
WEST BERKSHIRE MINERALS & WASTE PLAN EXAMINATION 

REPRESENTATIONS ON MAIN MODIFICATIONS 

John Cowley, Director, Mineral & Resource Planning Associates Ltd, for and on behalf of 

Mr and Mrs Mills, , Chieveley, Berkshire 

Introduction 

1 These representations on the Main Modifications are submitted by John Cowley of 

Mineral & Resource Planning Associates Ltd on behalf of Mr and Mrs Mills of , 

Chieveley. 

MM1 

2 I have no view on the modification proposed.   

3 However, the introduction suggests that increasing the use of recycled aggregate 

poses “new and different” demands on “the construction aggregate supply industry”.  I 

would note that the demands are neither “new” nor “different”, they have been in place for 

decades and are a normal part of supply.  Further, it is incorrect to say that those 

considerations affect the “construction aggregate” industry.  The recovery of recycled 

aggregate is a concern of the waste management industry, which will include firms not 

operating in construction aggregates. 

MM4 

4 This is a perverse modification.   

5 First it is acknowledged in the Plan that West Berkshire has extensive areas of 

protected landscape and habitat (these include groundwater catchment areas for such 

habitat).  Secondly it is acknowledged that West Berkshire has limited mineral resources and 

has historically been an insignificant supplier of aggregate mineral to other areas.  Lastly, 

and this goes to the heart of the point, this ignores the position that West Berkshire is a very 

significant net major importer of minerals.  West Berkshire has for decades benefited from 

significant imports of aggregate minerals, both crushed rock and sand and gravel from 

nearby and more distant other areas, but has only made minimal supply itself to other 

areas.   

6 AM2019 shows that ‘Berkshire’ imported circa 1.50 million tonnes of aggregates, but 

exported circa 0.25 mt out of a total production of circa 0.60 mt.  The West Berkshire LAA 

shows in table 3.1 that sales of aggregate in West Berkshire in 2019 totalled only 0.06 mt.  

Most of those sales were consumed within West Berkshire itself.  Obviously sales from West 

Berkshire can have only contributed a minimal quantity to that exported from ‘Berkshire’.   



7 Any sales outside of West Berkshire are clearly insignificant.  They are 

inconsequential in quantity and are merely material slipping just across the Authority 

boundaries to local construction sites.  They are not essential movements to make up for 

major shortfalls in such locations.  That has been the position in relation to exports for many 

years. 

8 The modification should be turned around and reworded as follows: 

“whilst taking account of the significant existing and potential future contribution of 

aggregate minerals (land won, marine and recycled) from other areas towards the 

aggregate supply needs of West Berkshire; and any residual contribution that West 

Berkshire may make towards the aggregate supply needs of other areas”     

9 If that change is not made then the Plan will present a totally flawed assessment of 

sales and imports/exports producing an irrational and contrary picture.  That will mislead 

the public and decision makers and lead to unhelpful and unsustainable supply patterns.  

Such a situation would make the Plan unsound.    

MM6 

10 This is a poorly conceived, unjustified and poorly worded modification.   

11 The AM2019 survey data represent a moment in time.  The data is amalgamated.  

The smallest spatial grouping is for all ‘Berkshire’ authorities.  It does not show data for 

West Berkshire.  It cannot on its own be used to indicate future projections of need.  More 

significantly, the amalgamated form of the presentation of data is such that the spatial 

interactions as to sales and movements of sales are at a crude level.  Specifically there is no 

data for West Berkshire and data is provided only under combined end uses (all “sand and 

gravel”) at the regional level. 

12 AM 2019 does however provide some helpful broad indications.  It confirms the 

sales from ‘Berkshire’, the limited exports from ‘Berkshire’ to other areas and the 

substantial imports into ‘Berkshire’ from other authority areas.  Although that cannot be 

translated into data for West Berkshire it does demonstrate the net reliance of ‘Berkshire’ 

on imports.  However, the export data from each authority is provided to regions only so 

that it is not possible to determine say the exports from Hampshire or Oxfordshire (or for 

that matter the other parts of ‘Berkshire’) into ‘Berkshire’ or, more significantly, West 

Berkshire. 

13 To that extent AM 2019 does not clarify how much mineral, nor specifically how 

much sand for mortar use, is exported from Oxfordshire to West Berkshire or vice versa 

(other than that we know from total minimal sales of only circa 0.06 mt for West Berkshire 

in 2019 that such export sales back to Oxfordshire must themselves be minute).    



14 There is much uncertainty throughout the Plan documents as to the actual sales 

from Oxfordshire to West Berkshire.  AM 2019 notes that there were exports from 

Oxfordshire to the ‘South East’, totalling circa 0.37 mt of all sand and gravel (this is shown as 

60% of sales in AM 2019; it should be 30%; I have made BGS aware of this error).   

15 The new paragraph actual does not help to clarify the position and is misleading.  If it 

is felt essential to reference AM 2019 then the second sentence starting “Once published” 

should be deleted entirely as it is inaccurate. 

MM13 

16 This modification has been demonstrated to be unproven and should be deleted. 

17 The evidence in the Plan as to need and market for sand for mortar use has been 

demonstrated to be seriously flawed.  There is only a need for a residual supply of sand.  

There is a wide range of alternative materials to meet that supply (see response to Plan and 

EXAM9). 

18 Neither the Soft Sand Topic Paper nor the Soft Sand Study undertook the relevant 

tests as required to prove “exceptional circumstances” or they undertook such tests 

ignoring or without due regard to or misunderstanding relevant considerations.   

19 More particularly such assessments dramatically overstated in an ill-informed 

manner “need” and made no assessment of the “national considerations” as they related to 

how that need is currently supplied or of meeting that need “in some other way”.  The 

considerations as to any impact on the local economy merely assessed one side of that 

debate and did not consider the positive environmental and economic impacts that already 

flow through meeting need “in some other way” from outside the designated area.    

20 The assessments made no environmental assessment of the allocation site in 

relation to alternative supply sources.  Lastly the Topic Paper did not address Nutrient 

Neutrality issues which now are a significant consideration at the allocation and where it is 

essential that the Plan and allocation demonstrate ‘no harm’ if the allocation is to be 

retained. 

21 There is no pressing need for the ‘soft sand’.  West Berkshires need for mortar sand 

has been satisfied for over a decade without the need to work ‘soft sand’ in the AONB and 

without any demonstrable impact or harm to the economy or the environment of West 

Berkshire.  

22 The conclusions of the modification make the Plan unsound.   

 

 



MM14 

23 The words “where such operations would not harm the AONB due to visual impacts 

or impacts from noise or dust or transport impacting on the AONB” should be added at the 

end. 

MM17 

24 The insertion “as required by the exceptional circumstances test” infers that the Soft 

Sand Study satisfied that test. As noted in relation to MM13 the exceptional circumstances 

test has not been satisfied by that Study. 

25 Further the insertion is written in a style which appears to suggest that paragraph 

176 of the NPPF requires (i) extraction from within the AONB; or (ii) supply from 

Oxfordshire.  No such requirement exists.   

26 The NPPF may allow (but does not “require”) extraction from the AONB.   

27 It is also impossible for the NPPF or for that matter any form of policy or agreement, 

between West Berkshire and Oxfordshire, to “require” or ensure supply from Oxfordshire to 

West Berkshire.   

28 The supply of aggregate to markets is entirely a commercial decision.  If mineral 

operators in Oxfordshire wish to meet the needs of customers in West Berkshire and can do 

on a commercial basis then such sales will take place regardless of any agreement.  If they 

choose not to supply that market (for whatever reason) then it is beyond the powers of 

either authority to formally require or enforce that they do so.  The relevant mineral 

planning authorities may not be aware of such sales until after the event but in any case 

they have no powers to influence such sales.    

29 Equally if mineral operators in Hampshire, or West Sussex or Dorset or Essex can see 

a commercial opportunity in West Berkshire then they will exploit that regardless of any 

agreement between Oxfordshire and West Berkshire.  The relevant mineral planning 

authorities may not be aware of such sales until after the event but in any case they have no 

powers to influence such sales. Therefore while an allowance for supply from Oxfordshire 

might be provided in any Plan, there is no way that such supply can be required.  The 

market will determine supply. 

30 In the case of sand for mortar most of the market (as confirmed by the MPA) has 

already been substituted by factory mixed mortar using a range of fine aggregate sources. 

31 This paragraph needs to be re-written reflecting a proper understanding of 

commercial realities and the unenforceable nature of any agreement between West 

Berkshire and Oxfordshire (or any other authority).  Without that the Plan is unsound. 

 



MM18 

32 This modification is confused.  As noted above the concept behind it is not capable 

of being required. 

MM19 

33 As noted in relation to MM17 any form of agreement between Oxfordshire and west 

Berkshire cannot be enforced.  If there is a shortfall, supply might come from Oxfordshire 

but it may come from other areas.  Supply in relation to mortar is already dominantly 

provided by factory mixed mortar from distant locations. 

34 The Plan itself should reflect this position.  The modification is both redundant and 

unenforceable and the retention would make the Plan unsound.     

Conclusions 

35 The Main Modifications need to be amended in line with the comments above.  

Without the identified changes to MM4, MM13, MM17, MM18 and MM19 the Plan will be 

unsound. 




