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Q 9a and b Minerals
  

The policies on minerals planning adopt the right approach. Do you: Strongly Agree/Agree/Neither Agree or Disagree/ Disagree/Strongly Disagree

Do you have comments? (Please begin with relevant paragraph number)

Summary 
· Greater emphasis is needed on a ‘plan, monitor and manage approach’ to avoid over-allocation of primary resources, with increased emphasis on production from secondary and recycled sources.
· Cross-boundary working is welcome, but there will need to be an assessment of how it works in practice in the next few years.
· Membership of Aggregate Working Parties should be amended to include voluntary environmental/community sector representation.
· The ‘peat ban’ (bullet 2 of para101 and bullet 4 of para 103) is welcome.
· Current policy wording in relation to nationally designated areas should be retained - it is weakened in the draft NPPF. 
· Similarly current guidance in MPS1 promoting transport of minerals by sustainable modes and protecting and enhancing the environment once extraction has ceased through high standards of restoration should be included in the final NPPF.
· The text of this section needs to be checked and revised in line with our comments on Q1 to ensure a sustainable approach, eg avoiding … scarcity of supply would be better framed as ensuring appropriate supply..(ie within environmental limits).
· Detail in the current MPS and MPGs that has not been transferred into draft NPPF should be included in technical and best practice guidance. The final NPPF should not be published before this guidance is in place.
More detailed comments

Para 101 – Bullet 3 
Aggregate Working Parties currently include no representation from the environmental/community/voluntary sector: this should be amended. CPRE South West has a Minerals Topic Group which enables the exchange and gathering of information on minerals issues across the seven branches of CPRE in the South West. As a result (and also being members of South West Environment Network) we were invited in recent years to contribute to the South West Planning Body’s ‘Minerals Review group’, membership of which was similar to that of the South West Aggregate Working Party, but with the addition of representation from the regional planning body, ourselves and the recycling industry. No issues relating to confidentiality arose (the most likely situation for this being in any case between mineral industry members). There therefore seems to be no reason as to why Aggregate Working Parties should not have a similarly more inclusive membership. 
In our representations on minerals planning in the South West over recent years, and nationally, CPRE has always advocated a ‘plan, monitor and manage’ approach. Although it is not very explicit, Government confirmed that this is the approach intended in the current minerals guidance a few years ago in a clarifying letter to the South West planning body. The context was one in which proposed allocations were (and remain) considerably higher in the South West than past trends of production - so that the need for reallocation between mineral planning authorities, whilst still requiring consideration, was not quite so urgent as the allocations might have suggested. Allocation figures have often been controversial and a balanced view is required, rather than simply the advice of Aggregates Working Parties as currently constituted.
We would therefore like to see greater emphasis and clarity in the wording on the need for a plan, monitor and manage approach and adjustment of current wording where it may encourage over-allocation. 
For example, bullet 3 refers to land-won aggregates and bullet 4 to industrial and energy minerals, but the reference to landbanks for sand and gravel and crushed rock is shown under bullet 4.  The text on landbanks also includes a case for longer time periods in special circumstances, such as need to ensure viability.  We are concerned that there is a risk of the current text being used to pressure MPAs into setting longer landbanks on the basis of questionable economics, especially if transparency is thwarted by claims of commercial confidentiality.  In our view landbank periods of 7 years for sand and gravel and 10 years for crushed rock are ample to allow for lead-in times.  These bullet points should be tidied up to keep aggregates under the relevant heading with wording amended to avoid over-allocation.   
Para 102 – bullet 1 - nationally protected areas
The policy proposed here on mineral working covering protected areas is weakened from that at present. The original wording in MPS 1 does not permit mineral development except in exceptional circumstances and should be retained in the final NPPF.  The wording in the draft NPPF requires local authorities to ensure sufficient levels of permitted reserves are available from outside nationally protected sites only as far as practical.  
Para 102 – bullet 2 

The  text here says ensure that large landbanks bound up in very few sites do not stifle competition.  Here is an example of a green light for potential ‘over-allocation’, especially given mergers within the industry which could result in landbank sites being concentrated in fewer hands than when the permission was granted.  Other mechanisms should be developed to deal with “hording” or with productive capacity issues, so that over-allocation of land through the planning system is avoided. There are legislative mechanisms to deal with commercial competition and we propose that the bullet point should be reworded along the lines of ensure that permitted output, as well as size of landbank, can meet assessed annual need.

*****
� NB This document is part of our overall CPRE South West submission which consists of 10 separate documents: a covering note; this and 7 others covering specific questions (each with a summary at the start); and an appendix. It complements the national CPRE response by providing additional perspective and suggestions based on our experience from the South West. Our South West branches and district groups may also make more detailed individual submissions based on the experience of their localities.
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