SURREY COUNTY COUNCIL 

MINERAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

COMMUNITY REPRESENTATIVES MEETING 11 JULY 2005

Present:
Hilary Herbert
        -
SCC (Head of Minerals/Waste)



Adrian Lynham
        -
SCC (Minerals)



Simon Elson
        -
SCC (Restoration)



Helen Hudson
        -
SCC (Principle Planning Officer)



Pippa Hyam
        -
Dialogue By Design (Environment Council)



Nick Hutchings          -
SSAGE



Paul Watts
        -
LOSRA



Jitz Desai
        -
River Ash Residents' Association



Keith Johnson
        -
Green Street Action Group



Caroline Nichols         -
Green Street Action Group



Peter Hughes
        -
Shepperton Residents' Association



Philip Richards
        -
Haulfryn Park Homes



Michael Wakefield      -
Kempton Park Residents' Association

1. Introduction

1.1       PH introduced the session setting out the purpose of the meeting:

· Talk in detail on PMZ reports, consultation and what will come out of it.

· MDF process

· Trade-offs and dilemmas

· Actions and way forward. Ongoing engagement.

1.2      The validity of the agenda was questioned by PW. If SCC was proposing to engage in true consultation then community comments must be listened to and accounted for in making decisions. It was stated that it was important to undertake a strategic overview and examine carefully the impact borough wide.

1.3       PH explained the role of the Environment Council in this exercise. The EC is a charitable organisation set up circa 15 years ago for the purpose of engaging stakeholders on issues affecting the environment. The EC is a facilitator bringing together interested groups. EC is funded as a consultancy.

2. Surrey Mineral Plan 
          HH made a short presentation making the following points:

  2.1       Mineral extraction is considered to be a temporary use of land compatible with Green    Belt

2.2 Long term benefits – recreation, environment, ecology.   

2.3 Surrey is running out of gravel extraction land with planning permission (Permitted           Aggregate Reserves). Between 1992 and 2003 this has fallen from 41,000,000 tonnes to 15,000,000 tonnes.

2.4      Surrey has to maintain gravel extraction whilst minimising impact on the environment.
2.5 Surrey has a commitment to recycling aggregates and restoration of sites. It was pointed out that a site in Staines has won a 2005 national award for restoration.

2.6 Surrey will look to develop sites that cause the least environmental harm and least impact to amenity.

2.7 The South East Sand and Gravel target set by government is 13.25 Mtpa of which Surrey has to achieve 2.62 Mtpa.  This is the equivalent to 110 football pitches worked 5m deep.

2.8 The 2.62 Mtpa does not take into account either environmental impacts or recycling. The figure of 2.62 Mtpa is for primary aggregates. Recycling is over and above this figure.

2.9 HH stated officers would look at technical information when deciding which sites to put forward, not numbers of objectors.

2.10 HH said that on the other hand the number of objections might have greater influence on members.
3. Timetable

3.1
Draft Plan ("Preferred Options")


-
Easter 2006


Proposed Final Plan ("Submission Document") 
-
Christmas 2006


Public Inquiry




-
Autumn 2007


Inspector's Report



-
Christmas 2007


Plan Adoption




-
Easter 2008

3.2       At Draft Plan and Proposed Final Plan stages further consultation will take place. Recommendations will be presented to SCC Executive for approval.

4. Planning Application

4.1
Applications for planning permission are submitted by the land owner/contractor to SCC. In the case of minerals SCC acts as the local planning authority.

4.2 Spelthorne BC has no planning powers but is treated as a statutory consultee.

4.3 An EIA (Environmental Impact Assessment) is carried out by the applicant. 

4.4 SCC will refer EIA's to statutory bodies such as English Nature, English Heritage, Environment Agency, Countryside Agency, SCC Highways.

4.5 It was queried whether these were the right bodies for SCC to rely on when the issue is about protecting what is principally an urban environment.

5. Strategic Overview

5.1
It was explained to SCC officers by KJ/PW that:

· 25% of the borough is covered by water (much of which is as a result of gravel extraction)

· M3 runs through the middle of the borough

· Spelthorne already has the highest density of housing in the county

· Little restoration of gravel sites to date

· Spelthorne has suffered significant changes in ground water flows

· Spelthorne is overworked and has always been considered the poor relation when compared to the rest of the county.

5.2 It was recommended that SCC should overlay the strategic approach on top of the Minerals Plan. This would show that Spelthorne is under huge environmental strain.

5.3 A request was made to identify the volume of gravel/hectare by borough.
5.4 It was suggested by PH that much of the extraction could come from the reservoirs.

SE stated that Q. Mary Reservoir has been worked for many years. He was surprised that no one had noticed. It was suggested by CN that this is because the site is totally isolated and no one overlooks it. 

5.5       The question was asked if the Plan will take into account areas that have been overworked. SCC responded by saying it would.

6. Criteria for Assessment

6.1
AH explained that there are two assessments:

· Strategic environmental assessment looking at social environmental and economic impacts.

· Technical assessment involving bodies such as the Environment Agency (EA) and Highways.

6.2 By Christmas SCC will have produced a list of sites with the "least bad impacts".

6.3  SCC will not carry out an EIA. This will down to each planning applicant. SCC's technical assessment involves talking to the various statutory agencies. No detailed studies of flora/fauna, traffic etc. will be undertaken when assessing which sites come forward.

6.4 SCC was accused of putting the cart before the horse. How could SCC put forward sites that have not been rigorously assessed? It was strongly recommended that if SCC want to win the confidence of the community the technical assessments must be detailed and robust. SCC was asked to reconsider their approach to the technical assessment.
6.5 AL/HH acknowledged that commercial viability is a factor that is taken into account when bringing sites forward.

6.6 AL confirmed that liability to flooding and mineral workings is also taken into consideration.

6.7 Concern was expressed that sites in PMZ reports will by default go forward.

7. Site Specific Key Issues

7.1 This meeting raised only a fraction of key issues. A list of those not discussed will be added to the findings of this meeting. Another community representatives’ meeting was requested to discuss the points not discussed at this meeting.
7.2 A plan of areas liable to flooding was tabled to demonstrate that a large part of the borough, and PM12 and PM13, fall within areas susceptible to flooding.

7.3 SE stated the EA is undertaking a study to look at the possibility of bringing back into use old flood relief channels. The only problem is this report is not due to be published until 2007/2008!

7.4 SE said that turning these areas into zones for flood storage could mitigate mineral workings. The point was raised that this is just turning more areas of Spelthorne into water just to benefit mineral extraction.

7.5 AL/HH confirmed that in the absence of data regarding the causes of extensive flooding in the area of PMZs 12 and 13, a cautionary approach will be used in the assessment if sites.

7.6 The ground contamination at Hazelwood Golf Course was highlighted and the fact that this could spread to adjoining areas if extraction is permitted.

7.7 Restoration of Watersplash to the same standard (Grade 1 Agriculture) or better was challenged. SE said a good standard could be achieved. But is this to the same standard as the site currently enjoys?
7.8 Describing mineral workings as an acceptable use of green belt is a red herring and completely unacceptable due to the very long timescales during which works are being carried out.

7.9 SCC were asked how long it would take to extract minerals and restore PMZ12 and 13. 

8. Strategic and Cumulative Impacts

8.1 There was criticism that there is no strategic overview of impacts caused by other major developments. In the past each application has been considered on an individual basis.

8.2 HH said SCC would take into account cumulative impacts.

8.3 In undertaking a cumulative impact study concern was expressed that the base line should not be taken as being acceptable. AL replied that a base line would need to be established to avoid legal challenge but agreed the base line will not automatically be taken to be acceptable. 

9. Other Matters

9.1
AL stated he could not foresee Compulsory Purchase Order (CPO) powers being used       to acquire land. A CPO has to show there is public interest and benefit to the community.

9.2 Fordbridge Park takes water from fresh water wells located on site. What impact will mineral extraction have on the water supply (volume/contamination)? 

9.3 Can SCC enforce the developer to use bio-fuels to transport gravel from the site? AL felt this would not be possible as it falls outside planning control.

9.4 Who will control how sites are developed? AL advised that control mechanisms are put in place through a liaison group made up of residents, councillors and the operator. SCC's enforcement team and the police (traffic issues) are used as a last resort.

9.5 AL made an offer to carry out site visits with the SCC minerals team and community representatives. (NH has subsequently written taking up the offer).

9.6 HH/AL agreed to consider and advise how SCC will use the information gathered and how SCC will feedback to the community.

10. Way Forward

10.1
A key stakeholder meeting is provisionally booked for September 13th 2005 to which Surrey Councillors, District Councillors, statutory agencies (such as the EA) and community representatives from Runnymede, Nutfield, Waverley, Mole Valley and Spelthorne will be invited.

10.2 Purpose? To see if there is any common ground. NH/PW questioned the meaning of      common ground in this respect and require more details.

10.3 AL said SCC discourages public meetings. Generally, they are not focused as there are too many different agendas. They tend to cause more concerns than they resolve. Stakeholder meetings are an effective way of disseminating information to residents via local groups.

11. Statement of Community Involvement (SCI)

11.1
7,500 questionnaires sent out and 794 responses received.

11.2 Criticism was levelled at the questionnaire. SCC acknowledged the questions were badly phrased.

11.3 SCC was asked for an assurance that all 7,500 people would continue to be consulted on the SCI and not just those who replied. Many people did not respond because they did not understand the questions! SCC remarked that there was an issue over resources.

11.4 AL advised that a summary of the SCI, explaining its purpose etc, had been prepared for council members. AL agreed to issue a copy. 
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