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Roxwell Parish Council response to ECC MDDPAP Paper

The Need for Sand and Gravel

The need for sand and gravel has long been noted and that argument is not at

issue here. Understandably, sand and gravel has to be extracted. Essex

County Council is responsible for managing a resource of sand and gravel in

the county, inline with current and future demands, local communities,
environmental pressures and planning regul
Regional Guidelines for Aggregates Provisi
MPS1 and associated planning policies. The People of Roxwell have lived

with aggregate extraction for the last 80 years within their parish and reject

the need for a new green field site in the parish to meet a flawed Mineral

Development Document Preferred Approach Paper (MDDPAP).

Essex County Council is, in real terms currently working to figures agreed

back in 2003 from the ARevised National an:
Aggregates Provi si-2016as there hasbheginamal 200 1
amendment . At this regional planning panel, it has been noted that Essex

had agreed to the extract of 4.41mt per year and Hertfordshire, 1.99mt per

year. Itis also noted that Hertfordshire County Council argued for and

received a lower limited on the basis of their need within the Eastern Region.

Essex did not. It is also noted that the proposed MDDPAP, Essex is currently

working towards, is beyond the agreed end date of 2016 by 12 years, 2028.
However, these figureswerer evoked | ast year, repl aced b
Regional Guidelines for Aggregates Provisionin England:2 005 t o 20200.
Within this document are revised figures of requirement, an England wide

decrease to 236mt for the 16 years for the
fragmented to a local level has still not been agreed. This is known as

AAppor t i orchwelle clarifiediater this year (2011) under the revised

guidelines in Policy M3. In Annex A, there is a general statement for an

overal/l reduction of 4% for ALand won sand

County Council has just applied a 2% reduction.
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Furthermore, there is further guidance from the Department for Communities
and Local Government (DCLG) that Mineral Planning Authorities work
towards proposed changes to the revision of M3 Policy. Given that changes
to the East of England will be confirmed later this year, it seems unjustifiable
to continue with the MDDPAP until this has been clarified. Let alone moving
forward with disregard for the current guidance that states:

Planning authorities can choose to use alternative figures for their planning
purposes if they have new or different information and a robust evidence
base. We will work with the minerals industry and local government to agree
how minerals planning arrangements should operate in the longer term.

Nevertheless, Essex County Council should document how they calculated

there apportionment rather than just stating a figure. This action should have

already been initiated through PPS 12 Spatial Planning (2008). This clearly

states that an MMD must Kdy@oinfits oundo and Aj u:

Key Point 1

Soundness
To be Asoundod a cor e s tDrEFEFEECTHVYE
and consistent with NATIONAL POLICY.
AfJustifiedod means that the doc|
A f o un drelustard cradible evidence base
A the most appropriate stra
the reasonable alternatives

This was reinforced by The RT Hon Eric Pickles MP letter to Roxwell Parish
Council on the 11 January 2011 (Ref: ER/ER/041885/10) states:

Ausing alternative f i githaenew drdiffereqpl anni ng pu
informatonback up by a robust evidence baseo.
fan examination process will continue to a:
of plans, and independent inspectors will test evidence put forward by local

authorities and consider the representati ol

This generalisation in the MDDPAP does not constitute a robust and credible
review of the trends of the last ten years, it applies a quick and unprofessional
fix to the guidance, that cannot be justified, nor does it reflect a sound

management strategy.
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Clearly, Essex County Council is pursuing figures that do not reflect current
need and trends for future need. Therefore, their initial figures set out in
Table 1, page 22 of the MDDPAP are incorrect. Together, it is also difficult to
argue the case that the same levels of extraction required for this mineral plan
proposal beyond the MPS1 policy requirement for a 7 year Landbank. Even

this Mineral Policy will be revoked later this year with the Localism Bill 2011.

Expressing a 20 years life cycle on poor statistics is fundamentally flawed and
fails to comply with PPS 12 requirement for robust and credible evidence.
There is clear evidence from the Department of Communities and Local
Government (DCLG) fEast of England Regional Annual Monitoring Reportso
The RT Hon Eric Pickles MP department, Essex County Council Annual
Monitoring Reports that feed into the DCAG, and the Office of National
Statistics that there has been a continuing decline in demand for sand and

gravels since 1995 (see appendix one). This is further emphasised on taking

a fifteen year view of sales of aggregate (Figure 2). This clearly illustrates
there is a decline in sales across
Coupled with other central government agendas, for example the requirement
to recycle more aggregates, currently at 25%; the evidence suggests the level
of sand and gravels targets should no longer be at the incorrect figure of
4.31mt per year. Although this apportionment figure may have been agreed
by the Regional Spatial Strategy review in 2010, this process has been
abandoned (revocation last year) and will be revoked later this year inline with

the review of mineral policy and the Localism Bill 2011.

t

he
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Figure 2 Annual Sales and Apportionment of Sand & Gravel between 1995 &
2009 (ECC AMR 3.2)
Key Point 2

Soundness: Sales and Growth
U founded on arobust and credible evidence base
e Over a fifteen year period, sales have had a steady
negative decline.
e Economic growth has had a positive increased over the
same period.

Further evidence easily obtained from the actual Table 3.2 (pp 36. See

appendixone) f or average returns frorEslsse xywear s s
documented by Essex County Council (ECC AMR 2008-09). It states

3.81mtpa for the 14 year period. With the estimated sales for 2009 at

2.81mts; it is extraordinary within the same period of producing the MDDPAP,
the figure has jumped to 4.35mtpa. There are no other figures published to

justify this.

The new guidelines state (National and Regional Guidelines for Aggregates
Provision in England: 2005 to 2020) clearly a 10 year history of aggregate
sales should be used to provide the figures for the next future provision of

minerals, and therefore maintaining the landbank. Currently this is the only
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policy requirement placed upon the authority. Essex County Council have

accepted this in para 4.22, page 22 of the MDDPAP, though there appears to

be a break down on how to calculate this further. Their revised figure of
apportionment #Afor the Greater Essexo0o is 4
Given that Thurrock and Southend authorities have already set a precedent of

3% of nAGr eat e ronnért fsom the 2083mwdelnds,ithe new

figure for Essex would be 4.167mtpa. For a major strategic strategy, why is it

using a figure based on fAGreater Essexo0 ap,]
future provision? However, even this is incorrect as it fails to reflect the data

published by the East of England Annual Monitoring Reports or ECC own

AMR for the period. Those published sales figures are shown in table 1 and

in appendix one below. Itis also interesting to note that the method to

document sales figures has changed from the previous years, where the
average returns are given as part of the information table to part of the text in

a generalised statement in 2009-10.

The correct and realistic figure is in the region of 3.891mt per year for Essex,
not the 4.31mt per year as documented or 4.167mt not documented. Essex
County Council Annual Monitoring Report 2009-2010, Fig 2 (Figure 4 below)
gives an average for combined sales as 40.08mt pa (Table 1, values in
appendix 1). With the removal of Thurrock and Southend element (-3%),
Essex has 38.9mt of sales, covering 2000-09 (inclusive) and follows a similar
line in Figure 2 above. This average figure of 3.81mt is based on sound
evidence (appendix one), published in ECC AMR2009-10 can now used to
calculate the landbank reserves, standing at 9 and half years. Once again,
not documented in the MDDPAP.

Key Point 3

Soundness: Apportionment
U founded on arobust and credible evidence base
e Apportionment at 4.31mtpa is not support by ECC
publish figures with the AMR
e Apportionment based on current guidelines (10 year
rule) and ECCAMR figures is 3.891mtspa




Roxwell Parish Council response to ECC MDDPAP Paper

Essex Combined mtspa GDP £billion
Essex 2000 4.042 976.533
Essex 2001 4.231 1021.83
Essex 2002 4.659 1075.56
Essex 2003 4.471 1139.75
Essex 2004 4.300 1202.96
Essex 2005 4.140 1254.06
Essex 2006 4.066 1325.8
Essex 2007 4.091 1398.88
Essex 2008 3.288 1448.39
Essex 2009 2.830 1395.87
Total Sales 40.118

Average Sales 4.011.8

Essex only 3.891

Table 1 Figures from the ECC AMR 2009-10

Million Tonnes
-

14, s O O
>
/'

»
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Year

—o— Sand anvd Grovel Sales
= Sand anvd Gravel Appornorsrend

Figure 3ECC Annual Monitoring Report 2009-2010

From the evidence collected that originates from Essex County Council, the
failure to undertake this simple desktop study is a fundamental statement how
the whole MDDPAP has been put together. This reinforces their inability to
provide credible evidence. Only in two years has the sale demand
outstripped production in 2002-03. To ensure this reduction in sales is not
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linked to the economic climate or recessions, the GDP growth element has
also been placed within Table 1 and Figures 2 and 4, so an analytical
comparison can be made on how the economic climate correlates with the

aggregate sales.

Figure 2 shows overwhelming clear evidence of a negative trend for the sales

of aggregate despite overall growth in the economy over the same period.

Figure 4 mirrors these facts for the 10 year period and does provide robust

and credible evidence that the figure of 4.31mtpa cited by Essex County

Council apportionment is completely flawed. This figure has no basis or

mandate to ask the people of Essex to support and believe in a process that

ultimately is taking more aggregate, destroying more of their environment and
ruining peopl es 6 kthaviemotjustified. Howisthisl | andban

aligned to the corporate objectives, APutt

evidence, its fails.
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Figure 4

As part of the evidence collected to substantiate the overall MDDPAP

requirement, Essex County Council should not dismiss how aggregate also



Roxwell Parish Council response to ECC MDDPAP Paper

enters the system that equates to the overall allowance. For example, there
has been no scope or allowance for windfall aggregate. Windfall sites for the
last 10 years produced 8.44mt, 18.6% of the requirement for that period. The
Mineral Local Plan 1996 also shows there was a net benefit of nearly
0.5mtpa. MDDPAP Figure 4 (Figure 5 below) on pp56 shows a trend of
increasing aggregates by this means. Clearly, windfall sites are part of the
process on how aggregates enter the system and this needs to be
recognised. However, the 1996 Mineral Plan did make allowance for this in
calculating future provision, yet the MDDPAP does not. It does clearly state
that it is more than happy to use it to avoid mineral sterilisation. Given the
raising trend and the policy to ensure mineral is not lost, clearly an allowance

should be made. The precedent has already been made with the current

mineral plan.
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Figure 5 Sites Granted Planning Permission 1980-2010
Key Point 4

Soundness: Windfall Sites
U founded on arobust and credible evidence base

e Windfall has had a positive increased over a thirty one
year period.

e Windfall Sites will contributes to the future provision as
the policy is to avoid mineral sterilisation.

e Over the last 31 years, windfall has contribute 0.535mts
pa (average)
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Nor is Easton Park included in the calculations in MDDPAP Table 1 that has
now been given planning permission. Therefore, there is a significant
reduction in the amount of aggregate needed and how the overall figures are
derived is totally misrepresented.

These are facts that Essex County Council has failed to take into
consideration and we call upon them to do so as a responsible mineral
authority. Essex County Council will need to be proactive in managing
aggregate to meet demand, but not exceed local need and understand what
the local community want from their environment under the new Localism Bill.
This has been expressed by the Planning Minister Greg Clark who is currently
reviewing the National Planning Policy Framework. Within, there is a clear

statement:

flocalist in its approach, handing power back to local communities to decide what is
right for themo

Clearly, the MDDPAP and its underlining principle guideline documents on
which it has been based upon have been either revoked last year or about to
be changed fundamentally this year. Essex County Council has made no real
amendments or acted upon the new guidance documents, apart from a
courtesy reference. We find it unbelievable that resources have been used to
push through a Mineral Development Document proposal based on revoked
mineral guidance, poor statistically analysis and lack of foresight to adjust to
the annulment of the regional strategies in July 2010.

To conclude, the demand being made by Essex County Council for the extra
42.225mt for the period is incorrect, in fact demand can be met from permitted
reserves, site extensions, windfalls with the true need for future requirement
being 0.94mts. Therefore, the requirement for new additional reserves of
42.225mts has categorically not been demonstrated. Essex County Council
MDDPAP Table 1 on page 22 should be similar to the table 2 below. Yet it
arrives at a different conclusion simply by failing to undertake sound research,
understand what the new National Planning Policy Framework and its

supporting policies are going to require and change to the political landscape.

10
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Table 2 is based on a 14 year provision of aggregate 2009-2022 that is

reasonable and is inline with current guidance timelines.

yrs mtpa mt

Essexony A Apportionment|14yrs|3.891 54.470
Less 14 years Windfall allowance (@ past -7.49
31 years average 0.535mtpa)
Less existing permitted Reserves -36.930
(ECCAMR2009-10)
Less new permissions 2009/10 -4.75
(ECCAMR2009-10)
Less Easton Park January 2011 -4.000
Less aggregate proport -0.360
Total additional Sand and Gravel Resources 0.94
to be identified

Table 2
Given these facts, together with Essex Cou

B e | hdunderaPPG2, to be enhanced by the Localism Bill 2011, further
enforced within MSP1 states that:

Ainew planning permissions should only b
thatdemand coul d not be met from the exi si

Key Point 5

Soundness: Future Provision
U founded on arobust and credible evidence base

e Current national guidance is only until 2020

e Current mineral policy is in a high degree of change,
future need not clear.

e Future provision start date 2009

e Future provision should not exceed 2020

e 14 years future provision complies with credible
timeframes, allows for a 2 years tolerance.

e PPS12 policy recommends a 5-7 year review

e Future Provision is 0.94mts not 42.225mts

11
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Put simply, demand can easily be met from existing permitted reserves,
windfall sitesandthetop3si t es from the top of the AHI g

extensions. The top 9 sites if windfall is not taken into consideration.

To conclude, Site A 40 clearly should not have been even considered for the
Proposed MDDPAP selection on:

e The use of a revoked policy and lack of understanding of new
guidelines and implementation of.

e Pushing through a MDD that will have to change dramatically later this
year and is likely to need to be revised to new policy and legalisation

e Failure to recognise the use of windfall sites

e Failure to protect Green Belt land when demand can be easily meet
from reserves and a small number of site extensions

¢ Failing to supply evidence based information to justify mineral need

e Failed to supply any robust and credible evidence to support mineral
requirements

e The use of flawed data/analysis on the actual mineral requirement
needed that is 0.94mts, not 42.225mts for future provision.

e Complete failure to understand your own terminology and data to
provide a complete false future provisi.
apportionment.

e We find it unbelievable that a team of people, working on the same
data, during the same period did not share information, communicate

that information or correctly interpret that information.

12
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The Need to understand Community Feedback

Essex County Council is providing a consultation process through: public

facing, resources, communicating with local communities, requesting

feedback on the process, for part of this Mineral Plan process. And yet, for

the first public phase of this process, public feedback failed to make any

impression on the overall outcome. There is neither a category within the

methodology to capture nor understand how local communities feel and voice

theiropinion. Dur i ng the meeting with parishioners
levels, the voice and concerns have been documented and can be viewed

from the attached supporting minutes.

This phase looked into whether or not Site A40 should be on the proposed
selected list. For the people of Roxwell Parish, over 50% of the adult
population in the parish responded, highlighting the fact that they did not want
to see Site A40 included into the Proposed Selection List. Democratically,
this is an overwhelming rejection of this site and yet, these views had not
been listened to. Feedback covered all aspects on the 12 categories of the
methodology and yet the outcome was, Essex County Council placed an
arbitrary extra 6 points onto the weighting to ensure Site A40, classed as a

western site met the pointdéos requirement.

Such a response delivers the message that public feedback is perceived to be

irrelevant, with the principle driver behind where sand and gravel is extracted

from, is purely driven by Essex Spatial Strategy. The location of sites is not

driven by any mineral or planning policy (

Essex County Council idealism based on:-

At o s er v enparhotthexceusty, kwas considered necessary to show

some preference for sites in this aread .

13
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There are no factors or evidence that supports this statement. In the current

Mineral Plan:

AiThe MPA does -Caubtyapmmoach either te theblandbank or location

of supply source. It does recognise the conce
parts of the County can be supplied from pits
A ficonsiderationo does not fulfil any pl an

with regards to specific geographical locations within a county. Therefore,
there is no justification applying such weighting, as no other option has really
been considered, effectively placing a subjective judgement. Using an old
adageihow t he c¢ rmeasuretheishersdistance tothe western

boundary somewhere, is not robust or credible to support a major strategy.

It appears that Essex County Council has lost contact with the people it
serves, fundamental lost in the way it communicates and the reasons why
Site A40 is or is not important to the mineral debate. Above all, Essex County
Council needs to reinstate and understand why they are there, to support the
health and wellbeing of its citizens first and how they interact with the
environment. For this the Parish Council is the eyes and ears of this
community, supporting their voice through the local government structure,

ensuring their voice can be heard within this document.

14
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Essex County Council Spatial Strategy

Essex County Council Spatial Strategy is based on assumptions; a prefixed

idea, sites should be geographically spread across the county irrespective of
the costs to the environment, local views, transport links and location of sand
and gravel sites across the county boundaries (see appendix two). And yet,

this strategic concept is not consistent. The basis for this mineral plan and

only policy that Essex County Council has to adhere to, reaffirmed by ClIr

John Jowers at the Roxwell Public Meeting on the 14™ December 2010,

AEssex County Council have to provide a pl.
have a 7 years worth of mineralso, ie. 7 yi
This landbank is the main asset Essex County Council has to maintain,

currently standing at nine and half years. It is the principle driving force

behind be MDDPAP. Though, in the APreferr.:
would appear unnecessary and impractical to propose separate landbanks for

di fferent geogr aphi c tafestlmatrgeod practiseto Al so APPS1
review the landbank every5-7 year s 0. Clearly, the use o
for a significant part of the mineral reserves (see table 3) has been identified

by Essex County Council as not justifying geographical areas. It seems odd

that 50% of the future provision is not scrutinised nor has the same

met hodol ogy applied. 't raises the questi
strategy must be sound; does this weakness opens another flawed concept in

the fASpat i alogetBear with theelangbank beingrreviewed every 5-7

years, this also undermines the need, to set a time period beyond 2020.

In table 3 below, it uses the data provided by Essex County Council AMR
2009-10 (see Table 1, 2 and appendix one); illustrates how flawed and
mismanaged this whole process and Spatial Strategy is. It clearly confirms
that Essex County Council has become completely transfixed with the notion,
the ideology, the process and the effort in ensuring that for the next 14 year
supply, is secure. The current aggregate provision and future windfalls will
see enough minerals for the next 6.5 years, which is within the PPS12
guidance and confirmed by Essex County Council, to review triggers in five to

15
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seven years. This whole review of the mineral plan is overwhelmingly

complicated, costly and unjustified.

Minerals tonnage Percentage of future Years of future
provision apportionment | provision:
3.891mtpa; 14yrss apportionment
54.470mts 3.891mtpa

Landbank 27.237mts 50.1% 7yrs

Reserves 9.3mts 17.1% 2.5yrs

Windfall allowance (@ 13.75% 1.93yrs

past 31 years average

0.535mtpa) 7.49mts

New permissions 2009- | 16.8% 2.25yrs

11, 8.75mts

Additional future 1.725% 0.24yrs

provision 0.94mts

Table 3 Using the formula given in the MDDPAP with the correct

Key Point 6

apportionment from Table 2

Soundness: Spatial Strategy
0 founded on arobust and credible evidence base

Current national guidance is only aimed at maintaining
the 7 year land bank

Using the correct apportionment figure, Landbank
provides 7 years towards the future provision.

Future reserves provide a further 2.5 years towards the
future provision.

New permissions granted already provide 2.25 years
towards the future provision.

There is no golden thread that follows through the
strategy.

The Spatial Strategy does not apply to 84.5% of current
future provision.

The Spatial Strategy only focus is on 15.5% of future
provision.

Future Provision managed through this strategy
accounts towards 1.725% or 3 months

There is a significant assumption that there will be major developments within

the Harlow and M11 corridor, driven by the revoked Regional Spatial Strategy.

These are no longer referenced or included in the Localism Bill (January

2011). We know that part of the catalyst for development; the Stansted

Runway Expansion Project is now no longer going ahead. We also know that

16
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many of the specific targeted driven developments will be abolished this year
when the East of England Spatial Strategy is annulled. Most of this
development was targeted to occur north of Harlow, which is in fact in
Hertfordshire. There is little evidence to suggest that the demands for sand
and gravel in the west of the county is truly reflected in Essex County Council
Spatial Strategy. There is no figure on the volumes of million tons of sand
and gravel required and where it is needed. lItis in fact a preconceived idea
that fulfils a notion, based on a strategy that has perceived ideas and lacks

evidence base.

A spatial strategy should look more widely than the boundaries of Essex.
Spatially, to make an assumption and to validate those assumptions a spatial
buffer needs to be in place to ensure sand and gravel cannot be obtained
outside the target area. In this case, across the Essex border. This, Essex
County Council has failed to do. Clearly, there are over a 1mt per year being
extracted from Hertfordshire, quarries as illustrated in appendix two; with
better road links and closer rail links. Appendix two clearly illustrates this.
Given over half of Hertfordshire sand and gravel quarries and apportionment
are closer to areas of population and potential places of development (Harlow
North in Hertfordshire), commercially, industry would seek those sites rather
than the cross country road links between Roxwell and potential areas of
growth. It is not the authorities remit to make assumptions that commercial
industry would use western or the nearest sites, economics drive market

forces, local authorities do not.

There is, it appears to be an air of fanatical idealism that seems to be coming
across for the need to have a site in the west, Site A40. This is clearly
represented by the evidence that is so obviously highlighted here, by the
additional weighting placed on this site, regardless how the methodology
points state and concludes with a subjective additional six points. Clearly the
point scoring system is rigged to ensure some western sites are represented
in the Site Selection Table, Higher Scoring Sites; showing this idealism is to
comply with the spatial strategy. By adding an additional weighting of 6 points
without taking into any other consideration, transport networks, better roads,

17
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rail and wharf, journey times etc. for all sites, the extra weighting prejudices

sites marked fAwesterno. For example, it i
Braintree, defined as a central area to the M11 corridor and Stansted, than

along the A 1060 from Site A 40. This action clearly undermines the whole of

the methodology used in 12 categories. For example, a 400 year historic

building in Roxwell is worth potentially25-50 % | ess t han one i n Gr e

and so on. Robust and credible, it is clearly not.

The fACal |l f orandgravekerecéived nore thanawo dnd half times
the volume MDDPAP aggregate required. Most of which, come from the
expansion of current sites. With the growing demand to protect our green
spaces, it seems extraordinary that Essex County Council is recommending
destroying a large part of the very best landscape within the parishes of

Roxwell and Willingale, Essex.

There should be stronger incentives to use rail, over road, rather placing
additional pressures on a failing road network, both volume of traffic and state
of repair. Environmentally, the carbon element used to transport aggregate
has not been clearly understood. There is no easy direct route from Roxwell
to Harlow, or to Stansted. All of the A1060 is single carriageway, twisty with
all of the junctions onto it, minor county roads used by local traffic. The
environment the A1060 travels through is predominating farming with small
villages. The 24 miles needed to reach Harlow is best served from the
Hertfordshire quarries, travelling along straight dual carriageways along the
A414 and the A10.

With regards to Site A 40 and its inclusion into the western zone is also

fundamental wrong. Site A 40 consists of an area covering 111.4 hectares, of
which 84.42 hectares lie within the Parish of Roxwell, while the remaining part
lies within the Parish of Willingale, 26.94 hectares (spatial information derived

from Essex County Council, see appendix three). The Parish of Roxwell lies

within the Borough of Chelmsford, which is classed as central Essex by local

government. Together with the proposed access onto the A1060 in the

18
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parish, nearly 75% of the site is within Chelmsford Borough boundaries.

There should be no argument over where the site lies, centrally.

How the geographical boundaries defined in Table 8 (page 86) are referenced

is not documented. However, given the information in table 8 and MDDPAP

Table 13, there can be a clear assumption that sites are placed using the

defined local authority district boundaries; Tendring and Colchester for the

North East, Chelmsford, Maldon and Braintree for Central and Epping Forest

and Uttlesford for Western. All the sites comply with this theory (see appendix

four). This would align to the normal alignment of the county within local

government for Essex. There are no sites in the south, so no need for

referencing. If this is the case, clearly Site A 40 should not have received the

addition 6 point weighting. Once again, the validity of the MDDPAP is

under mined here, together the site referen
Chel msfordo, placing a greater emphasi ses
where the site truly lies within Chelmsford Borough. No other site that

crosses a district boundary has this deliberate twisting of the facts.

If these boundaries were not used, then clearly spatial representations of
these areas are fictitious, not documented, nor validated and cannot be used
as part of the process as there is no audit trail, verification or independent or
democratic process to confirm or reject a given area. Let alone used in a
criteria that has significant issues relating to a weighting methodology.
Therefore, subjective judgement has been used to comply with a spatial

strategy, which in turns fails to be sound and justified.

If this is the case and the Spatial Strategy is potentially driven by utilising a
generalised view of the county (Map 2), it fails to use any spatial accuracy that
can be derived from geographical information systems. Spatial analysis has
not been used to define routing, spatial tools and algorithms that could clearly
define the best routes, travel times, fuel used, carbon emitted etc. that would
provide a methodology based on robust and credible evidence for all the sites
across the county without the need to prejudice those sites that are closest to
Hertfordshire.

19



Roxwell Parish Council response to ECC MDDPAP Paper

For Essex, spatially, the centre of the county lies just west of Chelmsford (see

appendix five). Using the information given from Table 8, page 86 in the MDD

PAP, the distance between the centriod (central point of a spatial polygon that
represents the County of Essex (Easting 581881, Northing 210681)) of the
county and Site 11, is 21 km north. On a sound basis, a buffer was created to
spatially define what is fACentral 0.
A 40 must have equal status as Site
Applying the same business rule/ methodology across a defined spatial area
that is truly central must be robust and evidence based, not woolly and

undocumented.

The spatial areas need to be robust and credible. Clearly the example in
appendix five illustrates this point. Local government already have well
defined documented boundaries and as such, should be used. Any arbitrary
and generalistic spatial representation that supports a Spatial Strategy
seriously undermines and looses any credibility when using specific site
categorisation. This was confirmed by Mineral Officers at Essex County
Council (6" February 2011), there is no documentation, spatial information
that represents the three areas being justified in the MDDPAP. This just
confirms there is an ingrained idealism based on the whim of the day. As we
have seen, spatial strategies need the support of the people, if they fail and

are not supported, they are revoked.

Key Point 7

Soundness: Spatial Intelligence
i founded on arobust and credible evidence base

e There is no document to define the 3 geographical
areas used to analyse site location.

e There are clear defined district geographical already
used by ECC to define areas.

e There has been no spatial intelligence applied to
identify the best methodology for each site to serve
development in the west.
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The pressure this proposal has placed upon the community of Roxwell is both

unreasonable and unnecessary. There is no evidence to suggest that sand

and gravel is needed within this location, especially so far east of any

potential development. The voice of this community has been disregarded in

this process and the presentations by Essex County Council to the parishes

have failed to acknowledge the concerns of these people; their previous

comments (explained above), having no bear:
Selectiond outcomes. The methodol ogy used
range failed to raise the points required, so an arbitrary additional weighting is

placed onto this Site A 40 to ensure it made the selection criteria point level to

fulfil this fanatical idealism with the spatial strategy. As already stated, this

simple approach undermines the value of the methodology and reduces any

value applied to the western sites against those in the rest of the county.

Spatially, Site A 40 is located within Chelmsford Borough Council which is

central within Essex and who is also completely against this application for

minerals.

Strategies are an ideal, a focus for direction to move forward; based on sound
knowledge and understanding of all the facts. To implement a strategy, there

is a need to have total buy-in, support across the communities. This spatial

strategy being pursued by Essex County Council is flawed in every aspect in

relation to the spatial idealism to have a site in the west at all costs. This

whole process has catastrophically failed to meet Essex County Council
strategic obj ect irelstntoandpfaeeryaucustomegs y ou a

~

firsto, fAa better quality of Lifeo.

Further more, how can this site application have public money spent on its

research, backing and consultation when th
access to the road network crosses land that does not have permission to

cross privately owned land and the landowner is totally against the site being

developed? The said landowner (Newland Hall, please see appendix 3, land

highlighted in blue) has written to Essex County Council stating this fact.

Common sense must assume that the application placed with Essex County
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Council is valid and workable with agreements in place before resources are

wasted.

Essex County Council use of Methodology for Site Selection

We have already discussed the issues surrounding the additional arbitrary 6

point weighting and how this is purely based on the perceived need to have

sites west of Chelmsford. Such weighting undermines any value from the

methodology so sites with equal weighting are in fact, not equal and sites

classed fiwesterno are discriminated agains’
the AHIigher scoring siteso. The 12 sites
and those with 36 point (where Site 40 should be), 7 of those sites are in the

ihower scoring siteso have a value rating |
categories, yet the value of Site A40 is deemed to be worth less than those 12

sites. This is not a sound methodology and cannot be judged as credible.

There is no weighting or category for site extension verses new sites. Given
all the evidence about best practice, economics and environmental issues,
there should be a category that focuses on site extensions over new sites.
Why has this not been addressed in the site selection process? The evidence
clearly states that any new aggregate can easily be sourced from site

extensions without the need for new green field sites within.

How the methodology has been applied is also subjective and somewhat
cursory at face value of the facts. A methodology is a process where specific
business rules can be applied without bias, subjectivity or require
interpretations. Table 7 (pp83) within the MDDPAP does apply this model;
however it fails to deliver these business rules equally or meaningfully to the
12 categories. This is due to the need for human interaction and
interpretation of the information. Here it fails and in itself becomes a flawed
process. There are no parallels between sites and the overall scores become
meaningless as each set of information collected needs to be scrutinised
before a judgement can be made. With the additional levy placed on sites
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assumed to be in the west without placing any meaningful analysis (discussed

above) across the whole of the methodology, it clearly eradicates any

credibility this methodology may have had. Ther ef ore, the 5 AAmbe
given to Site A40, that have clearly been identified as significantly important,

have been completely wiped out. Therefore, the assumption is,

Landscape
Ecology and Designations
Historic Environment
Agriculture
e Proximity to Sensitive Uses
are in fact worth nothing, making a mockery of the whole methodology.

Some of these issues are highlighted below by way of example. Others have
been noted throughout the methodology paper which can be raised if or when

required.

Key Point 8

Soundness: Site Methodology - A40
U founded on arobust and credible evidence base

e There is no evidence base to discriminate Site A40 with
an addition 6 point weighting.

e Placing an additional weighting on Site A40 undermines
the whole RAG methodology.

e Additional 6 point placement eliminates all the
AAmber 3: 0 that have been ¢
importantand have fAMajor | ssuse

e The methodology has a significant thread of subjectivity
between sites and categories that renders the summary
invalid.

Planning History: has or has not?
Site A 40: New SiteééN@®MEC Pl anning Hi st
Receives an Amber 1, 3 points
Site A27: New Siteéé. ECC Planning Histo

Mpplication for the extraction of sand & gravel with restoration using importing filling
materials (Refused 1988 due to visual impact, local amenity impact and specifically to Orford
House, inappropriate access arrangements and unacceptable working and restoration
scheme)o

Receives a Amber 3, 1 point
The same arguments can be said for part of the A 40 site that surrounds

Mountneys, a listed building that is over 400 years old (recorded in Historic
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Environment) . And yet , bericuaapgi@tiondner e hasn.
Site A40, it is awarded an extra 2 points. The impact for extraction would be

greater to Mountneys as the Site 40 is far larger, with major processing plant

bordering it rear garden. Is this not a significant visual and noise impact

specifically Mountneys? s this a credible and robust means of weighting,

evaluating or a real valid means to apply an argument? Where sites have no

pl anning history, itds me@ningless and sho

Amenity & Pollution: noise, dust, light vibration pollution?
Site A 40: NOeNE Siteée.
Receives a GREEN, 4 points

Site A27: Nre&stamcesSfindisefrénéroad traffic and aircraft from
Stansted.

Receives an Amber 2, 2 points
This category goes against what mineral and planning should be trying to
achieve. Why is green belt land in a rural environment discriminated against
for the very reasons why it is protected as green belt? Is it the aim of the
County Council to destroy tranquil areas in Essex? This weighting appears
back to front and where these diminishing areas are, they should be protected
in this over populated county and region. The argument placed on this
category is simply wrong as introducing new pollution into a clean
environment should be avoided at all costs. Where there are clean
environments, they should be maintained and marked with a Red status.

Surely, this methodology reasoning is back to front.

Proximity to Sensitive Uses: dwelling and infrastructure
Site A 40:
Receives an Amber 3, 1 points

Site A25:
Receives a Red, 0 points

This category identifies the impact to properties within a small buffer around
the site, at 250m and 100m. For site A40, 17 and 0, (which explains why
Lafarge moved the boundaries to avoid this rating) while site A25 has 24 and
4 respectively. In the considerations, A40 is missing any reference to the
fNational Grid (2009) - Site is within vicinity of National Grid's high pressure

24



Roxwell Parish Council response to ECC MDDPAP Paper

gas transmission pipelineso whi ch | i e 70m north of the
proportion of the processing area is within the 100m buffer zone that requires

Transco Planning consent, especially with the presence of the washing

lagoon near by. At site A25, the National Grid (2009) - Site is within vicinity of

National Grid's high pressure gas transmission pipelines gas pipeline is

recorded which is 300m away from the site boundary. Other statements are

made to A25 also apply to A40 and yet are not documented

FECC Landscape (2009) - The works would be very intrusive in the area of very attractive

countryside. They would be very visible from the other (north) slope of the valley and from

some properties and footpaths there, and very difficult to screen. The site would be very

intrusive for the nearby properties to the east. It would be visible from the nearby Pledgdon

Hall (Listed Grade Il) and would be very destructive to the setting of this listed building and

three associated listed buildings in the area. It would need to be screened from much of the

road on the northern boundary. A belt of native vegetation and some hedging would be lost.

The footpath on the west edge would be affectedo.

The sensitivity of the sites appear to be of equal status and therefore both
should be referred to a RED.

Water/Hydrology: flood zones and proximity of water bodies.
Site A 40: New Site
Receives an Amber 1, 3 points

Site A27: New Site
Receives an Amber 3, 1 points

This category fails to mention the proximity of the fishing lake 300m down
stream from the site A40 where a processing lagoon is to be established; or
the agricultural reservoir up stream. Nor the potential impact on the sewage
works for Roxwell if Roxwell Brook is discharged and runs dry. The final
comments state a hydrological assessment is required, yet a judgement has
been made that affects this process with only partial information. This is
purely subjective judgement that illustrates how flawed in nature this
methodology is.

Recreation: Footpaths, Bridleways and Byways.
Site A 40: New Site
Receives an Amber 2, 2 points

Site A12: Site Ext
Receives a Amber 3, 1 points
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This category seems to be judgemental as there is a clear difference in the

way this weighting is applied. A40 has a number of footpaths and bridleway

crossing the site and is used heavily by locals, nationals and internationals,
both on foot and horseback to access the Essex Way and the rest of the
PROW network from Roxwell. Mineral extraction has already blighted the
PROW network going north east across to Mashbury and Chignalls. While

Al12, has only one footpath. More importantly, there are no comments in the

overall score box justifying the score of Amber 2. Or should this be higher at

Amber 3 or Red?

Given the evidence above and the way information has been misrepresented,

we feel the table 4 below is a more meaningful interpretation of the facts.

No. Categories RAG Score
1 Mineral resource and timetable Green 4
2 Overall timeframe Green 4
3 Overall mineral processing score? Green 4
4 Planning history N/A 0
5 Landscape Amber 3 1
6 Ecology and Designations Amber 3 1
7 Historic Environment Amber 3 1
8 Agriculture Amber 3 1
9 Proximity to Sensitive Uses Amber 3 1
10 Water / Hydrology Amber 2 2
11 Traffic and Transportation Amber 2 2
12 Recreation Amber 3 1
13 Amenity and Pollution Red 0
14 Restoration and After-use Green 4
Total Score 26

Table 4

There still needs to be a weighing system in place for the issues regarding the

benefits in promoting site extensions inline with mineral policies over new site

selection. Therefore, the second part of the methodology must include a

weighting factor that is also inline with government guidance:

Numerical analysis can be applied to a SA framework in two stages:

e Weighting i Numerical weights can be assigned to define the relative

value of each objective, between the top and bottom of the chosen

scale.
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Clearly, each of the 14 categories (table 4) cannot be considered equal value.
This is most evident for factors 2-4. They represent an administrative process
and have little bearing on the value of the site and its interaction with the
wider environment. A weighting process needs to be inline with and
supported through legalisation, policy and guidance, other government and
partnership aims and objectives, and the community to give an holistic
approach, rather than just a pure mineral view. Table 5 below is a suggestive
view from this parish and is willing to discuss these ideas and interject the

concepts further.

Categories Weighting
Mineral resource and timetable
Overall timeframe

Overall mineral processing score?
Planning history

Landscape

Ecology and Designations
Historic Environment

Agriculture

Proximity to Sensitive Uses

10 Water / Hydrology

11 Traffic and Transportation

12 Recreation

13 Amenity and Pollution

14 Restoration and After-use

o|o|~|o|a|s|w(Nk|Z
o

RPWWININWWWW WP

Table 5
3=Highest weighting: Significantly Important
2 = Medium weighting: Important

1=Lowest weighting: Less important

To conclude, the methodology used to rank the facts, have many areas of
weakness; parts are judgemental, parts have no bearing on any credible
selection criteria and other parts simply fail to enforce what the planning
process and other organisations are trying to achieve in maintaining and
encouraging the use of our environment. This methodology is too
complicated, difficult to verify, scores are giving without due care and attention
to having all the facts, a holistic view and subsequently increasing the points
scored when they are not present. Together there is no weighting, no criteria

for site extensions and include administrative processes which are irrelevant.
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There is no credible process in analysing the best sites to meet a specific

need as there is no sound robust evidence to support this flawed, arbitrary 6

point levy.

From the examples above, it is clear that over a third of the points scored are
seriously flawed.

e There are no weighting factors which are contrary to government
guidance, how can Planning History equate to Environmental
Sensitivity.

e There are no impact assessments for new sites and how this relates to
green belt and how this interrelates to the need for additional
aggregates.

e There are no variables that take into consideration for site extensions,
which shows a complete disregard for policy.

e There is no justification for the additional arbitrary 6 points to capture

fivesterns i t es O .

Conclusion

e The selection of Site A40 into the MAHI gl
unjustifiable as the evidence used to create the points are, at best,
based on poor, incomplete, flawed, arbitrary, subjective, no holistic
view of the evidence and at worst lack any credible and robust
supporting evidence.

e The whole of the MDDPAP is not consistent with national framework
policy or inline with current guidelines. Most of the MDDPAP is
dependant upon national framework policies, which hasve either been
revoked, abandoned or are going to be replaced by the Localism Bill
2011. The current guidelines only extend to 2020 and until there is a
clear vision beyond this, it& unprofessional and bad practice to seek a
strategy to provide a vision to 2028.

e Through the Localism Bill there is a greater emphasis to protect

countryside and Green Belt
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The volumes of aggregate required by the MDDPAP are far greater
than required. The principles used to calculate are flawed as they are
unsupported by the sales of aggregate over the last ten years.
Currently, there is no apportionment to Essex. Best practise figure is
more in tune to 0.94mts that can be gained through modest site
extensions that is policy preference.

Even if Essex County Council agenda has a hidden policy over windfall
sites, the net future provision is still 8.43mts for the 14 year period. The
conclusion is the same.

The extra 42.255mt of requirement is misleading, unjustified, with the
calculation missing out the use of windfalls as a legitimate means for
calculating need.

There are no weighting factors which are contrary to government

guidance.
yrs mtpa mt

Essex only AApporti onldyrs|3.891 54.470
Less existing permitted Reserves -36.930
((ECCAMR2009-10) Landbank 9.5 years)
Less 14 years Windfall allowance (@ past -7.49
31 years average 0.535mtpa)
Less new permissions 2009/10 -4.75
(ECCAMR2009-10)
Less Easton Park -4.000
Less aggregate proportion Martell 6 s -0.360
Total additional Sand and Gravel Resources 0.94
to be identified

Table 6
Table Core evidence based on the latest figures from the ECC AMR
2009-10
There are no impact assessments for new sites and how this relates to
Green Belt and how this interrelates to the need for additional

aggregates.
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e New sites are discriminated in the meth
Hi st oryo.

e There are no variables that take into consideration for site extensions,
which shows a complete disregard for policy.

e There is no justification for the additional arbitrary 6 points as an
inclusion to western sites as there is no analytical business rule applied
across all sites and this completely degrades any true value captured
in this process. Furthermore, there are no supporting policies to
validate the partitioning of the county into non-descript areas to justify a
flawed spatial strategy.

e There is a complete erosion and disregard for the very best categories
for Site A 40:

0 Landscape

Ecology and Designations

Historic Environment

Agriculture

Proximity to Sensitive Uses

through an act of applying a 6 point weighting, ECC imply these assets

O o0OO0Oo

are worthless west of Chelmsford than in relation to the rest of the
county.

¢ The whole of the methodology is flawed through its conception, rating
and outcomes as the process in documenting, analysing and scoring is
subjective, arbitrary and base on inaccuracies that have not been
supported by robust and credible information.

e The application for Site A 40 has no valid means to gain access to the
A1060 as the access road crosses privately own land not party to this

application and has stated they 100% against it inclusion.

In conclusion, the Parish of Roxwell does not support this Spatial Strategy,

the inclusion of Site A 40 into this stage and totally rejects the need for

inclusion to the next stage following this consultation. Roxwell Parish Council

supports its parishionerso, RRAGE and Chel
endeavours to reject Site 40 into the Mineral Development Plan.

Furthermore, if the need arises, the Parish Council is willing to present and

demonstrate through detailed evidence that Site A40 is completely unjustified
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for mineral extraction; the very high impact to the local area, its people and

their businesses.
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Appendix One

3

PUNOD) AJUNO) Xass

3.2 Annual Sales and Apportionment of Sand & Gravel between 1995 and 2008

2001 2007
1995 1896 1897 1988 1999 2000 ® 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 10 2008

| Essex & “ ’ “ ‘
{ThunockSand 4.15mt | 4.02mt | 4.02mt | 4.02mt | 4.18mt | 4.04mt | 4.49mt | 4.57mt | 4.47mt | 4.30mt  4.17mt 4.08mt | 4.09mt | 3.29mt
‘&Grave!Sales ‘ L

| Essex and

| Thurrock Sand

| & Gravel 62mt 455mt
} Sub-Regional

| Apportionment

H0/80 voday Buuojuoy Enuuy

| Average Sand
| & Gravel

| Sales 1995 -

| 2008

3.81mt

10 Estimated Figures
9 EERAWRP Apportionment for Essex & Thurrock was reduced in 2001 to 4. 55mtpa of which 4 41mtpa needed to be provided from Essex
only
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Annual Monitoring Report 09/10 .

Sales, Reserves and Apportionment of Sand & Gravel (2000-2009)

Essex and
E & Th Kk Essex & Thurrock Thurrock Sand &
Sa?:le; Gravm?es Sand & Gravel Gravel Landbank
e ——— Reserves (million Sub-Regional (years)
tonnes) Apportionment
[million tonnes)

2000 404 6842 6.2 11.0
2001 423 6848 150
2002 466 [ 57.69 127
2003 4.47 [ 59.64 131
2004 4.30 54 60 12.0

4 554
2005 414 51.00 112
2006 406 50.12 11.0
2007 4.09 [ 46.68 103
2008 329 [ 39.19 86
2009119 455 81

282 3693
4 45018 83

14  Sub-Regional Apportionment for Essex & Thurrock was reduced in 2001 to 4. 55mtpa of
which 4 41mtpa needed to be provided from Essex only.

15 Estimated Figures

16 Sub-Regional Apportionment for Essex & Thurmrock was reduced in 2009 to 4 45mtpa

Fasex Counte Couneil
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Appendix Three
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The pink line is district boundaries. The line running west of the Parish of Roxwell is Chelmsford Borough Council.
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Appendix Four

All the sites lie within there respective districts as documented in Table 8.
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