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Sub-matter 7B Minerals

7B.1
Is the proposed apportionment of secondary and recycled materials fair and appropriate (Policy M2)?

Introduction

1.
Policy M2 states that mineral planning authorities should ensure that their minerals development frameworks enable provision to be made for recycled and secondary aggregates to a prescribed apportionment.  Surrey’s apportionment is 800,000 tonnes per annum.  The policy states that Mineral Planning Authorities should identify sites to contribute to such provision in minerals development frameworks, and local planning authorities should safeguard these sites through their local development frameworks.

2.
In responding to the submission draft South East Plan (SEP), Surrey County Council (SCC) formally noted the proposed apportionment, and considered that its acceptability remains to be tested through the Surrey Minerals Development Framework (MDF).  
Apportionment Methodology

3.
The methodology applied the following weighted criteria:
· Projected population;

· Forecast construction and demolition waste managed;

· Environmental and landscape designations; and

· Green Belt. 

4.
The construction and demolition waste managed in Surrey includes not just that arising from within Surrey, but also a significant amount exported from London.  The figure for Surrey in the LUC methodology report come from the 2001 Symonds Survey.  While that figures was the most reliable estimate available, it is likely to have decreased over the interim.  Monitoring of minerals and waste sites indicates declining availability of inert waste in Surrey, with several restoration schemes falling behind schedule.  Whether this is as a result of less construction and demolition waste arising within Surrey and/or exported from London or simply more going to exempt sites, or a combination of the two, is unknown.  

5.
The international and national environmental and landscape designations are treated equally in the methodology.  This fails to pick up on the potential effect of the Natura 2000 sites, where appropriate assessment can be required under the Habitats Regulations for proposed development of sites up to 10km from the boundary of the Natura 2000 designation.  Minerals recycling proposals could result in impacts of dust, noise and pollution from traffic generation and any processing emissions or run-off.  Therefore, appropriate assessments will be required for proposed mineral recycling sites close to the designated areas.  Specialist advice will required as to how restrictive this requirement is likely to be for authorities with Natura 2000 designations.  Surrey, along with Berkshire and Hampshire, are likely to be significantly affected by the Thames Basin Heaths.   

7.
Green Belt is clearly a highly significant factor for Surrey, with proportional coverage over 2½ times greater than any other South East county.  The apportionment gives a 20% weighting to Green Belt as a constraint, 50% less than the environmental and landscape designations.  This represents a compromise for the purposes of reaching agreement on the apportionment methodology, but it underplays the significance of Green Belt policy and the associated degree of public protectiveness.  There will be consequent difficulties in achieving the apportionment in Surrey through the consensus of the development plan system.

8. While the methodology for the apportionment for recycled and secondary aggregates may be reasonable, its acceptability remains to be tested through mineral development frameworks in the same way as the primary aggregate apportionment, ie “the preparation of … development documents relating to minerals extraction within new-style development frameworks, provides the opportunity to test the environmental acceptability of the apportioned supply” (para 8, National and Regional Guidelines for Aggregates Provision – June 2003).  The apportionment should be regarded as an indicative figure, subject to review with the benefit of experience and testing through the development plan system.  
9. The sustainability appraisal for Policy M2 is very broad brush.  While stressing the accepted strategic benefits of increased recycling, it fails to addresses the environmental impacts of implementation and, for example, the conflict with the aim of Green Belt policy.  It does not include any systematic assessment and little reliance can be placed upon it.

The Surrey Context

10. The Surrey Minerals Core Strategy DPD (Preferred Option) includes the following in the relevant policy: “Production of recycled and secondary aggregates will be encouraged, and provision for facilities will be made to contribute towards achieving regional targets”.  In preparing the evidence base for the Minerals Development Framework, some preliminary work has been undertaken on potential sites for recycling aggregates.  It is clear that finding acceptable sites to meet the apportionment will be extremely challenging in Surrey.

11. The sites will in due course be allocated in the Recycled and Secondary Aggregates DPD.  This is programmed in a second tranche of Minerals DPDs for preferred options stage in early 2009, with adoption scheduled for 2011.  Para 23.6 of the draft SEP refers to the need for a sense of urgency, but there also needs to be an understanding of the realities of timescales and resources for mineral planning authorities in implementing Policy M2 through the new development plan system.  GOSE provided sound advice in steering SCC away from attempting to progress too many DPDs together, and given Surrey circumstances, recycled aggregates were a less pressing priority than other minerals and waste DPDs.

12. While there is some aggregate recycling activity within urban industrial estates in Surrey, most existing operations are within the Green Belt.  Extensive land searches for the Waste Development Framework identified only one area of undeveloped industrial land in Surrey and that is now proposed as a waste development allocation.  So, in seeking sites for the expansion of aggregate recycling capacity in Surrey, it is inevitable that land within the Green Belt will be examined.

13.
Policy M2 adds that “minerals recycling facilities should not be precluded from the Green Belt where this is consistent with the proximity principle, where there are no alternative sites, and provided that the development would not cause harm to the objectives of the designation”.  In very exceptional circumstances, minerals recycling facilities for local materials should not be precluded from Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty and National Parks where this is consistent with the proximity principle and where development would not compromise the objectives of the designation.
14.
This part of the Policy M2 sets out a policy basis for justifying the very special circumstances when aggregate recycling might be allowed in the Green Belt.  It presents a stiff test in Surrey, as there are few sites where such development would not compromise the openness of the Green Belt.  “The fundamental aim of Green Belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open” (PPG2, para 1.4).
15.
Aggregate recycling operations are often associated with the restoration of mineral workings.  Mineral extraction, as a temporary activity, need not be inappropriate development in the Green Belt provided that the site is well restored.  Policy WD3 of the submitted draft Surrey Waste Development DPD states that “Planning permissions for development involving recycling, storage and transfer of construction and demolition waste at mineral sites will be granted provided that the proposed development is for a temporary period commensurate with the operational life of the mineral site, and in the case of Green Belt sites it accords with Policy CW6” (very special circumstances framework).  
16.
In developing the Surrey Minerals Framework, a key issue to emerge from the consultations is the lack of public confidence in the planning system to secure and deliver restoration of mineral sites as originally proposed.  There is widespread public mistrust of mineral sites ending up as sites for permanent or semi-permanent ‘industrial’ activities, such as aggregate recycling, instead of the promised restoration to open Green Belt uses.  This has reinforced SCC’s intent in adhering to the approach of Policy WD3.
Conclusions

17.
While the apportionment may represent a reasonable basis for distributing the required provision recycled and secondary aggregates, its acceptability in practice remains to be tested through the development plan system.  The process of review and potential readjustment will be important as experience is gained through progress on Mineral Development Frameworks.  

18.
SCC will seek to achieve the apportionment, but only within its developing policy framework and not at the expense of diluting implementation of Green Belt policy.  The extent of Green Belt in Surrey and the lack of capacity within the urban areas for developing further capacity for recycling aggregates makes the apportionment extremely difficult to meet, and there is no guarantee that it can be achieved acceptably.
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