from the resource calculations any hard rock that falls within the Malvern Hills Conservators landholdings (see paragraphs 2.31 and 2.32 of the Consultation Paper). Do you agree that this resource should be excluded from the crushed rock calculations?

· Question 7: The Regional Guidelines for Aggregates Provision assumes that 100 million tonnes (22%) of the West Midlands aggregates requirements will be met from alternative materials. Is there any evidence to suggest that the West Midlands could meet an additional 10% (ie 32% in total) of its aggregate requirements from alternative materials?

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

In addition to WMRAWP responses to the technical consultation, the WMRA also received comments from 3 individuals and organisations not represented on the WMRAWP – “non-RAWP responses”. 
Copies of responses received to the technical consultation are available on request from the WMRA by emailing wmrss@wmra.gov.uk
RAWP Responses to the Questionnaire 

Question 1: Do you think that Option F would provide an adequate and sustainable supply of aggregates to 2020?

Summary of responses to Question 1

	Council/ Organisation
	Response

	British Aggregates Association (BAA)
	No comment

	Hanson 
	No comment

	Herefordshire 
	No

	Metropolitan Authorities (CEPOG)
	Yes

	Mineral Products Association (MPA)
	No comment

	Shropshire
	No

	Solihull
	Yes

	Staffordshire
	Yes

	Telford and Wrekin
	No

	Walsall
	Cannot give a definitive answer

	Warwickshire
	No

	Worcestershire
	No


Of the 12 responses from RAWP members, 5 responses concluded that Option F would not provide an adequate and sustainable supply of aggregates to 2020; 3 responses concluded that Option F would provide an adequate and sustainable supply of aggregates to 2020; 3 responses (from industry representatives) chose not to respond to this question; and 1 response stated that they could not give a definitive answer.  
Within their answers to Question 1, 9 respondees stated that their preferred option was still Option 1c (BAA, Hanson, Herefordshire, Metropolitan Authorities, MPA, Shropshire, Solihull, Telford & Wrekin and Walsall).   
Consultees who replied “No” to this question (Herefordshire, Shropshire, Telford and Wrekin, Warwickshire and Worcestershire) gave reasons such as concerns over: 

· the robustness of geological data; 

· the limited sites available or coming forward to meet existing and potential future apportionments (eg. Telford and Wrekin, Warwickshire and Worcestershire); 

· the use of weighting to past sales as a proxy for existing transport and market patterns; 
· the effect of option F on lengthening transport distances from source to major urban markets, eg. because of lack of interest from industry in sand and gravel sites in eastern parts of Shropshire; 
· the methodology not taking adequate account of deliverability and local distinctiveness; and
· there may be flaws in the reasoning behind the Sustainability Appraisal. 
However, some respondees (eg. Shropshire and Telford & Wrekin) who answered “No” also stated that in principle they were not against changing the approach to calculating apportionments, but that the alternatives developed in the time available were not sufficiently robust to withstand scrutiny or challenge, and that sufficient resource and time was needed to undertake this task.  
Respondees who replied “Yes” (the Metropolitan Authorities, Solihull and Staffordshire) gave reasons such as: 

· Option F includes a substantial (70%) weighting for past sales which makes the LUC methodology more realistic;
· It uses data on thickness of sand and gravel resources enabling volumes to be used rather than area; 
· It takes into account the fact that only Solihull and Walsall provide sand and gravel in the West Midlands County sub-region;
· It could provide an acceptable and sustainable apportionment for sand and gravel aggregates, with the proviso that the apportionments are based on 10 year rather than 5 year average sales data. 

· It provides an opportunity to take account of the spatial distribution of factors such as the scale and distribution of demand, existing capacity to produce aggregates, availability of unsterilized aggregate resources and International and national environmental constraints; and to meet demand with local supply (“the proximity principle”); protect important environmental assets; and minimise cumulative adverse impacts on local communities that result from concentrated working of resource areas within the sub regions.

However, “Yes” respondees also commented that in view of likely exhaustion of sites, if future monitoring shows that the apportionment cannot be met, an early review will be needed.  

The response from Walsall which concluded that they could not give a definitive answer to this question stated that “It is possible that the new Option F could provide an adequate and sustainable supply of aggregates, with the proviso that the apportionments are based on 10 year rather than 5 year average sales data”, but there were uncertainties over whether Option F was technically robust (compared with Option 1c) and uncertainties regarding the level of resource coming forward in Walsall in the future. 
Respondees who chose not to respond - (British Aggregates Association, Hanson, Mineral Products Association) stated that they had concerns over the consultation on Option F and a refined Option F when the view of the “RAWP committee clearly indicated an overwhelming majority support for retaining Option 1c” and continued that “it would be inappropriate to comment on the new options until we have had the benefit of a full discussion of the technical merits, implications etc., with our colleagues on the RAWP”. 
Extracts from responses are shown below. 

	Extracts from responses answering “No”: 

· Any change to the current sub-regional apportionment needs to be robust and consensual. Option F is interesting in principle but is based on variables which are not sufficiently well founded to be useable” for example, concerns over the robustness of "unsterilized resource" data used in Option F; “assumptions that International and national designations are constraints is not necessarily useful”, “any new apportionment will only be practicable if it takes into account the nature and distribution and the main regional (or cross boundary) markets of mineral resources. Options F and refined F do not do this”.   Also “From Worcestershire`s point of view both option F and refined F need to be revised to acknowledge the reality that In summary, Worcestershire will have no productive crushed rock quarries by 2011. It only has 1.33% of the West Midlands` unsterilized crushed rock resource and there is no evidence that any of this material is commercially workable”. (Worcestershire).

· “Whilst in principle we are not against changing the approach to calculating mineral aggregate apportionments, the alternatives currently available are not sufficiently robust to withstand scrutiny or challenge”.  Concerns over Option F included:  “the application of a 70% weighting to past sales as a proxy for existing transport and market patterns is not supported by evidence”; “Current and on-going LDF work in Shropshire indicates that there is negligible interest in working sand and gravel aggregates in the East of the county. This means that any additional burden placed on the county would need to be met from resources which are the most distant to the main regional markets which are in the urban conurbation to the south and east of the region (a similar argument applies in Herefordshire). Such production would impose additional environmental burdens from transport and additional impacts on the national and international designations which are clustered in that area of Shropshire” (Shropshire).  
· “What it does not take into account is how much higher levels of demand for mineral aggregates in the main urban area could be met without assuming unrealistic transport distances far greater than the 38km identified. Shropshire therefore strongly disagrees with the statement that transport and market proximity issues “would not have a significant effect on the resulting apportionment options” (para 2.38). Option F as currently structured would in fact displace production to distant areas by failing to recognise the impacts of supplying the very different levels of demand in different parts of the region from within 38km”; (Shropshire). 

· “The LUC Options are not supported by adequate evidence for them to be taken forward in the timescale provided. It appears that the evidence base is still not comprehensive enough to rely on the LUC Options and if there is the slightest doubt that methodology and evidence base then this option should not be taken forward at least at the present time”.  (Warwickshire) 

· “I am not convinced by that the resource evidence has been fully addressed and there may be flaws in the reasoning that has led to the conclusions in the Sustainability Appraisal therefore it may not be robust”.  (Warwickshire)

· “following Warwickshire’s LDF Sites consultation, existing sites closing and not enough new sites coming forward, there is a question about meeting the existing apportionment. Further increases may not be able to be met” (Warwickshire).  

· “More detailed analysis is needed before it can become part of a robust evidence base” (Telford & Wrekin). 

· “using a 70% weighting for past sales to determine existing market and transport demand for the West Midlands is not supported by the evidence base” (Telford & Wrekin).

· “Ongoing joint work for the aggregates part of the evidence base for the revision of the Telford & Wrekin LDF Core Strategy and the separate Shropshire Core Strategy has revealed that industry has little interest in developing the sand and gravel resources of the Borough and the only real interest in developing its crushed rock resources is to extend Leaton quarry, near Telford” (Telford and Wrekin). 

· “any increase in the provision of future sub regional sand and gravel supplies for Shropshire and Telford & Wrekin, would have to be mainly or wholly met from resources which are most distant to the main regional markets in the Conurbation” (Telford and Wrekin) 

· “The LUC report does not take into account how higher levels of demand for aggregates in the main urban areas could be met without assuming travelling distances greater than the 38km identified.  This could lead to a partial displacement of production to more distant areas.   More work needs to be done on this issue for the LUC options and the SA which therefore would have to take into account the negative aspects of aggregates travelling much longer distances than is currently the case” (Telford and Wrekin).

· “That does not mean that a further refinement of Option F, Refined Option F or further options should not be used as a basis for calculating sub regional apportionments for future aggregates supplies but this will be when there are sufficient resources and time to undertake this major task.  There simply has not been sufficient time to do this before the decision on future sub regional apportionments is taken in March.  To do otherwise would run the risk of judicial challenge by industry”.  (Telford & Wrekin).

· sand and gravel figures under Option F “do not adequately take account of realistic deliverability” (Herefordshire)

· “Too many variables have been applied across the board without consideration of local distinctiveness, proximity and accessibility” (Herefordshire)

· “This approach needs further refinement before it could be seriously considered.  The existing structure and distribution of policies, sites and permissions cannot be ignored or railroaded to either increase or reduce capacity. Neither local authorities nor the industry could accommodate significant fluctuations in the short term due to existing commitments, investment and infrastructure” (Herefordshire).  

· “In terms of likely depth and quality of resources (and therefore availability and economic viability) the blanket application of nominal or theoretical figures cannot be reliable” (Herefordshire).

·  “The figures for crushed rock in ‘option F’ do not significantly differ from the current apportionments and therefore the answer for crushed rock is probably ‘Yes’”



	Extracts from responses answering “Yes”: 

“Subject to acceptance that Option F is a transitional step towards a method of apportionment that places less weight on the past sales trends and takes into account all other strategic factors that directly relate to determining a sustainable distribution of supply of aggregate minerals”. Staffordshire

“Option F provides an appraisal that addresses the criticisms raised in respect of the first technical consultation and provides an opportunity to assess the distribution of supply on the basis of aiming to:  1. Meet demand with local supply (“the proximity principle”); 2. Protect important environmental assets; and 3. Minimise the cumulative adverse impacts on local communities that result from concentrated working of resource areas within the sub regions”  Staffordshire.

“The options take into account the fact that only Solihull and Walsall provide sand and gravel in the West Midlands County sub-region, and base demand for growth predictions for the two authorities, with the remaining Metropolitan Area demand redistributed. This is clearly welcomed”. Metropolitan Areas (CEPOG).
“The inclusion of substantial (70%) weighting for past sales means that the LUC methodology is more realistic and the thickness of sand and gravel resources is estimated enabling volumes to be used rather than area” Metropolitan Areas (CEPOG).
“It is considered that Option F could provide an acceptable and sustainable apportionment for sand and gravel aggregates, with the proviso that the apportionments are based on 10 year rather than 5 year average sales data, to reduce the impact of short term fluctuations in sales”. Metropolitan Areas (CEPOG).
“If future monitoring shows that the apportionment cannot be met, this will need to be addressed by an early review”.  Metropolitan Areas (CEPOG). 

 “The Council considers that the new Option F provides an adequate and sustainable supply of aggregates, with the proviso that it is based on 10 year average sales data rather than 5 years, to reduce the impact of short term fluctuations”. Solihull
“The Council remains concerned that maintaining the current level of apportionment in the West Midlands County sub-region is likely to be challenging. There may be implications later in the plan period, when unconstrained resources are likely to become exhausted at Meriden Quarry, unless a new source is identified. This may need to be addressed by an early review of the sub-regional apportionment”. Solihull



	Respondees who chose not to respond to this question (British Aggregates Association, Hanson, Mineral Products Association):

“Along with many fellow RAWP members I have serious concerns about the current consultation by WMRA on Option F and a refined Option F when the report and the view of the independent technical RAWP committee clearly indicated an overwhelming majority support for retaining Option 1c. There is nothing from the latest options in the private-sector LUC consultant's report to change the situation.  (British Aggregates Association) 

“The RAWP has previously made it clear that its advice to the WMRA was that the recommended methodology was Option 1c; a position which MPA members, as members of the RAWP, fully supports. That advice is still supported by the MPA as a simple and pragmatic method of apportionment which is in line with Government objectives for mineral planning.

“the RAWP has previously expressed its concerns regarding the hurried and fragmented consultation on the original options developed by LUC. It is felt that this practice has continued with the late introduction of the new options, and the limited time available to assess them”. 

“Having consulted our members, there is a general view that it would be inappropriate to comment on the new options until we have had the benefit of a full discussion of the technical merits, implications etc., with our colleagues on the RAWP. Further, it is understood that other RAWP representatives may be of a similar mind.

“To submit written comments before the next RAWP meeting on 3rd March would prejudice the MPA position by restricting the scope for our views to take into account any information provided by other RAWP members. At the meeting our aim will be to reach consensus on the two new options and pass on that view as a recommendation to WMRA” (Mineral Products Association).



Question 2: Do you think that Refined Option F would provide an adequate and sustainable supply of aggregates to 2020?

Summary of responses to Question 2
	Council/ Organisation
	Response

	British Aggregates Association
	No comment

	Hanson 
	No comment

	Herefordshire 
	No

	Metropolitan Authorities (CEPOG)
	Comment, but not ‘yes’ or ‘no’

	Mineral Products Association (MPA)
	No comment

	Shropshire
	No

	Solihull
	Yes

	Staffordshire
	No

	Telford and Wrekin
	No

	Walsall
	Cannot give a definitive answer

	Warwickshire
	No

	Worcestershire
	No


Of the 9 responses to this question, 6 responded “No”; 1 respondee concluded “Yes” Refined Option F would provide an adequate and sustainable supply of aggregates to 2020; and 2 respondees provided comment but no definitive “yes/no” answer.  
Most of the “No” responses referred back to their responses to Question 1 above rather than providing additional information, giving the same reasons against Refined Option F as they had for Option F (Herefordshire, Shropshire, Telford & Wrekin, Warwickshire and Worcestershire), comments included: 

· “Refined Option F simply delivers Option F more slowly!” (Shropshire)
· “I do not think that any of the LUC options are supported by adequate evidence for them to be taken forward in the timescale provided”.  (Warwickshire)
In concluding that Refined Option F would not provide an adequate and sustainable supply of aggregates to 2020, Staffordshire (who had answered “Yes” to Question 1 above) gave reasons such as: 

· The 100% past sales trend approach from 2005 to the end of 2012 would result in unacceptable environmental cost.

· It results in unnecessary delay in the implementation of an alternative method of apportionment. 

· The resulting sub regional apportionment would not deliver environmental safeguards and reduce cumulative impacts from sand & gravel mineral operations in Staffordshire;

· Lack of evidence for the need to recover a short fall of provision over the earlier period of the guidelines (2005 – 2010). 
Staffordshire also identified environmental risks of adopting a past sales trend approach risks, including: cumulative adverse impacts for local communities within the Trent and Tame Valleys and generally throughout Staffordshire; adverse affects on transport infrastructure; environmental damage associated with transporting minerals over long distances on the road network if quarries in North Staffordshire are required to replace supply from exhausted quarries in the south of the county; and potential adverse impacts on key areas of international and national ecological and cultural value e.g. Cannock Chase AONB and Special Area of Conservation. 
In not giving a definitive “Yes/No” answer to this question, both Walsall and the Metropolitan Authorities expressed concerns over the robustness of the figures under Refined Option F due to rises and falls in the apportionment over the plan period which are not easy to explain from the evidence; plus they noted discrepancies between the figures in the RPEE report and the detailed figures provided to RAWP members by WMRA. 

In responding “Yes” to Refined Option F, Solihull gave similar reasons as it had in its “Yes” response to Option F. 

	Extracts from responses: 

“Staffordshire County Council (SCC) has strong concerns about the use of refined Option F”   “In relation to the use of a method of apportionment based wholly on past sales trends, SCC has previously stated its view that any option based on this method cannot be supported and its application to the new guidelines would result in unacceptable environmental cost. For example, the implications of Option 1c as recommended by the West Midlands Regional Aggregates Working Party would result in Staffordshire having to provide 6.72Mtpa of sand & gravel as well as more than1Mtpa of crushed rock. This total provision is more than twice as much as would be required from the Shropshire sub region in spite of evidence in the latest LUC report indicating that volumes of unsterilized aggregate mineral outside international designations in Shropshire exceed the aggregate resources available in Staffordshire. There is no other sub region in England that is required to provide as much sand & gravel as Staffordshire and it is also noted that the apportionment of guidelines for sand & gravel in other English regions do not result in such a significant concentration of provision for sand & gravel as found in the West Midlands. (Staffordshire) 

“We are therefore not convinced that the new Refined Option F could provide an adequate and sustainable supply of aggregates, because the phasing appears to result in a rise and fall in the apportionment over the plan period, which is not easy to explain from the evidence. There are also discrepancies between the figures in the RPEE report and the detailed figures provided to RAWP members by WMRA. We therefore have some concerns about the technical robustness of this option and the accuracy of the figures. If WMRA does decide to choose this option it should be based on 10 year average sales data (as indicated in the spreadsheets circulated on 25.02.10) rather than 5 year average sales data, to reduce the impact of short term fluctuations in sales”. (Walsall) 



Note: Other respondees did not provide responses significantly different to their responses to Question 1 (above).

Question 3: Do you think that Option F can be met at an acceptable environmental cost? 

Summary of responses to Question 3
	Council/ Organisation
	Response

	British Aggregates Association
	No comment

	Hanson 
	No comment

	Herefordshire 
	No

	Metropolitan Authorities (CEPOG)
	Comment, but no ‘yes/no’ answer

	Mineral Products Association (MPA)
	No comment

	Shropshire
	No

	Solihull
	Yes

	Staffordshire
	Yes

	Telford and Wrekin
	No

	Walsall
	Cannot give a definitive answer

	Warwickshire
	No

	Worcestershire
	No


Of the 9 responses to this question, 5 answered “No”, 2 answered “Yes”, and 2 provided comment but no “Yes/No” answer. 
Responses from Herefordshire, the Metropolitan Authorities, Solihull and Walsall all identified concerns that although Option F takes into account international and national designations, it did not account for local environmental constraints and designations. 
“No” respondees also stated reasons such as: lack of adequate evidence base to support the LUC options in the timescale provided; environmental harm, landscape and transport impacts resulting from extraction in Herefordshire, Shropshire and Worcestershire.  

Amongst the “Yes” respondees, Solihull (“Yes”) stated that “the Council accepts that, in strategic terms, the new option is likely to be acceptable”, however, it will need to be subject to investigation of local environmental constraints through the LDF process, and in the event that the sub-regional apportionment is not environmentally acceptable, it would need to be reviewed.  The Metropolitan Authorities and Walsall also made this latter point about the need for investigation of local environmental constraints through the LDF process and potential review if found to be unacceptable environmentally.  

Worcester (“No”) stated that in terms of crushed rock, both options F and Refined F could be met at acceptable environmental cost if the crushed rock apportionment for Worcestershire was reduced to zero.
Summaries of Respondees’ comments: 

Herefordshire – “No” –  In Herefordshire the main deposits of limestone exist in sensitive upland areas remote from major transport routes; therefore the cost of extracting crushed rock is high in terms of environmental harm to landscapes and from transport.  “The methodology for assessing ‘unconstrained resources’ is especially unconvincing, and the resulting areas given are simply not realistic in terms of either area or quantity of resource.  The HRA review of this factor confirms there would be unacceptable harm in Herefordshire with regard to sand and gravel”.  International and national designations alone are not sufficient for calculating constraints: local designations, landscape character, archaeological, cultural and biodiversity interests would all cast considerable doubt on the likelihood of permissions being granted where they would be affected.  

Shropshire – “No” – Shropshire stated that Option F fails to fully take into account the additional transport related environmental impacts which would result from the displacement of current production from areas close to the urban conurbation to more distant areas. There is a significant risk (as recognised in the HRA) that concentrating future sand and gravel and crushed rock production in Shropshire would lead to more conflicts with international and national designations which are clustered in the areas of Shropshire from which the additional demand is most likely to be met in future”.
Telford & Wrekin – “No” – “None of the LUC Options are supported by a comprehensive evidence base through the exercise being carried out in such a short time frame.  Again, my response to question 1 is also applicable to this question”.   

Warwickshire – “No” - “I do not think that any of the LUC options are supported by adequate evidence for them to be taken forward in the timescale provided” and referred to its response to Question 1. 

Worcestershire – “No” - Worcestershire’s “No” response was because Worcestershire could not meet the crushed rock apportionments set out, without unacceptable environmental cost, because of the lack of economically viable resources of crushed rock in Worcestershire.  Only one quarry (within the Cotswolds AONB) has produced crushed rock in Worcestershire since 2002 and is now virtually worked out and will close by 2011. However, Worcestershire stated that in terms of crushed rock, both options F and Refined F could be met at acceptable environmental cost if the crushed rock apportionment for Worcestershire was reduced to zero.  In terms of sand and gravel, Worcestershire’s view was that it could in theory meet continued apportionments for sand and gravel at or about the current level, but did not support the increase in production proposed in options F and refined F.

Solihull – “Yes” -  Solihull stated that the question of environmental acceptability is more difficult.  The new Option F takes into account international and national designations, but not local environmental constraints. Some resources in Solihull are affected by Sites of Importance for Nature Conservation designation and working may be unacceptable. Nevertheless, the Council accepts that, in strategic terms, the new option is likely to be acceptable. However, it will need to be subject to investigation of local environmental constraints through the LDF process, and in the event that the sub-regional apportionment is not environmentally acceptable, would need to be reviewed.  

Staffordshire – “Yes”. [ No additional comment provided ] 

Metropolitan Authorities – no “Yes/No” answer given - identified that whilst Option F takes into account international and national designations, it did not consider local environmental constraints. Some resources in Solihull are affected by local conservation designation and working may be unacceptable.  It stated that Walsall has a much smaller resource area than Solihull, and although the resources are less affected by environmental designations than those in Solihull, Walsall is unlikely to be making a significant contribution towards the sub-regional apportionment.  It also noted that “The ability of individual mineral planning authorities to provide resources will be subject to investigation of local environmental constraints through the LDF process, and in the event that the sub-regional apportionment is not environmentally acceptable, it would need to be reviewed”.  Nevertheless, the Council accepts that, in strategic terms, the new option is likely to be acceptable. However, it will need to be subject to investigation of local environmental constraints through the LDF process, and in the event that the sub-regional apportionment is not environmentally acceptable, would need to be reviewed.  

Walsall – “Can’t give a definitive answer” – Walsall identified that whilst Option F takes into account international and national designations, it did not consider local environmental constraints, and some resources in the West Midlands sub-region (eg. in Solihull) are affected by Sites of Importance for Nature Conservation designation and working may be unacceptable.  Walsall has a much smaller resource area than Solihull, and although the resources are less affected by environmental designations than those in Solihull, Walsall is unlikely to be making a significant contribution towards the sub-regional apportionment.  Walsall also noted that “The ability of individual mineral planning authorities to provide resources will be subject to investigation of local environmental constraints through the LDF process, and in the event that the sub-regional apportionment is not environmentally acceptable, it would need to be reviewed”. 
Question 4: Do you think that Refined Option F can be met at an acceptable environmental cost?
Summary of responses to Question 4
	Council/ Organisation
	Response

	British Aggregates Association
	No comment

	Hanson 
	No comment

	Herefordshire 
	No

	Metropolitan Authorities (CEPOG)
	Comment, but not ‘yes’ or ‘no’

	Mineral Products Association (MPA)
	No comment

	Shropshire
	No

	Solihull
	Yes

	Staffordshire
	No

	Telford and Wrekin
	No

	Walsall
	Cannot give a definitive answer

	Warwickshire
	No

	Worcestershire
	No


Of the 9 responses to this question, 6 answered “No”, 1 answered “Yes”, and 2 provided comment but no “Yes/No” answer. 
All the responses and comments for Question 4 were similar to Question 3, apart from Staffordshire, who answered “No” (having answered “Yes” to Q3).  

Staffordshire stated that “Refined Option F would not reduce the impact of sand and gravel quarrying in Staffordshire to a level that is acceptable in terms of environmental cost.  Referring to our response to Question 2 above, the environmental cost to Staffordshire of adopting a past sales trend approach which is a significant element of refined Option F would be the continuing over concentration of mineral operations within the aggregate resource areas of Staffordshire”.

Question 5: Options F and Refined F in the Consultation Paper have been calculated using five and ten year average sales data. Do you have a preference for the use of five or ten year average sales data?

Summary of responses to Question 5
	Council/ Organisation
	Response

	British Aggregates Association
	No comment

	Hanson 
	No comment

	Herefordshire 
	No preference

	Metropolitan Authorities (CEPOG)
	Yes

	Mineral Products Association (MPA)
	No comment

	Shropshire
	10 years

	Solihull
	10 years

	Staffordshire
	10 years

	Telford and Wrekin
	10 years

	Walsall
	10 years

	Warwickshire
	No preference

	Worcestershire
	10 years


All respondents who expressed an opinion support a ten year period for averaging sales data, as this would be more likely to smooth out any fluctuations in the data.  It was also observed that this would be consistent with option 1c, and with typical business cycles.  While supporting of a ten year period as giving a longer period to assess general trends, Staffordshire expressed concern that “there may be problems where data is not available for the full period e.g. data for sales of crushed rock in Staffordshire from 2005 to present.” 
Question 6: At the WMRAWP meeting on 9th February 2010 a representation was made by Worcestershire County Council to exclude from the resource calculations any hard rock that falls within the Malvern Hills Conservators landholdings (see paragraphs 2.31 and 2.32 of the Consultation Paper). Do you agree that this resource should be excluded from the crushed rock calculations?

Summary of responses to Question 6
	Council/ Organisation
	Response

	British Aggregates Association
	No comment

	Hanson 
	No comment

	Herefordshire 
	Agree

	Metropolitan Authorities (CEPOG)
	No view

	Mineral Products Association (MPA)
	No comment

	Shropshire
	Agree

	Solihull
	No response

	Staffordshire
	Agree

	Telford and Wrekin
	Agree

	Walsall
	No view

	Warwickshire
	Agree

	Worcestershire
	Agree


Half of respondents agreed with the proposition, while the other half expressed no view.  However, four of the six respondents agreeing to the proposition gave their support with the proviso that the legal evidence should be provided to demonstrate the case for exclusion.  For example, Warwickshire stated “There would be one proviso i.e. that evidence should be presented to the RAWP to explain why the Act of Parliament and any subsequent decisions would exclude further development taking place.”

Question 7: The Regional Guidelines for Aggregates Provision assumes that 100 million tonnes (22%) of the West Midlands aggregates requirements will be met from alternative materials. Is there any evidence to suggest that the West Midlands could meet an additional 10% (ie 32% in total) of its aggregate requirements from alternative materials?

Summary of responses to Question 7
	Council/ Organisation
	Response

	British Aggregates Association
	No comment

	Hanson 
	No comment

	Herefordshire 
	Yes

	Metropolitan Authorities (CEPOG)
	No

	Mineral Products Association (MPA)
	No comment

	Shropshire
	No 

	Solihull
	No

	Staffordshire
	Yes

	Telford and Wrekin
	No

	Walsall
	No

	Warwickshire
	No

	Worcestershire
	No


Of the 9 respondents expressing a view, 7 concluded that the region could not meet an additional 10% from alternative materials, whereas 2 respondents felt that it could.   

Staffordshire (“Yes”) cited evidence of policy to encourage increased aggregate recycling and a WRAP study focusing on aggregate provision in the West Midlands conurbation.  

Herefordshire (“Yes”) commented on the lack of evidence, but supported an additional 10% from alternative materials, stating “It is believed to be possible, and needs to be encouraged.  However there is little in the way of firm data or reliable collection of such”.
Worcestershire (“No”) cited local evidence of problems of sufficient supply of alternative materials.  

Two respondents, Warwickshire (“No”) and Telford & Wrekin (“No”) supported the principle on sustainability grounds, but the lack of evidence prevented them from supporting the proposal at the present time: 

· “Not at the present time as it appears the last studies were carried out some time ago and are probably outdated. The Regional body should commission an up to date study for future apportionment exercises. We still believe that this option is highly sustainable and the Council would support any future apportionments based on this methodology”. (Warwickshire). 

· “it is regrettable that Telford & Wrekin can’t support a very sustainable option only because there is currently no evidence base to support the conclusion that it is a deliverable and therefore practical option”. (Telford & Wrekin). 
Shropshire (“No”) stated that “More work is urgently needed to provide the evidence to establish what contribution these materials could make”. 

Solihull (“No”), Walsall (“No”) and the Metropolitan Authorities (“No”) stated that they were not aware of any evidence to support a higher proportion of alternative materials.
Other comments: 

Sustainability Appraisal:

· “There appears to be an imbalance in the way in which the continued concentration of sand and gravel production in Staffordshire and the continued concentration of crushed rock production in Shropshire is being addressed. For example, there is no mention of the concept of environmental justice in the context of the potential for increased reliance on the crushed rock resources of Shropshire, together with an increased contribution of sand and gravel over the period to 2020 under either Option F or refined Option F” (Shropshire)
· “The Interim SA notes that Option F ‘will promote environmental justice by reducing the proportion of the region’s sand and gravel production in Staffordshire’.  However it makes no mention of the current burden of responsibility placed on Shropshire for crushed rock. The only conclusion to be drawn is that undue political pressure is being brought to bear on this process”. (Herefordshire). 
· “We are concerned that the Sustainability Appraisal which accompanies Option F is flawed since it is difficult to see how apportionment guidelines which would increasingly rely on moving large quantities of aggregate large distances to the main area of market demand could be construed as delivering ‘more local sourcing’. In addition, the concept of local stewardship and environmental justice has been significantly misapplied as part of the appraisal and has been modified to fit only a specific part of the region” (Shropshire)

· “Indeed it appears that the objectives of the SA for this exercise are not the same as in the Regional Sustainability Development Framework and parts of the document have been changed without any explanation. Before any decision is made this document must be scrutinised in much greater detail as the objectives, analysis and conclusions appear to be constructed to ensure the LUC Options come out favourably”  (Warwickshire). 

· “The short time scale available has resulted in Option F and Refined Option F, like Options A-E, not being supported by a robust methodology and a comprehensive evidence base which has been thoroughly tested for its practicality and deliverability for the circumstances of the West Midlands.  These comments equally apply to the Sustainability Appraisal” (Telford & Wrekin).  
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