Council

kent.gov.uk

Direct Dial/Ext: 03000 416090
e-mail:  denise.fitch@kent.gov.uk
Ask for:
Date: 2 September 2020

Dear Member
COUNTY COUNCIL - THURSDAY, 10 SEPTEMBER 2020

Item 9 - Adoption of the Kent Mineral Sites Plan and modifications to the Kent Minerals and
Waste Local Plan 2013 - 2030 resulting from the Early Partial Review

APPENDICES - (Pages 1 - 366)

Given the size of these appendices they have been published on the County Council’s
website alongside the agenda and are available via the modern.gov app.

Yours sincerely

Benjamin Watts
General Counsel


https://democracy.kent.gov.uk/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=113&MId=8457&Ver=4

This page is intentionally left blank



Agenda Item 9
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an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State
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Section 20
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The examination hearings were held between 8 and 15 October 2019
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Abbreviations used in this report

AA
AONB
APC
BHCC
Ca&l
CRRNH

EA

EPR
ESCC
HRA
KIMWMS
KMWLP
LAA
LACW
MM

MSA
MSP
NDA

NE

PLA

RDF
RWS

SA
SEEAWP
SEWPAG
SoCG
SPD

tpa

WFD
WSCC

Appropriate Assessment

Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty

Air Pollution Control

Brighton and Hove City Council
Commercial and Industrial

Capacity Requirement for the Management of Residual Non-
Hazardous Waste

Environment Agency

Early Partial Review

East Sussex County Council

Habitats Regulations Assessment

Kent Joint Municipal Waste Management Strategy
Kent Minerals and Waste Local Plan

Local Aggregates Assessment

Local Authority Collected Waste

Main Modification

Mineral Safeguarding Area

Mineral Sites Plan

Nuclear Decommissioning Authority
Natural England

Port of London authority

Refuse Derived Fuel

Resources and Waste Strategy
Sustainability Appraisal

South East England Aggregates Working Party
South East Waste Planning Advisory Group
Statement of Common ground
Supplementary Planning Document

tonnes per annum

Waste Framework Directive

West Sussex County Council
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Kent County Council Minerals and Waste Local Plan Early Partial Review and Mineral Sites Plan, Inspector’s Report
23 April 2020

Non-Technical Summary

This report concludes that the Kent Minerals and Waste Local Plan Early Partial
Review (EPR) and Kent Mineral Sites Plan (MSP) provide an appropriate basis for
the planning of minerals and waste development in Kent, provided that a number
of main modifications [MMs] are made to them. Kent County Council (“the
Council”) has specifically requested that I recommend any MMs necessary to
enable the Plans to be adopted.

The MMs all concern matters that were discussed at the examination hearings.
Following the hearings, the Council prepared schedules of the proposed
modifications and carried out sustainability appraisal of them. The MMs were
subject to public consultation over an eight-week period. I have recommended
their inclusion in the Plan after considering all the representations made in
response to consultation on them.

The MMs can be summarised as follows:

e Modification to Policy CSM2 to reflect current mineral reserves and
monitoring requirements and to remove the expectation regarding allocation
of sites for clay and chalk extraction;

e Modifications to Policy DM7 and its supporting text to provide further
explanation of mineral safeguarding requirements;

e Modification to Policy CSW5 regarding the strategic waste allocation at
Norwood Quarry and Landfill Site, Sheppey to ensure its effectiveness;

e Inclusion of a reference to the definition of recycling in the glossary to
support Policy CSW7;

e Requirements for minerals development on the allocated sites to secure net
gain for biodiversity;

¢ Requirements to examine the proposals at Stonecastle Farm and Moat Farm
against national Green Belt policy;

e Requirements for development on all allocated sites to fully consider
heritage impacts, in accordance with national policy;

e Measures to secure full assessment of potential impacts on water resources
at Moat Farm, and necessary mitigation;

e Strengthened requirements for access at Moat Farm;

e Strengthened requirements for biodiversity, public rights of way and
landscape considerations at Chapel Farm; and

e Addition of a timing requirement at Chapel Farm to minimise risk of
cumulative impacts with a nearby site.

Page 3



Kent County Council Minerals and Waste Local Plan Early Partial Review and Mineral Sites Plan, Inspector’s Report

23 April 2020

Introduction

1.

4.

This report contains my assessment of the Kent Minerals and Waste Local Plan
EPR and MSP in terms of Section 20(5) of the Planning & Compulsory Purchase
Act 2004 (as amended) (“the 2004 Act”). It considers first whether the
preparation of the Plans has complied with the duty to co-operate. It then
considers whether the Plans are sound and whether they are compliant with
the legal requirements. The National Planning Policy Framework 2019 (the
Framework), in paragraph 35, makes it clear that in order to be sound, a Local
Plan should be positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent with
national policy.

The starting point for the examination is the assumption that the minerals and
waste planning authority has submitted what it considers to be sound plans.
The EPR of the Kent Minerals and Waste Local Plan (KMWLP) and the MSP,
which were both submitted in May 2019 are the basis for my examination.
They are the same documents as were published for consultation in January
20109.

The KMWLP was adopted in 2016. The EPR makes the following changes to
the KMWLP, in summary:

e itis not now proposed to produce a Waste Sites Plan, following a re-
assessment of need for waste facilities over the plan period;

e two policies which deal with safeguarding of minerals resources and
minerals and waste infrastructure are to be amended to ensure their
effectiveness; and

e a policy change in respect of the Strategic Site Allocation at Norwood
Quarry to ensure that the site can be suitably restored should it no
longer be used for tipping of flue ash.

The MSP allocates two sites for sharp sand and gravel extraction and one site
for soft sand extraction.

Main Modifications

5.

In accordance with section 20(7C) of the 2004 Act the Council requested that I
recommend any MMs necessary to rectify matters that make the Plans
unsound and thus incapable of being adopted. My report explains why the
recommended MMs, all of which relate to matters that were discussed at the
examination hearings, are necessary. The MMs are referenced in bold in the
report in the form EPR/MM1, etc for the EPR and MSP/MMA1, etc for the
MSP. These are set out in full in Appendices 1 and 2.

Following the examination hearings, the Council prepared schedules of
proposed MMs and carried out sustainability appraisal (SA) of them. The MM
schedules and SAs were subject to public consultation for eight weeks. I have
taken account of the consultation responses in coming to my conclusions in
this report. The MMs do not affect the Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA)
previously carried out.
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23 April 2020

Policies Map

7.

The Council must maintain an adopted policies map which illustrates
geographically the application of the policies in the adopted development plan.
When submitting a local plan for examination, the Council is required to
provide a submission policies map showing the changes to the adopted policies
map that would result from the proposals in the submitted local plan. In this
case, the submission policies map comprises the set of plans identified as
‘Safeguarded Wharves and Rail Transportation Depots’ and ‘Mineral
Safeguarding Areas’ in section 9 of the KMWLP. The policies map is not
defined in statute as a development plan document and so I do not have the
power to recommend MMs to it.

Assessment of Duty to Co-operate

8.

10.

11.

12.

Section 20(5)(c) of the 2004 Act requires that I consider whether the Council
complied with any duty imposed on it by section 33A in respect of the
preparation of the Plans.

The duty applies to strategic matters which are defined as sustainable
development or use of land that has or would have a significant impact on at
least two planning areas or on a county matter in a two-tier area. The
requirement is for local authorities to engage constructively, actively and on
an on-going basis with prescribed bodies in order to maximise the
effectiveness of plan preparation.

The processes of engagement in respect of both the EPR and the MSP began in
2016 and continued up to submission of the Plans. The Council has engaged
with District and Borough Councils in Kent, with adjoining authorities and
other authorities which either send or receive waste to or from Kent in
preparing the EPR. This included a targeted consultation exercise with respect
to hazardous waste disposal and residual waste management capacity. There
has been active engagement on waste matters through the South East Waste
Planning Advisory Group (SEWPAG). This has informed the EPR process
through a greater understanding of cross-boundary movements of waste in
the south-east and the need for hazardous waste facilities. Concerns have
been expressed at the intention to not allocate a site for asbestos disposal, but
the Council has demonstrated that there is no need to allocate a site for this
purpose. Irrespective of whether there may be an outstanding point of
objection on this matter, the Council has demonstrated that it has engaged
actively and constructively in preparing the EPR.

Statements of common ground (SoCG) have been progressed with Kent
District and Borough Councils throughout the period up to submission which
principally concern safeguarding of minerals and of mineral and waste
facilities. This demonstrates active, constructive and on-going engagement in
the EPR. Some of those SoCGs were not completed until after submission but
this does not mean that the duty to co-operate has not been met.

With respect to the MSP, there has been active engagement on minerals
through the South East England Aggregates Working Party (SEEAWP). There
has been engagement with minerals planning authorities in the south-east
regarding the supply of soft sand given the constraint imposed by the South
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Downs National Park designation which lies outside Kent. A SoCG has been
agreed between the Council and West Sussex County Council (WSCC), East
Sussex County Council (ESCC), Brighton and Hove City Council (BHCC) and
the South Downs National Park Authority on this matter. I consider this
further in paragraph 55 of this report.

On both plans there has been active and direct engagement with the
Environment Agency (EA), Historic England, Natural England (NE), Highways
England and the Marine Management Organisation. This has strongly
influenced the determination of the proposed site allocations in the MSP.

Engagement with NE has resulted in an addendum to the HRA in respect of the
EPR and the MSP. A SoCG between the Council and NE was signed after
submission but the process of constructive dialogue during preparation is
demonstrated. The Council has also engaged with the other bodies prescribed
in the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012
(the 2012 Regulations).

I am satisfied that where necessary the Council has engaged constructively,
actively and on an on-going basis in the preparation of the Plans and that the
duty to co-operate has therefore been met in respect of the EPR and the MSP.

Assessment of Soundness

Main Issues

16.

Taking account of all the representations, the written evidence and the
discussions that took place at the examination hearings, I have identified four
main issues upon which the soundness of the EPR and MSP depend. This
report deals with these main issues. It does not respond to every point or
issue raised by representors. Nor does it refer to every policy or policy
criterion in the Plan.

Issue 1 - Whether or not the waste policies as amended by the Early
Partial Review would be positively prepared, justified and otherwise sound

Background

17. The KMWLP was adopted in July 2016. A number of its policies state that sites

for waste development will be identified in the Waste Sites Plan. Policy CSW8
makes provision for sites for recovery facilities, Policy CSW12 provides for
allocation of a site for landfilling of asbestos waste and Policy CSW14 provides
for a site for disposal of dredgings. Policies CSW6 and CSW7 make provision
for sites to be allocated for recovery and green and kitchen waste
development. The Council has reviewed the need for the waste facilities
identified in the above policies and no longer proposes to produce a Waste
Sites Plan.

Recovery Provision

18.

Part of the strategy for waste management capacity as set out in the KMWLP
is to maintain net self-sufficiency whereby sufficient facilities are provided in
Kent to manage the equivalent quantity of waste as is produced in Kent with

6
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some provision for a reducing amount of London’s waste. This recognises that
in reality waste crosses County boundaries in accordance with the operation of
the market. This approach is continued in the EPR.

19. Article 16 of the Waste Framework Directive (WFD)?! states that the network of
waste recovery and disposal installations shall be designed to enable the
European Community as a whole to become self-sufficient and to enable
member states to move towards that aim individually. Net self-sufficiency of
individual authorities is an agreed strategy between the SEWPAG authorities
as set out in their Memorandum of Understanding. This recognises that it may
not be possible for each authority to provide for all of its waste management
needs and that there will inevitably be cross-boundary movements of waste.
The approach is consistent with the aims of the WFD in this respect.

20. The Capacity Requirement for the Management of Residual Non-Hazardous
Waste? (CRRNH) has assessed the need for provision for residual non-
hazardous waste arising in Kent, including Local Authority Collected Waste
(LACW) and Commercial & Industrial (C&I) waste, as well as some waste
originating from London. The calculation of need takes into account revised
recycling rates which are based on government guidance and the actual rates
achieved. The forecast requirement is based on continuing reductions in
landfill.

21. The CRRNH considers the capacities of existing consented facilities and the
extent to which they would satisfy identified need. A permitted facility at
Barge Way has not been built. Irrespective of whether there is any
uncertainty as to whether that facility will be provided, the strategy for waste
management capacity does not depend on its provision. Waste arisings are
forecast for intervals of 5 years up to the end of the Plan period in 2030/31.
The proposed diversion of LACW and C&I waste from landfill is greater than
that in the KMWLP. The proportions of those waste streams that are to be
subject to other recovery instead of recycling/composting are greater in the
EPR than in the KMWLP, taking into account the re-assessed recycling rates.

22. Since adoption of the KMWLP, a significant new waste recovery facility has
been built at Kemsley and is being commissioned. This provides capacity of
525,000 tonnes per annum (tpa). Policy CSW7 of the KMWLP identifies a
recovery requirement of 562,500 tpa but this requirement has been re-
assessed in the CRRNH having regard to the revised recycling rates and
revised figures for diversion of waste from landfill.

23. Table 9 of the CRRNH shows that there is no gap in capacity for other recovery
treatment of residual non-hazardous waste throughout the Plan period and
demonstrates that the Kemsley facility together with the existing Allington
facility will provide a surplus of other recovery capacity. On this basis there is
no need to allocate sites. However, Policies CSW6 and CSW7 provide
flexibility in that they are permissive policies that would allow for other
recovery facilities to be developed should they be required.

! Directive 2008/98
2 Part of the Kent Waste Needs Assessment 2018 (KCC/SP38)
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The manufacture of Refuse Derived Fuel (RDF) is an intermediate process prior
to its incineration. At present RDF is exported to mainland Europe for
incineration but uncertainties have been identified by waste operators as to
the extent to which this will continue in the future. If the export market for
RDF were to change in the future, then this could require additional
incineration capacity in this country. The Council has taken into account RDF
that is manufactured in Kent in its assessment of C&I waste need.

Recycling/Composting

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

Recycling targets have been scaled back to reflect targets set in the
Government’s Resources and Waste Strategy? (RWS) and to be more realistic
having regard to actual recycling rates achieved.

Policy CSW4 of the KMWLP requires as a minimum the targets for recycling
and composting identified in the Kent Joint Municipal Waste Management
Strategy (KJIMWMS) to be achieved. The policy does not specify the actual
targets but acknowledges that the KIMWMS may be subject to amendment
and that targets may change. The targets set out in Policy CSW4 in the EPR
are consistent with the KIMWMS of 2018 and the targets in the Government’s
RWS. Progression to the RWS targets has been amended to more realistically
reflect those that have been achieved. The Council has demonstrated that
increases in recycling rates will be achieved through a variety of initiatives
including food waste recycling.

Policy CSW7 identifies a need for an additional 64,000 tpa capacity in 2024 for
green and kitchen wastes. There is a surplus of capacity for recycling
facilities* throughout the Plan period but the KMWLP identifies a need for
additional composting facilities. The calculation of green and kitchen waste
treatment capacity in Policy CSW7 was based on targets from the former
Regional Spatial Strategy, the South East Plan. There is no justification,
however, for separate consideration of these wastes, and it is appropriate to
consider these as part of the overall recycling and composting requirement.

There is no shortfall, and indeed there is a surplus, of recycling and
composting facilities considered together throughout the Plan period. Policy
CSW?7 is permissive in respect of proposals that may come forward.

The supporting text to Policy CSW7 should be clear that composting forms part
of recycling as defined in the Glossary to the KMWLP. This change is
necessary to ensure the policy is effective. EPR/MMG6 adds a footnote which
clarifies this and is necessary for soundness.

Hazardous Waste

30.

The KMWLP, in Policy CSW5 identifies an extension to Norwood Quarry on the
Isle of Sheppey as a landfill site for hazardous flue dust ash residues from
facilities in Kent. Air pollution control (APC) residues are landfilled on the

3 Our Waste, Our Resources: A Strategy for England, Defra, December 2018
4 Tables 2, 3 and 10, Kent Waste Needs Assessment 2018 Non Hazardous Waste
Recycling/Composting Capacity Requirement (KCC/SP37)
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basis of a derogation under the Landfill Directive. The Strategy for hazardous
waste management in England (March 2010) sets out high level principles for
management of hazardous waste. One of these is that the practice of relying
on higher Landfill Directive waste acceptance criteria to enable some
hazardous waste to continue to be landfilled must end.

In recognition of this, the Plan policy needs to be flexible to facilitate changes
to the existing arrangement if required as a result of changing government
policy. If landfilling of APC residues were to cease, then it would be necessary
to ensure restoration of Norwood Quarry can be achieved and to consider
other types of landfill in order to achieve this. Policy CSW5 of the EPR
provides for this and also allows for flue dust ash residues to be imported from
outside Kent, in recognition that the facility is of more than local importance.

Because Policy CSWS5 of the EPR would allow by inference for other waste to
be deposited in the circumstances described in amended criterion (1), in order
to avoid any potential ambiguity and to ensure effectiveness it is necessary to
amend the first paragraph of the policy to refer to this provision. EPR/MM5
makes this change.

Asbestos Waste

33.

The Council’s assessment of hazardous waste needs identifies that Pinden
Quarry has sufficient capacity to accommodate asbestos waste arising in Kent
over the remainder of the Plan period, and to accommodate asbestos waste
from outside the County. On this basis the allocation of a site for landfilling of
asbestos waste as provided in Policy CSW12 of the KMWLP is not justified.
Policy CSW12 of the EPR is necessary to remove this provision. This policy is
consistent with national policy without modification.

Disposal of Dredgings

34.

35.

Policy CSW14 of the KMWLP provides for the allocation of a site for disposal of
dredgings, that is material dredged from estuaries to ensure they are
navigable, and which cannot be re-used. The Port of London Authority (PLA)
and the Medway Ports Authority are responsible for such dredging and the PLA
has stated that there is a lack of certainty as to whether a site will need to be
provided within the Plan period. Policy CSW9 allows for development of non-
inert landfill sites. For these reasons the deletion, in the EPR, of the part of
Policy CSW14 that states that a site for disposal of dredgings is to be allocated
is justified.

The policies in the KMWLP are permissive and allow for development for waste
treatment without the need to allocate specific sites. On this basis the Council
does not intend to prepare a Waste Sites Plan and I am satisfied this approach
is sound, taking into account the foregoing. The Local Development Scheme
will need to be amended accordingly.

Radioactive Waste

36.

The Nuclear Decommissioning Authority (NDA) and Magnox have made
representations concerning Policy CSW17. That policy does not form part of
the EPR and is not for my consideration. The Council advised however that it
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will liaise with the NDA and consider this matter as part of a future review of
the Plan. I note that a SoCG in this respect has been prepared.

Conclusion on Issue 1

37.

The strategy for provision of waste facilities in the EPR seeks to meet the
area’s objectively assessed needs. It is informed by agreements with other
authorities and is positively prepared. The supporting text to Policy CSW7 and
Policy CSW5 are not sound but would be sound if the recommended MMs are
made. Otherwise, the waste policies as amended by the EPR are positively
prepared, justified and otherwise sound.

Issue 2 - Whether or not the amended safeguarding requirements for
minerals and waste in the Early Partial Review are sound

38.

The EPR proposes amendments to Policies DM7 and DM8 of the KMWLP which
concern safeguarding of mineral resources and minerals management,
transportation, production and waste management facilities. The amendments
make clear that sites that are allocated in local plans for other development
are only exempt from safeguarding requirements where mineral safeguarding
was previously considered as part of local plan examination.

Policy DM7 - Safeguarding Mineral Resources

39.

40.

41.

42.

Policy DM7 of the KMWLP requires any non-mineral development that is
incompatible with minerals safeguarding to demonstrate that one of seven
criteria are met. The seventh criterion is that the development would be on a
site allocated in the adopted development plan. It is to be expected that local
plans will consider the need to safeguard mineral resources in allocating land
for non-mineral uses, as stated in paragraph 5.5.14 of the KMWLP. However,
the existing policy criterion does not require this. As such, there is the
possibility that non-minerals development could sterilise mineral resources if
safeguarding has not been considered in the local plan process. The EPR
proposes additional text to criterion 7 of the policy to ensure this requirement
is clear.

Safeguarding of mineral resources is a requirement of national policy. The
Framework states that planning policies should safeguard mineral resources
and that "known locations of specific mineral resources of local and national
importance are not sterilised by non-mineral development where this should
be avoided (whilst not creating a presumption that the resources defined will
be worked)”. Mineral Safeguarding Areas (MSA) are shown on the Policies
maps. Urban areas are excluded from the MSAs as the mineral resource is
already sterilised by non-mineral development with very little prospect of
future working.

The Council’s Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) on safeguarding
explains how the policy is to be applied to development proposals and in
preparation of local plans. The Council explained that the SPD is to be
updated following publication of my report.

The supporting text in the EPR states that proposals in MSAs will usually need
to be accompanied by a Minerals Assessment. In order to be effective, the
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text should provide further explanation that development that has not
previously been subject to minerals assessment as part of the local plan
process should provide such assessment as part of the application process.
EPR/MM7 makes this change which is necessary to ensure soundness.

In order for the policy to be effective and sound, it is necessary to explain that
there may be circumstances where mineral extraction would not be
practicable. It is necessary to provide further explanation as to how mineral
safeguarding should be considered in local plan preparation and that the
Safeguarding SPD will provide guidance. Clarification as to how safeguarding
will be considered in respect of non-allocated sites is also necessary, including
consideration of need for non-mineral development. EPR/MM?7 and
EPR/MMS8 are necessary to provide clarification and ensure effectiveness.

District and Borough Councils have expressed concerns about the application
of the policy to sites that are allocated in local plans that were adopted before
the KMWLP in which minerals safeguarding was not considered. Otherwise,
there is a good level of agreement between the authorities regarding
safeguarding requirements. The policy would require a minerals assessment
where one has not previously been carried out and this is in accordance with
national policy. The criteria of Policy DM7 in the EPR would allow for balanced
and flexible decisions to be made.

Mineral safeguarding was considered in the Maidstone Borough Local Plan
(2017). The Inspector concluded that non-mineral development on allocations
within the Limestone Hythe Formation (Kentish Ragstone) and the Sandstone-
Sandgate Formation would not result in a material inconsistency with national
policy since these minerals are not likely to be needed. As submitted, policy
DM7 of the EPR and its supporting text would conflict with that plan and would
not be justified. EPR/MM?7 is necessary to amend the supporting text to
Policy DM7 to make changes in this respect. Because the SPD will also provide
detailed guidance, it is necessary for the policy to refer to this document in
order to ensure it is effective. EPR/MMS8 is necessary to make this change.

Policy DM8 - Safeguarding Minerals Management, Transportation, Production &
Waste Management Facilities

46.

47.

48.

Policy CSM7 of the KMWLP safeguards other mineral plant infrastructure and
Policy CSW16 safeguards existing waste management facilities. Policy DM8 of
the KMWLP sets out the criteria against which development that is
incompatible with this infrastructure and those facilities will be assessed.
Criterion (2) of that policy allows for development that is incompatible with
safeguarded minerals management, transportation, production and waste
management facilities on sites that have been allocated in local plans.

Safeguarding of sites for minerals processing, production and transportation is
required by the Framework. The National Planning Policy for Waste requires
consideration of the impact of non-waste related development on existing
waste management facilities and sites allocated for those facilities.

The EPR makes a change to Policy DM8 of the KMWLP to remove the
possibility that safeguarding of minerals and waste infrastructure and facilities
could potentially be overridden if this was not considered during local plan
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preparation and adoption. The criteria of Policy DM8 of the EPR allow for
various factors to be taken into account by authorities in making decisions on
developments other than minerals and waste development. The criteria would
allow for balanced and flexible decisions to be made. The policy is consistent
with national policy, effective and sound without modification.

Conclusion on Issue 2

49. The policies for safeguarding mineral resources and minerals and waste

infrastructure in the EPR as submitted are not sound for the reasons given.
The MMs as described and set out in the appendices are necessary to make
those policies sound.

Issue 3 - Whether or not the Mineral Sites Plan and Early Partial Review
would provide adequately for aggregates in accordance with national
policy

Objectively assessed need

50. Policy CSM2 of the KMWLP states that mineral working will be granted

51.

planning permission at sites identified in the MSP. The submitted MSP
allocates two sites for extraction of sharp sand and gravel (Stonecastle Farm
and Moat Farm) and one site for soft sand (Chapel Farm).

The Local Aggregates Assessment (LAA) considers that use of the last 10
years sales data, as required by national policy is the most reliable metric for
considering demand over the Plan period. Modelling based on local demand
was previously considered in examination of the KMWLP, but this was found to
be unreliable and to be significantly lower than the 10-year sales average.
SEEAWP endorses the use of the 10-year sales average without any
supplementary local demand modelling. I agree that the use of 10 years sales
data is the most reliable method of forecasting demand. No alternative
approach using local modelling has been demonstrated to be reliable.

Sharp Sand and Gravel

52.

53.

The KMWLP states in paragraph 5.2.20 that diminishing land-won sharp sand
and gravel supplies will increasingly be substituted over the plan period by
supplies from production of alternative materials including secondary and
recycled aggregates, marine-dredged aggregates and imported aggregates.
Because the sharp sand and gravel resource has been greatly depleted by
extensive historical working, the planned provision of at least 10.08mt made
in Policy CSM2 for this material is less than the identified requirement of
13.26mt. Paragraph 3.5 of the MSP states that, since the KMWLP was
adopted, the permitted reserves of sand and gravel have increased, and the
10-year sales average has decreased. This leads to a revised calculation of
sharp sand and gravel requirements in Figure 1 of the MSP. However,
paragraph 3.5 of the MSP gives an inaccurate figure of 10.8mt in respect of
the KMWLP provision and is not effective. MSP/MM1 is necessary to correct
this.

The revised calculation of the sharp sand and gravel requirement is for 5.75mt
up to the end of the Plan period and including a 7-year landbank as required
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by the Framework. The two sites proposed to be allocated would provide
2.5mt, leaving a deficit of 3.25mt over the Plan period. This does not differ
significantly from the deficit of 3.18mt envisaged in the KMWLP. On this basis,
the provision for site allocations to be made in the MSP would be reasonably
closely aligned with the provision identified in Policy CSM2.

The deficit is to be addressed by provision for secondary and recycled
aggregates and importation of marine-dredged aggregates as well as land-won
aggregates from elsewhere. Supplies of secondary and recycled aggregates
are provided for by Policies CSM7 and CSM8 of the KMWLP. Minerals
infrastructure is safeguarded by Policies CSM6, CSM7, CSM12 and DM8 of the
KMWLP and the EPR.

Soft Sand

55.

56.

57.

58.

In the south-east the supply of soft sand is constrained by the South Downs
National Park designation. The Framework requires, as far as is practical, the
maintenance of landbanks of non-energy minerals from outside National

Parks. The SoCG with WSCC, ESCC, BHCC and the South Downs National Park
Authority sets out how the authorities will plan, jointly and individually for the
steady and adequate supply of soft sand. There is also a Soft Sand Position
Statement that Mineral Planning Authorities in the south-east are party to.
Paragraph 3.18 of the MSP, which states that the surplus of soft sand will
contribute to wider regional need is consistent with the joint working that is
taking place.

The allocated site at Chapel Farm provides for a surplus of soft sand relative to
the identified requirement in Policy CSM2 of the KMWLP, which includes a 7-
year landbank as required by the Framework. The surplus has increased from
0.7mt to 1.122mt following an adjustment to average sales figures to reflect a
reduction in sales in 2018.

ESCC and BHCC are wholly reliant on imports of soft sand while WSCC has
limited reserves. Soft sand is exported to those Counties and this is
accounted for in the 10-year sales average. The Council recognises that
monitoring of soft sand use in the south-east is an ongoing matter which may
require a future review of the Plan.

The Housing Delivery Test 2018 measurements show that the average housing
delivery in Kent authorities over the previous 3 years was 109% of the
requirements for Kent or 98% of the requirements for Kent and Medway.
While this indicates that house building was close to, or above delivery
requirements, the 3-year average for soft sand sales of 0.506mt is below the
10-year average of 0.568mt which forms the LAA rate. This provides
reassurance that the soft sand requirement in the MSP would allow for an
increased rate of house building than has recently taken place.

Alternatives

59.

The Plan envisages greater use of alternatives to indigenous land-won
aggregates. The LAA shows that there is existing capacity to significantly
increase production of secondary and recycled aggregates in the county.
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Marine-dredged sand and gravel is imported via Kent wharves and the Council
anticipates that the use of this material could be increased to address the
shortfall in land-won resources. There are extensive reserves of this material,
which is similar in quality to land-won aggregates. It is generally more
expensive to produce, but this does not make it uneconomic.

The LAA states that wharf capacity is 7.3mtpa with 42% of that capacity being
used. It does not follow that the remaining identified capacity will be available
for importation of marine-dredged aggregates, as capacity will depend on
factors such as the availability of stocking space. The wharves also serve a
much wider area than Kent. However, there is clear evidence of spare
capacity at Kent’s wharves and although the precise amount of that spare
capacity is uncertain there is scope for greater importation of marine dredged
aggregates.

The Plan provides flexibility in order to meet the predicted shortfall in supply
of land-won sharp sand and gravel. Policy CSM5 of the KMWLP and Policy
DM7 of the EPR safeguard mineral resources and opportunities for
development of ‘windfall’ reserves are provided by Policy CSM4 of the KMWLP.
The Plan provides for the continued supply of alternative materials alongside
indigenous land-won aggregates throughout the Plan period. This provision
ensures a steady and adequate supply of aggregates in accordance with the
Framework.

Other minerals

63.

64.

65.

The KMWLP states, in Policy CSM2, that sites will be identified in the MSP for
supplies of brickearth and clay for brick and tile manufacture, and chalk for
agriculture and engineering purposes. The MSP does not allocate any site for
production of these minerals. The latest Annual Monitoring Report identifies
that there is a stock of total permitted reserves of brickearth of almost 25
years. The provision is slightly below the requirements of Policy CSM2 and
national policy for reserves of at least 25 years. However, the provision is
sufficient to support existing brick and tile manufacturers and there is no need
for the MSP to allocate a site for brickearth or clay for brick and tile
manufacture. This does not however alter the ongoing need to ensure
sufficient reserves of this material are available.

Chalk is abundant in Kent but there are no plants dependant on this material
in the County. The indicative landbank for chalk for agricultural and
engineering purposes is estimated to be 17.6 years as of 2018. This provides
an adequate landbank over the Plan period, but it will be necessary to monitor
demand for this material.

The EPR and MSP as submitted make no explicit change to Policy CSM2 in
these respects. However, in order for the Plan as a whole to be justified and
effective it is necessary to make amendments to Policy CSM2 of the KMWLP
and the supporting text to that policy to remove references to the allocation of
sites and to provide for applications for new sites to be dealt with in
accordance with the policies of the KMWLP. It is also necessary for soundness
to ensure that demand is monitored in relation to the stock of existing
permissions. EPR/MM1 and EPR/MM2 make changes to the supporting text
to Policy CSM2 of the KMWLP to explain that there is a need to ensure
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sufficient reserves of brickearth are available and that reserves of chalk and
rates of demand will be monitored. EPR/MM3 is necessary to make
amendments to Policy CSM2 part 2 regarding brickearth and clay. EPR/MM4
is necessary to make amendments to Policy CSM2 part 4 regarding chalk for
agriculture and engineering purposes. These MMs are necessary for
soundness.

Conclusion on Issue 3

66. For the reasons given above, the MSP would provide adequately for
aggregates in accordance with national policy. MMs are necessary to the EPR
to ensure clarity and effectiveness in respect of Policy CSM2 of the KMWLP.
These changes are necessary for soundness.

Issue 4 - Whether or not the Site Allocations in the Mineral Sites Plan
would be consistent with national policy, effective and otherwise sound

Extensions to Stonecastle Farm Quarry, Hadlow/Whetsted

67. The extension is in an area where mineral working would have potential to
affect groundwater. A hydrological and hydrogeological appraisal has been
undertaken. Both the EA and South East Water are satisfied that mineral
extraction can take place provided that this is managed in a way that does not
adversely affect groundwater, including in terms of pollution. Wet working is
to be used to avoid adverse effects on groundwater.

68. The development management criteria in the MSP require provision of a buffer
between extraction and nearby watercourses, demonstration that there would
be no adverse impact on hydrology or hydrogeology and other management
measures. These include consideration of the two abstraction licences in the
vicinity and restoration requirements.

69. The EA has no objection in terms of flood risk although a Flood Risk
Assessment would be required with any planning application. The EA similarly
has no objection on grounds of potential contamination of ground water or in
terms of water supply, subject to the inclusion of development management
criteria. Such criteria are included. These are effective and consistent with
national policy in terms of managing flood risk and protecting water resources.

70. It is proposed to restore the site to reedbeds and lakes. Although over 27 ha
of agricultural land would be lost, this is of grade 3b, which is not best and
most versatile land in accordance with the definition in the Framework. As
such, use of this land would not be inconsistent with the Framework.

71. The highway authority has no objection in terms of highway safety, but
transport criteria are necessary to ensure that the existing quarry access is
used and that the volume of traffic is limited by working the quarries in the
area sequentially.

72. The site is within the Metropolitan Green Belt. The Framework states that
mineral extraction is a form of development that is not inappropriate in Green
Belt provided that its openness is preserved, and development does not
conflict with the purposes of including land in it. In order to be consistent with
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national policy, the development management criteria should include a
requirement to examine the proposals against national Green Belt policy.
MSP/MM2 adds a criterion to cover this.

The biodiversity criteria do not refer to the need to secure net gains for
biodiversity, as required by national policy. MSP/MM3 adds this requirement
to the first criterion and is necessary for soundness.

The second criterion under ‘Heritage’ should be amended to require the impact
of proposals upon Listed Buildings and their settings to be considered to
ensure consistency with national policy and effectiveness. MSP/MM4 makes
this change and is necessary for soundness.

Moat Farm, Capel, Tonbridge

75.

76.

77.

78.

79.

80.

The introductory information relating to the Moat Farm allocation states that
the site is within Tonbridge and Malling Borough Council’s area, but the site is
within the area of Tunbridge Wells Borough Council, the boundary running
along the Hammer Dyke. This aspect of the site allocation is not effective.
MSP/MMS5 is necessary to correct this information.

The site is within the Metropolitan Green Belt. The Framework states that
mineral extraction is a form of development that is not inappropriate in Green
Belt provided that its openness is preserved, and development does not
conflict with the purposes of including land in it. In order to be consistent with
national policy, the development management criteria should include a
requirement to examine the proposals against national Green Belt policy.
MSP/MMG6 adds a criterion to cover this.

As the Moat Farm site would use the same access as Stonecastle Farm, the
requirement that all quarry traffic is to use the existing access onto Whetsted
Road and to only turn left when exiting the site should be applied. This is to
ensure that Heavy Goods Vehicles travel directly to and from the strategic
road network and not via minor roads which lead through Five Oak Green,
which could potentially affect highway safety and amenity. MSP/MM?7 is
necessary to add this to the second transport criterion to ensure effectiveness
and consistency with national policy.

The development management criteria do not include a requirement for a
flood risk assessment. This is required in accordance with national policy as
the site is within an active floodplain. MSP/MM8 is necessary to add a
criterion in this respect.

The site overlies a gravel aquifer and is close to a source protection zone for a
public water abstraction borehole. It is necessary to employ wet working in
order to avoid any adverse effect on water resources. There are no
requirements in this regard within the development management criteria, and
MSP/MMO9 is necessary to address this matter and to ensure consistency with
national policy and effectiveness.

Monitoring of groundwater quality in relation to the adjacent former landfill is
subject to control under the Environmental Permitting regime. The Council,
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the EA and South East Water have taken this into account in the site allocation
process. It is necessary to require local water quality monitoring in
association with the allocated site in accordance with a scheme to be agreed
with the EA and South East Water to ensure protection of water resources.
MSP/MM10 provides this requirement and is necessary for effectiveness and
consistency with national policy.

In order to alleviate flood risk it is necessary to provide a 16 metre buffer
between areas of extraction and nearby watercourses. The first criterion
under ‘Water Resources’ is not effective in that it does not make it clear that
this requirement applies to areas that have previously been subject to
extraction as well as future areas of extraction. MSP/MM11 is necessary to
amend the criterion in this respect.

The biodiversity criteria do not refer to the need to secure net gains for
biodiversity, as required by national policy. MSP/MM12 adds this
requirement to the first criterion and is necessary for soundness.

The heritage criterion makes no reference to the need to assess effects on
nearby listed buildings and their settings, as required by national policy. In
order to ensure the development management criteria are effective and
consistent with national policy MSP/MM13 is necessary to add a criterion in
this respect.

Chapel Farm, Lenham (Western Site)

84. It is proposed to restore the site to agriculture using existing soils. The

proposed restoration as stated under the Chapel Farm allocation is not
entirely clear in that it states that this would be to a “lower level of
agriculture”. The lower level refers to the finished topography of the site.
The SA states that the land is of grade 2 quality which is best and most
versatile. It is necessary to ensure that agricultural land quality is
maintained, in accordance with national policy, and additional text is
necessary to explain this. To ensure the requirements are effective
MSP/MM14 is necessary.

85. The second biodiversity criterion requires consideration of impacts upon

nearby Sites of Special Scientific Interest and adjacent Local Wildlife sites.
The SA records that priority habitats are adjacent to the site, which have
potential for ground nesting birds, great crested newts, reptiles and bats. It
will be necessary for the developer to undertake a detailed ecological
appraisal which sets out mitigation measures in accordance with national
policy. MSP/MM15 adds a criterion in this respect and is necessary for
soundness.

86. The biodiversity criteria do not refer to the need to secure net gains for

biodiversity, as required by national policy. MSP/MM16 is necessary to add
a criterion in this respect.
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The first biodiversity criterion requires maintenance of a 15-metre buffer
around an Ancient Woodland which adjoins the site access. It is also
necessary to ensure adequate protection for adjacent protected trees.
MSP/MM17 amends that criterion in this respect.

The Kent Downs Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) is to the north of
the A20 and the development would be visible from parts of the AONB. The
site should therefore be considered as forming part of the setting of the AONB.
The Council has provided cross-sections which demonstrate that the quarry
could be visually screened in views from the AONB by provision of bunding and
planting. The landscape criterion requires mitigation of visual impacts and
demonstration that the setting of the AONB will not be adversely impacted.
This does not impose any need to mitigate landscape impacts or to ensure that
views into, and out of the AONB are not harmed. In order to ensure the
effectiveness of the policy, MSP/MM18 is necessary. It is not, however,
necessary for the policy to prescribe the type of mitigation required, as this
would be a matter to be assessed in connection with a planning application.

The heritage criterion identifies nearby listed buildings in respect of which
consideration of impacts is required. The site is also in an area of
archaeological interest. Changes are required to ensure effectiveness and
consistency with national policy in terms of consideration of the settings of
listed buildings and any necessary mitigation and an archaeological
assessment. MSP/MM19 and MSP/MM20 make these changes.

Public rights of way run through the site and will require diversion and
screening measures in order for the policy to be effective. MSP/MM21 adds
a criterion in this respect.

The operator currently extracts mineral from a nearby site at Burleigh Farm,
Charing. Traffic from the proposed site would use the same road as the
existing quarry. To ensure that there is no detrimental effect on highway
safety and amenity it is necessary to require the proposed site to be worked
sequentially to the existing site. MSP/MM22 is necessary for effectiveness in
this regard.

The Council has explained that the site could be worked sequentially to
Burleigh Farm well within the Plan period, having regard to the likely period of
working at that site. Indeed, the Chapel Farm site would be needed later in
the Plan period to provide for a steady and adequate supply of soft sand.

Conclusion on Issue 4

93.

For the reasons given above, the Site Allocations in the MSP as submitted are
not sound in terms of consistency with national policy and effectiveness. The
MMs as set out would make those allocations sound.
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Assessment of Legal Compliance

94. My examination of the legal compliance of the EPR and MSP is summarised
below.

95. The EPR and the MSP have been prepared in accordance with the Council’s
Local Development Scheme.

96. Consultation on the EPR and the MSP and the MMs was carried out in
compliance with the Council’s Statement of Community Involvement.

97. Sustainability Appraisals have been carried for the EPR and the MSP including
the MMs, which are adequate.

98. The Appropriate Assessment (AA) of the EPR and MSP (November 2018) and
the Addendum to the HRA Screening Report and AA for the EPR and the MSP
(May 2019) set out why further AA is not necessary. This is because likely
significant effects on Natura 2000 sites have been screened out.

99. The KMWLP includes policies designed to secure that the development and use
of land in the mineral and waste planning authority’s area contribute to the
mitigation of, and adaptation to, climate change. In particular, Policy DM1
requires sustainable design and Policy DM10 requires that development does
not exacerbate flood risk. The development management criteria in the MSP
include requirements in terms of enhancing biodiversity and mitigating flood
risk.

100.The EPR and MSP comply with all other relevant legal requirements, including
in the 2004 Act (as amended) and the 2012 Regulations.

101.1I have had due regard to the aims expressed in S149(1) of the Equality Act
2010. This has included my consideration of the development management
criteria in the MSP which seek to safeguard living conditions for all groups.

Overall Conclusion and Recommendation

102.The Plans have a number of deficiencies in respect of soundness for the
reasons set out above, which mean that I recommend non-adoption of them
as submitted, in accordance with Section 20(7A) of the 2004 Act. These
deficiencies have been explored in the main issues set out above.

103.The Council has requested that I recommend MMs to make the Plans sound
and capable of adoption. I conclude that with the recommended main
modifications set out in the Appendices the Early Partial Review of the Kent
Minerals and Waste Local Plan 2013-30 and the Kent Minerals and Waste Local
Plan Mineral Sites Plan satisfy the requirements of Section 20(5) of the 2004
Act and meet the criteria for soundness in the National Planning Policy
Framework.

Nick Palmer

Inspector
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This report is accompanied by the following Appendices containing the Main
Modifications:

Appendix 1: Main Modifications to Early Partial Review

Appendix 2: Main Modifications to Mineral Sites Plan
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Appendix 1 — Main Modifications

Early Partial Review - Kent Minerals and Waste Local Plan 2013-30

The modifications below are expressed either in the conventional form of strikethreugh for deletions and underlining for additions of text, or by specifying
the modification in words in italics.
The paragraph numbering below refers to the submission local plan, and does not take account of the deletion or addition of text.

Policy /
Reference Paragraph Main Modification
EPR/MM1 Brickearth and | Amend paragraph 5.2.30 of Policy CSM2 as follows:
Clay for Brick
and Tile ‘5.2.30 At the time of plan preparation, Kent only has one operational brickworks near Sittingbourne, which is supplied
Manufacture - | by brickearth extracted from sites in the Sittingbourne to Faversham area to make yellow London stock bricks.
Paragraph Brickearth extracted from another site in north Kent provides the raw materials for a brickworks in East Sussex.
5.2.30 National planning policy requires the provision of a stock of permitted reserves of at least 25 years for brick clay.(53)
There is a need to ensure identify sufficient reserves are available sites to provide brickearth for these two brickworks
to ensure that the locally characteristic yellow London stock bricks can continue to be manufactured.’
EPR/MM2 Chalk - Amend paragraph 5.2.35 of Policy CSM2 as follows:
Paragraph
5.2.35 ‘5.2.35 Chalk is abundant in Kent. It is used for agricultural and construction purposes (primarily as a bulk fill material)

across the county. (57) Since there are no plants dependant on the supply of chalk there is no policy requirement to
make provision. However local sales data for agricultural and engineering use combined indicates that sales vary
considerably from year to year. The indicative Kent landbank of chalk for agricultural and engineering use is estimated

to be around 49:417.6 years as of 2018 aceording-to-2013-salesrates.;
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likely-future reguirements,willbe-identified-inthe Minerals Sites Plan—Reserves of chalk and rates of demand will be
monitored and reported in the Annual Monitoring Report and taken into account when any proposals for new sites
come forward.’

[Footnote 58] KCC (20158) Kent's 182th Annual Kent Minerals and Waste Monitoring Report 20173/148.

EPR/MM3 Policy CSM2 - | Amend part 2 of Policy CSM2 as follows:
2. Brickearth
and Clay for
Brick and Tile
Manufacture - The stock of existing planning permissions at Paradise
Farm, Orchard Farm, Hempstead House and Claxfield Road for brickearth clay for brick and tile making is sufficient for
the plan period. Applications for sites supplying brickearth and clay for brick and tile making will be dealt with in
accordance with the policies of this Plan. The existence of a stock of permitted reserves of at least 25 years (as
reported in the latest Annual Monitoring report) to support the level of actual and proposed investment required for
new or existing plant and the maintenance and improvement of existing plant and equipment will be a material
consideration.’
EPR/MM4 Policy CSM2 - | Amend part 4 of Policy CSM2 as follows:
4. Chalk for
Agriculture ied The stock of existing
and planning permissions for chalk is sufficient to supply Kent's requirements for agricultural and engineering chalk over
Engineering the plan period. Applications for sites supplying chalk for agriculture and engineering purposes will be dealt with in
Purposes accordance with the policies of this Plan. The need for additional supplies of chalk will be assessed based on the latest
assessment of supply and demand set out in the Annual Monitoring Report.’
EPR/MM5 Policy CSW 5 Amend the first 2 paragraphs of Policy CSW 5 as follows:

‘The proposed extension areas for Norwood Quarry and Landfill Site, Isle of Sheppey are together identified as the
Strategic Site for Waste in Kent. The site location is shown on Figure 19. Unless criterion 1 below is satisfied, planning

permission will not be granted for any other development other than mineral working with restoration through the
landfilling of hazardous (flue) dust ash residues from Energy from Waste plants.’
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Page 2 of 5




£z abed

EPR/MM6

Paragraph
6.7.3

(Note that this
appears as
6.7.4in the
EPR document
but as the
original 6.7.3 is
deleted by the
EPR, para 6.7.4
becomes para
6.7.3)

Insert footnote ‘87A’ to the word ‘recycling’ in the first sentence of paragraph 6.7.3 of the MWLP.

‘87A A definition of recycling is included in the glossary. Recycling includes composting.’

EPR/MM7

7.5 Policy DM
7:
Safeguarding
Mineral
Resources

Amend section 7.5 Policy DM 7: Safeguarding Mineral Resources as follows: (Note that the modification relates to the
text as in the Early Partial Review Pre-Submission version.)

7.5.1 As set out in section 5.5, it is important that certain mineral resources in Kent are safeguarded for potential use
by future generations. However, from time to time, proposals to develop areas overlying safeguarded minerals
resources for non-minerals purposes will come forward where for genuine planning reasons it would not be practicable

to extract the otherwise economic underlying reserves before surface development is carried out.

7.5.2 In such circumstances, when determining proposals, a judgement will be required which weighs up t¥he need for
such development will-be-weighed against the need to avoid sterilisation of the underlying mineral taking account of
and-the objectives and policies of the development plans as a whole wilneed-to-be-considered when-determining

propesals.

7.5.23 Policy DM 7 sets out the circumstances when non-minerals development may be acceptable at a location within
a Minerals Safeguarding Area. This policy recognises that the aim of safeguarding is to avoid unnecessary sterilisation
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of resources and encourage prior extraction of the mineral where practicable and viable before non-mineral
development occurs.

7.5.4 The process of Local Plan formulation, including consultation, independent examination and subsequent adoption

provides the opportunity to take account of, and address, the need for the safeguarding of mineral resources. In doing

so, it can make a clear judgement that where land is allocated in a Local Plan for surface development, such as housing,

the presence of a mineral resource, and the need for its safeguarding, has been factored into the consideration of

whether the allocation is appropriate. For sites allocated for non-mineral development it will therefore usually be the

case that an assessment of the relevant considerations (criteria 1 to 6 in Policy DM7) has already taken place. In some

cases, the assessment will conclude that an allocated site should be exempt from mineral safeguarding. The approach

to be taken to mineral assessment during the plan-making stage will be set out in the Safeguarding SPD.

7.5.35 However, applications for non-mineral development located in MSAs, which are promoted as a ‘windfall site’

(sites not allocated in a development plan) or which are being promoted on allocated sites that have not been the
subject of a ‘Minerals Assessment’, Propesalstocatedin-MSAs will usually need to be accompanied by such an
assessment. a-Minerals-Assessment’; This assessment will be prepared by the promoter, whiek and will include

information concerning the availability of the mineral, its scarcity, the timescale for the development, the practicability

and the viability of the prior extraction of the mineral. Guidance on undertaking Minerals Assessments is included in
the BGS Good Practice Advice on Safeguarding. Further guidance is provided through a Supplementary Planning
Document. (111)

7.5.56 In certain cases it is possible that the need for a particular type of development in a particular location is so
important that it overrides the need to avoid sterilisation of the safeguarded mineral resource. Such cases will be

highly exceptional and it will be necessary to demonstrate, amongst other things, the-everriding-importance-ofthe
ra why the identified need

cannot practically be met elsewhere.

7.5.67 Criterion 7 of Policy DM7 recognises that the allocation of land in adopted Local Plans for non-mineral
development, such as housing, should have considered the presence of an economic mineral resource and the need for
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its safeguarding at this time, and, where that is shown to be the case to the satisfaction of the Mineral Planning
Authority, there is no need to revisit mineral safeguarding considerations at the planning application stage. The
Mineral Planning Authority and the district/borough planning authority will consider mineral safeguarding during the
preparation of Local Plans including during preparation of Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessments.

7.5.48 Where proposals are determined by a district/borough planning authority, the Mineral Planning Authority will
work with the relevant authority and/or the promoter to assess the viability and practicability of prior extraction of the
minerals resource. As necessary the Minerals Planning Authority will provide information that helps determine the
economic viability of the resource.

7.5.9 In the case of the Sandstone-Sandgate Formation and the Limestone Hythe Formation (Kentish Ragstone) the low
probability of utility of the Sandgate Beds and the significant available reserves (in 2019) of the Kentish Ragstone, it is
anticipated that any future allocations in local plans for non-mineral development that are coincident with these

safeguarded minerals will be unlikely to be found to be in conflict with the presumption to safeguard these minerals.

This will need to be evidenced by a Minerals Assessment prepared to a proportionate level of detail. Further guidance

will be provided in a revised SPD.

[Footnote 111] The Supplementary Planning Document will be maintained by the County Council and updated as
required.

EPR/MMS

Policy DM7

Include additional sentence after criterion 7 as follows:

‘Further guidance on the application of this policy is included in a Supplementary Planning Document.’
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Mineral Sites Plan - Kent Minerals and Waste Local Plan 2013-30

The modifications below are expressed either in the conventional form of strikethreugh for deletions and underlining for additions of text, or by specifying
the modification in words in italics.

The paragraph numbering below refer to the submission local plan and does not take account of the deletion or addition of text.

Policy /
Reference Paragraph Main Modification

3 Provision of Mineral Sites

MSP/MM1 Paragraph 3.5 | Amend the first sentence of paragraph 3.5 as follows:

‘Based on 2014 data, the KMWLP identified a required provision over the life of the plan period of 36:8mt 10.08mt of
sharp sands and gravel and at least 7 years supply (5.46mt).’

Appendix 1 - Site Allocations

M13 Extensions to Stonecastle Farm Quarry, Hadlow/Whetsted

9z abed

MSP/MM2 | M13 Extensions | Add an additional Development Management Criterion as follows:
to Stonecastle
Farm Quarry ‘Green Belt

The site is located within the Metropolitan Green Belt and any proposal for development of the site must demonstrate

how it is consistent with national and local policy on development within the Green Belt.’

MSP/MM3 | M13 Extensions | Amend the first Biodiversity Development Management Criterion as follows:
to Stonecastle
Farm Quarry - ‘A detailed ecological appraisal setting out any mitigation measures needed to ensure there are no unacceptable
Biodiversity impacts on Kent’s biodiversity assets, and measures to be taken to provide a net gain in biodiversity.’

Mineral Sites Plan — Schedule of Proposed Main Modifications
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MSP/MM4

M13 Extensions
to Stonecastle
Farm Quarry -
Heritage

Amend the second Heritage Development Management Criterion as follows:

‘The impact of proposals upon nearby Listed Buildings and their settings should be fully assessed and mitigation
measures undertaken to avoid unacceptable adverse impacts en-theirsetting:’

M10 Moat Farm, Capel, Tonbridge

MSP/MM5 | M10 Moat Farm | Amend the district/borough council as follows:
‘District/Borough Council: Ferbridge-and-Mating-Tunbridge Wells’
MSP/MM6 | M10 Moat Farm | Add an additional Development Management Criterion as follows:
‘Green Belt
The site is located within the Metropolitan Green Belt and any proposal for development of the site must demonstrate
how it is consistent with national and local policy on development within the Green Belt.’
MSP/MM7 | M10 Moat Farm | Amend the second Transport Development Management Criterion as follows:
- Transport
‘Mineral must be removed from the site via the Stonecastle Farm site to the north such that access onto the highway
network is achieved using the existing and approved access for the Stonecastle Farm Quarry, and HGVs only turn left
when exiting the site.’
MSP/MMS8 | M10 Moat Farm | Add an additional Water Resources Development Management Criterion as follows:
— Water
Resources ‘Any application will need to be accompanied by a detailed flood risk assessment with measures identified to minimise
and/or mitigate flood risk.’
MSP/MM9 | M10 Moat Farm | Add an additional Water Resources Development Management Criterion as follows:

- Water
Resources

‘This site overlies the gravel aquifer and near the edge of an SPZ3 for a public water abstraction borehole. Wet working,

that being the extraction of materials from below the water table level, should be employed to negate the need to de-

water the active quarried areas.’
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M10 Moat Farm
- Water
Resources

Add an additional Water Resources Development Management Criterion as follows:

‘A regime of local water quality monitoring is required to be agreed with the Environment Agency and South East
Water.’

MSP/MM11

M10 Moat Farm
- Water
Resources

Amend the first Water Resources Development Management Criterion follows:

‘A 16-metre buffer should be provided between extraction areas (and areas that have been extracted) and nearby

watercourses (including ditches) to alleviate flood risk in the area. Furthermore, should the Alder Stream require

diversion, this should be subject to EA approval and hydraulic modelling must be undertaken to inform the diversion
route and the potential impact on flood risk elsewhere.’

gz abed

- Heritage

MSP/MM12 | M10 Moat Farm | Amend the first Biodiversity Development Management Criterion as follows:
- Biodiversity
‘Any proposal would need to be accompanied by a detailed ecological appraisal setting out any mitigation measures
needed to ensure there are no unacceptable impacts on Kent’s biodiversity assets, and measures to be taken to
provide a net gain in biodiversity.’
MSP/MM13 | M10 Moat Farm | Add an additional Heritage Development Management Criterion as follows:

‘The impact of proposals upon nearby Listed Buildings and their settings should be fully assessed and mitigation

measures undertaken to avoid unacceptable adverse impacts.’

M3 Chapel Farm, Lenham (Western Site)

MSP/MM14 | M3 Chapel Amend the Proposed Restoration as follows:
Farm
‘Lower level restoration to agriculture using existing soils efagricutture.’
MSP/MM15 | M3 Chapel Add an additional Biodiversity Development Management Criterion as follows:
Farm -
Biodiversity ‘A detailed ecological appraisal is required (including all recommended species/habitat surveys) setting out any

mitigation measures needed to ensure there are no unacceptable adverse impacts on Kent’s important biodiversity

assets.’

Mineral Sites Plan — Schedule of Proposed Main Modifications
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MSP/MM16 | M3 Chapel Add an additional Biodiversity Development Management Criterion as follows:

Farm -

Biodiversity ‘Detailed restoration proposals should set out measures to be taken to provide a net gain in biodiversity.’
MSP/MM17 | M3 Chapel Amend the first Biodiversity Development Management Criterion as follows:

Farm -

Biodiversity ‘At least a 15 metre buffer to be maintained around the Ancient Woodland and protected trees at all times.’
MSP/MM18 | M3 Chapel Amend the Landscape Development Management Criterion as follows:

Farm -

Landscape ‘Detailed information setting out proposed mitigation of landscape and visual impacts anrd demonstrating that the

setting of, and views into and out of, the Kent Downs AONB will not be adversely impacted.’

MSP/MM19 | M3 Chapel Add an additional Heritage Development Management Criterion as follows:

Farm - Heritage

‘Any planning application should be accompanied by a full archaeological impact assessment to ascertain the extent of
any remains.’

MSP/MM20

M3 Chapel
Farm - Heritage

Amend the first Heritage Development Management Criterion as follows:

‘Nearby Listed Buildings include Royton Manor (Grade I1*) and Chapel Mill (Il), Vine House (ll) and Mount Castle Farm
Cottage (Il). Consideration and mitigation of impacts on heritage assets including listed buildings is required. The
impact of proposals upon the Listed Buildings and their settings should be fully assessed and mitigation measures

undertaken to avoid unacceptable adverse impacts.’

MSP/MM21

M3 Chapel
Farm -
Transport and

Add an additional Transport and Access Development Management Criterion as follows:

‘Public Rights of Way (PROWSs) that run adjacent and within the site will require appropriate diversions and screening

Access to mitigate any impact on the PROW network as necessary.’
MSP/MM22 | M3 Chapel Add an additional Transport and Access Development Management Criterion as follows:
Farm -

Transport and
Access

‘The site will only be worked sequentially to the permitted site at Burleigh Farm, Charing.’

Mineral Sites Plan — Schedule of Proposed Main Modifications
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1 Introduction

1.1 Kent County Council has responsibility for the planning of future mineral supply
for the county. Following the adoption of the Kent Minerals and Waste Local Plan
2013-30 (KMWLP), this responsibility has now been fulfilled by the preparation of a
Kent Mineral Sites Plan (the Sites Plan). The plan area for this document is the
administrative area of Kent, excluding Medway.

1.2 Kent contains a wide variety of mineral resources. Minerals are extracted for
aggregate and non-aggregate markets. Aggregates are materials derived from sand
and gravel deposits, soft (building) sands from the Folkestone Formation and crushed
hard rock (Kentish Ragstone (a limestone)). They are used in the construction
industry for building and maintenance purposes, including asphalt production in road
building, concrete and mortar production for construction. Some aggregate minerals
are also used for non-aggregate purposes, for example for beach feeding for flood
defence purposes on parts of the coastline. Kent also has non-aggregate minerals,
they include clay, brickearth, chalk (for construction/engineering and agricultural
lime applications) and building stones (Kentish Ragstone, and extensive deposits
of various sandstones that have been historically extracted). There also are
reserves of industrial silica sand and brick clay within the county. However, the most
significant minerals produced in the county are sharp sand and gravel, soft sand
(building) and hard crushed rock (Kentish Ragstone).

1.3 The Sites Plan provides the spatial detail for meeting requirements for sharp
sand and gravel and for soft sand in accordance with Policy CSM 2 of the Kent Minerals
and Waste Local Plan 2013-30 which the authority adopted in July 2016, following
an Independent Examination in 2015. The Kent Mineral Sites Plan identifies
potential locations for extraction of sharp sand and gravel and of soft sand,
providing communities and the minerals industry with greater certainty about where
minerals development may take place within Kent and the criteria that will need to
be met.

1.4 The Kent Mineral Sites Plan replaces Policy CA 6 of the Kent Minerals and

Waste Local Plan: Construction Aggregates 1993, as well as Policy B1 of the Kent
Minerals Subject Plan: Brickearth 1986.
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2 The Policy Context

Kent Minerals and Waste Local Plan

2.1 The adopted Kent Minerals and Waste Local Plan 2013-30 (KMWLP) is part
of the Development Plan for planning purposes. It sets out the overarching framework
for the strategy and planning policies for sustainable minerals extraction, importation
and recycling, and the management of all waste streams that are generated in Kent,
together with their spatial implications. This includes consideration of the economic,
social and environmental aspects of strategic minerals and waste planning within
the county.

2.2 Chapter 3 of the KMWLP sets out the vision for mineral development in Kent
and chapter 4 sets out 6 objectives to support this vision. Chapter 5 sets out the
spatial strategy for meeting the need for minerals, identifying in general terms how
much mineral will be provided over the Plan period and includes policies related to
the delivery strategy for minerals (CSM policies) and Chapter 7 includes the
development management policies (DM policies) which seeks to ensure that minerals
development does not have unacceptable impacts.

2.3 Chapter 5 expects that the Mineral Sites Plan will develop the delivery strategy
by allocating specific sites for mineral development in order to provide a level of
certainty to local residents, the minerals industry, landowners and other interested
stakeholders as to where minerals development is likely to take place.

2.4 Some work was previously undertaken on preparation of the Sites Plans that
led to a Preferred Options Consultation (for waste and minerals) in May 2012. This
work was not taken forward and to enable a more up-to-date appraisal of site suitability
and deliverability it was considered necessary to undertake a second ‘Call for Sites’
exercise. This commenced in late 2016, continuing into 2017.

2.5 Policy CSM 2 of the KMWLP sets out the policy context for the Supply of
Land-won Minerals in Kent. It states that “Mineral working will be granted planning
permission at sites identified in a Sites Plan, subject to meeting the requirements set
out in the relevant site schedule in the Mineral Sites Plan and the Development Plan”.

Preparation of the Mineral Sites Plan - Matters Considered

2.6 Forasite to be allocated in the Sites Plan, Policy CSM2 requires site allocations
to meet the following criteria:

There has to be a requirement for the mineral;

consistency with relevant development management criteria;

consistency with relevant policies in district local and neighbourhood plans;
assessment based on strategic environmental information and Habitat Regulation
Assessment;

deliverability; and

e consistency with other relevant national planning policy and guidance.

e o o o

[
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2.7 In addition, the policy states that sites will generally be where viable mineral
resources are known to exist, where landowners are supportive of mineral
development taking place and where the Mineral Planning Authority considers that
planning applications are likely to be acceptable in principle in planning terms.
Discussion of some of the matters to be taken into account when preparing the
Mineral Sites Plan is set out below.

2.8 District and Borough Councils in Kent are preparing their own Local Plans.
Care has been taken to avoid any material conflict between the Mineral Sites Plan
and adopted Local Plans through consultation and engagement during the Local
Plan formulation process. Local Plans produced by the County Council and the
District and Borough Councils, along with any Neighbourhood Plans form the
Development Plan.

2.9 Local District and Borough council input has been sought on the site selection
process. The outcomes of meetings held with each local council fed into the overall
site screening process, and their comments were again sought prior to detailed
technical assessments being undertaken on the Site Options.

2.10 Minerals and Waste Local Plans have been adopted and are also being
prepared by the minerals and waste planning authorities bordering the Sites Plan
area and these have been taken into account. In accordance with the Duty to
Cooperate, there has been ongoing discussion and consultation with neighbouring
mineral planning authorities, especially those within the South East Region in respect
of need considerations. The County Council is a member of the South East Aggregate
Working Party, which represents the Mineral Planning Authorities in the South East
and industry representatives. The work of this Group has also informed the Sites
Plan work. The County Council will continue to work closely with adjoining authorities
on strategic cross boundary matters.

2.11  In accordance with the requirements of the Habitats Directive 1992, the Site
Plan has been subject to Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA). This work has
helped to inform which sites should be included for allocation within the Sites Plan.
Related consultation has taken place with Natural England regarding the impact on
international designations. Full details of the HRA assessment are available on the
Council’s website.

2.12  Post publication of the Site Options for consultation at Regulation 18 stage,
the County Council attended a number of public meeting hosted by Parish and Town
Councils to explain the Sites Plan work and seek views on the proposals. The
views received have informed the Site Plan work.

2.13  The Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 sets out the legislative
framework for the preparation of Local Plans whilst European and National policies
and strategies provide guidance on their content. The Mineral Sites Plan must be
consistent with European and National policies. This Plan has therefore been
produced within the context of relevant Plans, Programmes and Directives which
were also instrumental in shaping the Minerals Strategy 2014. The Mineral Sites
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Plan has also been prepared in accordance with the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF) 2019 and National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) 2014
for Minerals.

2.14 1t should be noted that the site allocations do not equate to the grant of
planning permission. Any proposal for the development of an allocated site
will need to secure planning consent and satisfy the requirements of the
development plan and planning policy considerations at that time.

2.15  Development of the allocations of the Mineral Sites Plan, and any other mineral
developments, are subject to all the relevant policies, particularly the development
management policies of the Kent Minerals and Waste Local Plan 2013-30, along
with other local plans and relevant national policies.

3 Provision of Mineral Sites

3.1 The Mineral Sites Plan proposes sites for the extraction of soft sand, and
sharp sand and gravel. It is considered that these allocations, in conjunction with
current permitted reserves and the criteria based approach to the provision of
aggregates established in Policy CSM 2 of the adopted KMWLP, will provide sufficient
minerals during the Mineral Sites Plan period for the identified soft sand requirements
and make an effective contribution to the supply of land-won sharp sand and gravel.

3.1 Sharp Sand and Gravel

3.2 Policy CSM 2 of the adopted Kent Minerals and Waste Local Plan 2013-30,
in compliance with national policy, commits the County Council to make provision
for at least a 7-year landbank for land-won sharp sands and gravel based on the
current agreed local annual supply requirement for Kent while resources allow.

3.3 The local annual supply requirement is established annually through the Local
Aggregates Assessment (LAA) process, and has been taken as the average of the
previous 10 years of sales and projected over the anticipated Mineral Sites Plan
Period (2019-2030) including provision for an at least 7-year landbank to be available
at the end of this Plan period.

3.4 The supply of locally extracted sand and gravel will be sourced from:

e  Existing permitted sites

* New sites, including extensions, as identified in the Mineral Sites Plan, and

e Other new sites not identified in the Mineral Sites Plan, deemed as acceptable
sustainable mineral development in accordance with local planning policy and
all material planning considerations including national planning policy.

Page 37



| —— s . ||

- 6 -

3.5 Based on 2014 data, the KMWLP identified a required provision over the life
of the plan period of 10.08mt of sharp sands and gravel and at least 7 years supply
(5.46mt). Since this time, permitted reserves have increased (due to current reserves
being re-estimated?, and the 10-year sales average has decreased. Therefore, a
new requirement @) has been calculated as shown in Figure 1.

Figure 1: Revised Sharp Sand and Gravel Site Plan Requirements

10-year average figure x Years covered by the Plan (18 years, 2019 to 2030
plus 7-year landbank) - Existing Permitted Reserves (estimated when Plan starts
in our case 2019) = Requirement tonnage to be provided over the Plan period

Estimated permitted reserves have been calculated as follows:
Reserves as of end of 2017 = 3.69
Current 10-year sales average=0.472mt

Available reserves by the end 2019 would be reduced by 2 years equivalent
extraction (during 2018 and 2019 at the current 10-year sales average rate)

Available reserves at end 2019 = 3.69mt minus (2 x 0.472mt) = 2.746 mt
Therefore:

(0.472 x 18) — 2.746 = 5.75mt overall Plan requirement

3.6 Having assessed the sharp sand and gravel sites that were promoted through
the ‘call for sites’ in accordance with planning policy, two sites are allocated to
contribute to the steady and adequate supply of sharp sands and gravel, subject to
demonstrating at planning application stage compliance with the development
management criteria set out below and national and local planning policy:

e Stonecastle Farm Quarry Extensions, Hadlow (M13) — an extension to the
existing quarry (total yield of 1,000,000 tonnes), and

e Land at Moat Farm, Five Oak Green (M10) - a proposed new quarry (total yield
of 1,500,000 tonnes)

3.7 Details of the sites and the development criteria are shown on the map Kent
Mineral Sites Plan — Sharp Sand and Gravels and in Appendix 1.

3.8 The total yield of the sites suitable for allocation is 2.5mt. This results in a deficit
of 3.25mt over the Plan period. Therefore, Kent will continue to be increasingly
dependent on alternative sources to meet the demand for sharp sand and gravel.

1 These revised requirements are based on the Sharp Sand and Gravel Topic
Paper 2018 that used data reported for sales and capacity in 2017 - the latest
estimate of requirements can be found in the most recent LAA.
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This will likely entail increased importation of sand and gravel via wharves and
railheads, mainly from marine dredged materials from the East English Channel and
North Sea (see LAA2018). Railheads may further distribute this material and may
also have some potential to introduce land-won supply from other areas. Recycled
and secondary aggregates will also contribute to overall aggregate needs but cannot
be used as a substitute for all applications and is seen as making a contribution to
overall supply compared to primary aggregates.

3.9 Any proposal for the development of either of the above allocations must
address the development management considerations set out for each site in
Appendix 1, in addition to any other matters relevant to the development of each
proposed allocation demonstrating that any unacceptable impacts will be mitigated
to the satisfaction of the Mineral Planning Authority.
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3.2 Soft Sand

3.10  Policy CSM 2 of the adopted Kent Minerals and Waste Local Plan 2013-30,
in compliance with national policy, commits the County Council to make the provision
of at least a 7-year landbank for soft sand based on the current agreed local annual
supply requirement for Kent.

3.11 The local annual supply requirement is established annually through the
Local Aggregates Assessment (LAA) process, and has been taken as the average
of the previous 10 years of sales and projected over the anticipated Mineral Sites
Plan Period (2019-2030) including provision for an at least 7-year landbank to be
available at the end of this Plan period.

3.12  The supply of locally extracted soft sand will be sourced from:

e  EXxisting permitted sites

* A new site, as identified in the Mineral Sites Plan; and

e  Other new sites not identified in the Mineral Sites Plan, deemed as acceptable
sustainable mineral development in accordance with local planning policy and
all material planning considerations including national planning policy

3.13 Requirements in the adopted Kent Minerals and Waste Local Plan (KMWLP)
suggest a 5 million tonne shortfall to be met from sites identified in the Kent Mineral
Sites Plan. This shortfall was based on 2014 data and assumed the need to plan for
a 24-year land bank, however, the Mineral Sites Plan period is shorter (the Plan
period of 11 years (2019 to 30) plus 7 years at the end of the Plan period giving 18
years in total to plan for). More recent calculations based on data in the LAA2018
regarding supply in the form of sales and available reserves to meet that demand
over the Plan period, taken together with an 18-year landbank suggest the shortfall
is now 2.5mt @, See Figure 2.

2 These revised requirements are based on the Soft Sand Topic Paper 2018 that

used data reported for sales and capacity in 2017—- the latest estimate of requirements

can be found in the most recent LAA.
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Figure 2 - Revised Soft Sand Site Plan Requirements

10-year average figure x Years covered by the plan (18 years, 2019 to 2030
plus 7-year landbank) - Existing Permitted Reserves (estimated when the plan
period commences in our case 2019) = Requirement tonnage to be provided
over the Sites Plan period

Estimated permitted reserves have been calculated as follows:
Reserves as of end of 2017 = 8.85

Available reserves by the end of 2019 would be reduced by 2 years equivalent
extraction (using the 10-year sales average of 0.568mt for 2018 and 2019
extraction)

Available reserves at end of 2019 = 8.85 - (2 x 0.568mt) = 7.714mt
Therefore:

(0.568 x 18) - 7.714 = Overall Plan of 2.51mt requirement (rounded 2.5mt)

3.14  Having assessed the soft sand sites that were promoted through the ‘call for
sites’ in accordance with planning policy, one site is allocated to contribute to the
steady and adequate supply of soft sand, subject to demonstrating at planning
application stage compliance with the development management criteria set out
below and national and local planning policy:

e Chapel Farm (West), Lenham (MS(S)) - a proposed new quarry (total yield
3,200,000 tonnes)

3.15 Details of the site and the development criteria are shown on the map Kent
Mineral Sites Plan — Soft Sand and in Appendix 1.

3.16  Any proposal for the development of the above allocation must address the
development management considerations set out for the site in Appendix 1, in addition
to any other planning considerations relevant to the development and that any adverse
impacts will be mitigated to the satisfaction of the Mineral Planning Authority.

3.17  Theyield of the Chapel Farm West site is 3.2mt. This amount can adequately
meet the objectively assessed need for soft sand over the life of the Plan and will
meet the requirement for a steady and adequate supply of soft sand in accordance
with Policy CSM 2 of the KMWLP.

3.18 There will also be a surplus of 0.7mt of soft sand available to contribute to
the wider regional need for this material.

3 As amended to exclude the eastern parcel 2018
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Appendix 1 - Site Allocations

Background

This appendix contains the Development Management Criteria for each of the
allocated mineral sites. These set out the key, site specific information relating to
potential constraints, opportunities and issues to be addressed at the planning
application stage.

The Kent Mineral Sites Plan is an integral part of, the KMWLP. The two documents
should be read together, and the policies of the KMWLP, particularly the development
management policies (Chapter 7) will be applied to proposals for development on
sites allocated in the Kent Mineral Site Plan.

Development Management Criteria

The Development Management criteria are specific matters to be taken into account
in relation to the development of each site. They also include guidance on restoration
objectives. The information set out in criteria should not be considered as exhaustive.
These criteria are based on an assessment of the sites at the time this Plan was
prepared and if circumstances change or new information becomes available prior
to sites coming forward through a planning application, this will also need to be taken
into account in decision making.

As a result of the issues set out in the Development Management Criteria and
depending on the precise nature of the development proposed, mitigation measures
are likely to be required in order to prevent adverse impacts occurring. If adverse
impacts are unavoidable and it is considered that they are an acceptable part of the
development proposed, compensation measures may be required.
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Extensions to Stonecastle Farm
Extensions to Stonecastle Farm Quarry, Hadlow/Whetsted

Proposed Development: Extraction of sharp sands and gravel (Sub-Alluvial River
Terrace Deposits)

Site Location: Hadlow, Tonbridge

Grid Reference: E 146908, N 146908

District/Borough Council: Tonbridge and Malling (Access is within Tunbridge Wells)
Parish: Hadlow

Site Area: 28 hectares

Estimated Mineral Reserve: 1,000,000 tonnes

Existing Land Use: Agriculture

Proposed Restoration: Reedbeds and lakes

Development Management Criteria

The Stonecastle Farm Quarry Extension site is acceptable in principle for mineral
development, subject to compliance with the development management
considerations, with particular reference to:

Transport

e  Adetailed transport assessment to demonstrate compliance with KMWLP Policy
DM13.

e All quarry traffic to utilise the existing Stonecastle Quarry access onto Whetsted
Road, and only turn left when exiting the site.

e  The site shall only be worked sequentially to the permitted phases at Stonecastle
Farm Quarry or the Moat Farm Quarry (should planning permission be granted
for this latter site). To avoid unacceptable impacts on the local highway network,
the Stonecastle Farm Extension (M13), the Moat Farm Site (M10) and the
permitted Stonecastle Farm Quarry shall not be worked concurrently.

Water Resources

e A minimum 16 metre buffer will need to be provided between extraction and
nearby watercourses.

e Demonstration that the site will have no adverse impacts on hydrology or
hydrogeology. This should be undertaken in liaison with South East Water and
the Environment Agency and will need to include (amongst other matters) the
following:

o The risk of pollutants entering the restored open lakes
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o A Hydrometric Monitoring Strategy; the results of this should be regularly
reviewed and the conceptual model of the site updated as required

o Risk to derogation of the activities subject to Abstraction Licences in the
vicinity of the site.

Compliance with the Environment Agency’s approach to the management and
protection of groundwater as outlined within their Groundwater Protection Position
Statements and take all measures and precautions necessary to avoid
deterioration in the quality of groundwater below the site.

The restoration plan will need to have reference to the proposed lakes and their
interface with the nearby watercourses in accordance with Environment Agency
advice. It must also include evidence to demonstrate how the integrity of nearby
watercourses will be retained.

The two abstraction licences within the vicinity of the site will need to be taken
into account.

Dewatering techniques must not be used that would impact local water resources.
Any application will need to be accompanied by a detailed flood risk assessment.

Amenity

[ ]

A lighting, noise, dust and vibration management plan should be completed,
setting out how unacceptable impacts will be avoided. A detailed dust assessment
and management plan should be submitted which follows best practice and any
national Government guidance (e.g. Planning Practice Guidance).

Compliance with policy DM11 of the Kent Minerals and Waste Local Plan in
respect of health and amenity.

Biodiversity

[ ]

A detailed ecological appraisal setting out any mitigation measures needed to
ensure there are no unacceptable impacts on Kent's biodiversity assets, and
measures to be taken to provide a net gain in biodiversity.

Detailed restoration proposals will need to demonstrate that the potential loss
of the BAP habitat deciduous woodland is offset by replacement woodland
provision within the proposed restoration plan. This should include a range of
trees and shrub sizes to create a vertical design element to the planting.

Any operations should exclude the Ancient Woodland and a suitable buffer
should be employed as to not impact on the designation directly or indirectly
Restoration scheme should incorporate additional woodland planting where
possible, including native evergreen species along the western and southern
boundaries of the proposed quarry extension site.

Suitable buffer zones and mitigation to be proposed to mitigate impacts to Local
Wildlife Site TM20.

The developer to appropriately manage the Nuttall’'s pondweed and Crassula
in the area.

The need for compensatory replacement habitat should be considered.
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Heritage

*  Further assessment of the potential impact of proposals on the historic landscape
and surviving features is necessary and should account of the historic landscape
should be taken during works and in later site landscaping and restoration
programme.

e  Theimpact of proposals upon nearby Listed Buildings and their settings should
be fully assessed and mitigation measures undertaken to avoid unacceptable
adverse impacts.

e Any planning application should be accompanied by a full archaeological impact
assessment to ascertain the extent of any remains.

Green Belt

e The site is located within the Metropolitan Green Belt and any proposal for
development of the site must demonstrate how it is consistent with national
and local policy on development within the Green Belt.
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Moat Farm

Moat Farm, Capel, Tonbridge

Proposed Development: Extraction of sharp sands and gravel (Sub-Alluvial River
Terrace Deposits)

Site Location: Five Oak Green, Capel, Tonbridge
Grid Reference: E 564578, N 146400
District/Borough Council: Tunbridge Wells
Parish: Capel

Site Area: 38.2 hectares

Estimated Mineral Reserve: 1,500,000 tonnes
Existing Land Use: Agriculture

Proposed Restoration: Phased wetland restoration
Development Management Criteria

The Moat Farm site is acceptable in principle for mineral development, subject to
compliance with the development management considerations, with particular
reference to:

Transport

e Adetailed transport assessment to demonstrate compliance with KMWLP Policy
DM 13.

e  Mineral must be removed from the site via the Stonecastle Farm site to the north
such that access onto the highway network is achieved using the existing and
approved access for the Stonecastle Farm Quarry, and HGVs only turn left
when exiting the site.

e  The site shall only be worked sequentially to the permitted phases at Stonecastle
Farm Quarry or the Moat Farm Quarry (should planning permission be granted
for this latter site).

e To avoid unacceptable impacts on the local highway network, the Stonecastle
Farm Extension, the Moat Farm Site and the permitted Stonecastle Farm Quarry
shall not be worked concurrently.

Proposals for the diversion for PROW will be required which show how
connectivity of the surrounding PROW network will not be lost.

Water Resources

* A 16 metre buffer should be provided between extraction areas (and areas
that have been extracted) and nearby watercourses (including ditches) to
alleviate flood risk in the area. Furthermore, should the Alder Stream require
diversion, this should be subject to EA approval and hydraulic
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modelling must be undertaken to inform the diversion route and the potential
impact on flood risk elsewhere.

Any restoration works should not include raising the ground levels over existing
levels as this will have an adverse impact on flood risk. Wetland restoration is
preferable.

Any application will need to be accompanied by a detailed flood risk
assessment with measures identified to minimise and/or mitigate flood risk.
The site overlies the gravel aquifer and near the edge of an SPZ3 for a public
water abstraction borehole. Wet working, that being the extraction of materials
from below the water table level, should be employed to negate the need to
de-water the active quarried areas.

A regime of local water quality monitoring is required to be agreed with the
Environment Agency and South East Water.

Biodiversity

[ ]

Any proposal would need to be accompanied by a detailed ecological appraisal
setting out any mitigation measures needed to ensure there are no unacceptable
impacts on Kent's biodiversity assets, and measures to be taken to provide a
net gain in biodiversity.

Any operations should exclude the Ancient Woodland and a suitable buffer
should be employed as to not impact on the designation directly or indirectly.

Health and Amenity

[ ]

Compliance with policy DM 11 of the Kent Minerals and Waste Local Plan in
respect of health and amenity.

A lighting, noise, dust, and vibration management plan should be completed,
setting out how unacceptable impacts will be avoided. A detailed dust assessment
and management plan should be submitted which follows best practice and any
national Government guidance (e.g. Planning Practice Guidance).

Heritage

[ ]

There is potential for Palaeolithic remains within the site. Therefore, any planning
application should be accompanied by a full archaeological impact assessment
to ascertain the extent of such remains.

The impact of proposals upon nearby Listed Buildings and their settings should
be fully assessed and mitigation measures undertaken to avoid unacceptable
adverse impacts.

Green Belt

[ ]

The site is located within the Metropolitan Green Belt and any proposal for
development of the site must demonstrate how it is consistent with national and
local policy on development within the Green Belt.
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Chapel Farm

Chapel Farm, Lenham (Western Site)

Proposed Development: Extraction of soft sand (Sandstone: Folkestone Formation)
Site Location: Lenham, Maidstone

Grid Reference: E 590223, N 150704

District/Borough: Maidstone

Parish: Lenham

Site Area: 35.4 hectares

Estimated Mineral Reserve: 3,200,000 tonnes

Existing Land Use: Agriculture

Proposed Restoration: Low level restoration to agriculture using existing soils
Development Management Criteria

The Chapel Farm, Lenham (Western Site) (M10) is acceptable in principle for mineral
development, subject to compliance with the development management
considerations, with particular reference to:

Biodiversity

* Atleast a 15 metre buffer to be maintained around the Ancient Woodland and
protected trees at all times.

¢ Lenham Quarry SSSI is approximately 800m from the site and Hart Hill SSSI is
2.5km away; both are designated for their geological interest. Lenham Heath &
Chilston Park and Bull Heath Pit Local Wildlife Sites (LWS) are adjacent to the
proposed site. Evidence to be submitted with any planning application to confirm
that the LWS and SSSis will not be adversely impacted.

* Woodland copse to the north-west corner of the site must be maintained
A detailed ecological appraisal is required (including all recommended
species/habitat surveys) setting out any mitigation measures needed to
ensure there are no unacceptable adverse impacts on Kent's important
biodiversity assets.

e Detailed restoration proposals should set out measures to be taken to
provide a net gain in biodiversity.

Landscape

» Detailed information setting out proposed mitigation of landscape and visual
impacts demonstrating that the setting of, and views into and out of, the Kent
Downs AONB will not be adversely impacted.
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Heritage

[ ]

Nearby listed buildings include Royton Manor (Grade II*) and Chapel Mill (11),
Vine House (Il) and Mount Castle Farm Cottage (II). Consideration and mitigation
of impacts on heritage assets including listed buildings is required. The impact
of proposals upon the Listed Buildings and their settings should be fully
assessed and mitigation measures undertaken to avoid unacceptable adverse
impacts.

Any planning application should be accompanied by a full archaeological impact
assessment to ascertain the extent of any remains.

Water Resources

Any application will need to be accompanied by an EIA with particular emphasis
on the site’s relationship and impact on the Great Stour.

Appropriate mitigation measures and monitoring will need to be implemented
as per the request of the Environment Agency, to demonstrate the following:

o Hydraulic continuity between those reaches of the Great Stour and
associated tributaries, if proven to be in part dependent on groundwater
baseflow originating from the adjoining aquifer (Folkestone Formation).

o The hydraulic integrity of the river is not compromised. In particular, the
proposed plans will need to recognise the function of the foremost transient
reaches of the Great Stour, which are dependent on both chalk escarpment
seepage and surface runoff contributions, where underlain by Gault Clay
to the immediate north of Chapel Farm. Any submission will need to account
for this ‘contribution’, and the plans cannot allow the Great Stour to become
hydraulically ‘isolated’ from its headwaters, irrespective of whether those
watercourses are quantified as ephemeral.

o The underlining Sandgate Formation is not compromised, especially if the
Formation is shown to be acting as an aquiclude at Chapel Farm, and within
the immediate vicinity. Such a response is required to protect the Hythe
Formation, which is classified as a major water resources aquifer unit.

Transport and Access

[ ]

22

A detailed transport assessment to demonstrate compliance with KMWLP Policy
DM 13.

The Transport Assessment should consider ability to access the site via rail,
impacts on the A20 and the Maidstone AQMA and show how any potential
adverse impacts on this AQMA will be mitigated.

Public Rights of Way (PROWSs) that run adjacent and within the site will
require appropriate diversions and screening to mitigate any impact on the
PROW network as necessary.

The site will only be worked sequentially to the permitted site at Burleigh
Farm, Charing.
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Utilities

» Demonstration that sensitive receptors such as sewage lines,
electricity pylons and the railway lines will not be affected by land
instability caused by the development.

¢  The functioning of the Lenham WWTW and other sewerage
infrastructure must not be adversely impacted

Health and Amenity

. Compliance with policy DM 11 of the Kent Minerals and Waste
Local Plan in respect of health and amenity.

. A lighting, noise, dust, and vibration management plan should be
completed, setting out how unacceptable impacts will be avoided. A
detailed dust assessment and management plan should be submitted
which follows best practice and any national Government guidance
(e.g. Planning Practice Guidance).
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1 Introduction

1.0.1  The County Council has a statutory responsibility to plan for future minerals
supply and waste management in Kent. This is being fulfilled through the preparation
of the Kent Minerals and Waste Local Plan (MWLP).

1.1 The Kent Minerals and Waste Local Plan 2013-30

1.1.1  This document, the Kent Minerals and Waste Local Plan 2013-30, is the main
Local Plan document. It describes:

e the overarching strategy and planning policies for mineral extraction, importation
and recycling, and the waste management of all waste streams that are generated
or managed in Kent, and

e the spatial implications of economic, social and environmental change in relation
to strategic minerals and waste planning.

1.1.2 This Plan identifies and sets out the following subjects for the period up to, and

including, the year 2030:

e thelongterm Spatial Vision and Strategic Objectives for Kent's minerals and waste

o the delivery strategy for minerals and waste planning that identifies how the
objectives will be achieved in the plan period

e two areas where strategic mineral and waste development is likely to occur

e the Development Management (DM) policies that will be used when the County
Council makes decisions on planning applications

* the framework to enable annual monitoring of the policies within the Plan

1.1.3 The specific sites for mineral developments are set out in the separate Kent
Mineral Sites Plan. The site selection process for the final sites included in the Mineral
Sites Plan was based on the policies in the Kent MWLP.

1.1.4  Preparing the Plan has involved engagement and collaboration with communities,
local organisations and businesses. Public consultation was held for each stage of the
plan-making process. It has also been prepared in cooperation with Kent's districts,
neighbouring authorities and other minerals and waste planning authorities that may
be affected by the strategies and policies in the Plan. This has ensured that effective
cooperation has been undertaken where there are cross-boundary impacts.

1.1.5 This Plan is accompanied by the following:
o Sustainability Appraisal (SA)

e  Habitat Regulations Assessment (Iﬁl;ég 70



Kent County Council

o  Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA)
o  Strategic Landscape Assessment

e  Strategic Transport Assessment
e  Equalities Impact Assessment (EqIA)“)

1.2 The Status of the Kent Minerals and Waste Local Plan 2013-30

1.2.1  The Plan is part of the statutory development plan for Kent together with the
adopted Local Plans prepared by the twelve Kent district and borough planning
authorities and relevant Neighbourhood Plans prepared by local communities. Proposals
for waste and mineral developments will be considered against the policies contained
in the development plan as whole, not just those included in this Plan.

1.2.2 The policies in this Plan replace the earlier versions of the saved Kent Minerals
and Waste Local Plan policies. Appendix B lists the schedules of saved Kent Local Plan
policies replaced, deleted or retained.

1.2.3  This Plan will be mainly used by the County Council when determining
applications for minerals and waste facilities. The Plan is also relevant to the
determination of non-minerals and waste applications which may be determined by the
District and Borough Councils and the County Council (in terms of other County matters
such as schools). It is envisaged that the main policies that will be implemented when
non-minerals and waste applications are being determined are as follows:

e Policy CSM 6: Safeguarded Wharves and Rail Depots

e Policy CSM 7: Safeguarding Other Mineral Plant Infrastructure

e Policy CSM 8: Secondary and Recycled Aggregates

e Policy CSW 3: Waste Reduction

» Policy CSW 16: Safeguarding of Existing Waste Management Facilities
» Policy DM 7: Safeguarding Mineral Resources

o Policy DM 8: Safeguarding Minerals Management, Transportation Production &
Waste Management Facilities

o Policy DM 9: Prior Extraction of Minerals in Advance of Surface Development

71
[ N
se and are available online from

Pango
rayc
1 These documents form part of our evidence ba

www.kent.gov.uk/mwlp.
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e Policy DM 20: Ancillary Development

e Policy DM 21: Incidental Minerals Extraction

1.2.4  Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 and Section
70(2) of the Town and Country Planning Act (TCPA)1990 requires that planning
applications "must be made in accordance with the [development] plan unless material
considerations indicate otherwise."

1.2.5 This document was prepared in accordance with national Iegislation.(z) It has
also been prepared to be in general conformity with the National Planning Policy
Framework (N PPF),(3) National Planning Policy for Waste (NPPW)(4) and the Waste
Management Plan for England.(s)

1.2.6 The Kent MWLP only applies to the administrative county of Kent. Medway
Council are writing their own local plan. The position regarding saved minerals and
waste planning policies in Medway is set out in Appendix B.

1.2.7  Annual monitoring will determine when it is necessary to trigger a review of the
adopted plans and their policies. The monitoring schedule in Chapter 8 identifies when,
where and by whom, actions will be taken to implement the Plan. The timetable for the
preparation and review of Kent's minerals and waste plans is set out in the Kent MWLP
Scheme.®

1.2.8 Alist of the abbreviations used can be found on page v and Appendix A lists a
glossary of terms.

1.3 The Links With Legislation, Other Policies and Strategies

1.3.1  When preparing plans, minerals and waste planning authorities must take
account of international and national legislation and national planning policy. Until 2013,
regional planning policy formed part of the development plan and was required to be
taken into account in the preparation of local plans. The Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS)
for the South East of England was partially revoked.” The remaining part of the RSS
relates to a policy about new residential development near the Thames Basin Heaths
Special Protection Area (SPA), which is not in Kent. However, the RSS has been tested
for soundness through an Examination in Public (EiP), and where relevant, it can still
form part of the evidence base for the Kent MWLP.

2 The Town and Country Planning (Local Development) (England) Regulations 2004, The Town and
Country Planning (Local Development) (England) (Amendment) Regulations 2008, The Town and
Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 and the Localism Act (2011),
Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004.

Department of Communities and Local Government (DCLG) (March 2012) National Planning Policy
Framework.

DCLG (October 2014) National Planning Policy for Waste

DEFRA (December 2013) Waste Management Plan for England.

Available online from: www.kent.gov.uk/m

Statutory Instruments 2013 No. 427: The Regional Strategy for the South East (Partial Revocation)
Order 2013.

w
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European Legislation

1.3.2 European Union (EU) Directives provide the international legislative context for
minerals and waste plan-making. These include:

[ ]

Waste Framework Directive (WFD) (2008/98/EC) which aims to move the
management of waste up the Waste Hierarchy'” and to encourage the use of waste
as aresource. EU member states are required to achieve recycling and composting
rates of 50% by 2020 for household waste streams including paper, metal, plastic,
glass, and for other waste streams that are similar to household waste. Also by
2020, the preparation for re-use, recycling and recovery of non-hazardous
construction and demolition waste (CDE) (excluding naturally occurring materials)
must be increased to a minimum of 70% by weight.

Landfill Directive (1999/31/EC) which requires reductions in the quantity of
biodegradable waste that is landfilled, and encourages diversion of non-recyclable
and non-usable waste to other methods of treatment.

Water Framework Directive (Water FD) (2000/60/EC) which aims to improve the
local water environment for people and wildlife, and promote the sustainable use
of water. It applies to all surface water bodies, including lakes, streams and rivers
as well as groundwater. The aim of the Water FD is for all water bodies to reach
good status by 2027. This means improving their physical state, and preventing
deterioration in water quality and ecology. The Water FD introduced the concept
of integrated river basin management planning. Kent lies within the Thames River
Basin District and South East River Basin District.®)

The Waste Hierarchy is defined in the Glossary in Appendix A and is shown diagrammatically in
the text supporting Policy CSW 2. ge 73

Environment Agency (December 2009) Thames River Basin Management Plan (RBMP) and the
South East RBMP.
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National Planning Policy and Guidance

1.3.3 The Government published the NPPF in March 2012. The NPPF describes the
Government's planning policies for England and how to apply them. It provides a
framework for people and their councils to produce distinctive local and neighbourhood
plans that reflect local needs and priorities. It includes policies on plan-making and
planning for minerals.

1.3.4  Specific poI|C|es on waste are described in the National Waste Management
Plan for England( % and the National Planning Policy for Waste 201 4™ Local
authorities preparing waste plans are also advised to consider relevant NPPF policies.

1.3.5 Since the publication of the NPPF, DCLG have published the following additional
guidance notes which are relevant to minerals and waste plan-making:

e  Guidance for Local Planning Author/t/es on Implementing Planning Requirements
of the EU WFD (2008/98/EC)

e updated Planning Practice Guidance on Minerals to accompany the NPPF, including
updated guidance on the Managed Aggregate Supply System(13)

1.3.6 The Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009 introduced measures to enable the
sustainable management and use of marine resources, including the requirement for
a Marine Policy Statement (MPS). The UK MPS contains minerals policy relating to
offshore mineral interests. All public authorities taking authorisation or enforcement
decisions that affect, or might affect, the UK marine area must do so in accordance with
the UK MPS, unless relevant considerations indicate otherwise. The MPS will also guide
the development of Marine Plans across the UK.

Local Plans and Strategies
1.3.7 The Plan also considers other relevant local policies and strategies.
Kent Joint Municipal Waste Strategy

1.3.8 As Waste Disposal Authority, in 2007 the County Council prepared a Joint
Municipal Waste Management Strategy (JMWMS) with the districts in Kent, which was
adopted by the Kent Resource Partnership (KRP). The partnership comprises 12
district/borough councils and KCC. The KRP plans and budgets for Kent’s household
waste so that new facilities can be built where and when they are needed. The aims of
the KRP are to:

» increase recycling rates all over Kent

10 DEFRA (December 2013) Waste Management Plan for England.

11 DCLG (October 2014) National Planning Policy for Waste.

12 DCLG (December 2012) Guidance for local planning authorities on implementing planning
requirements of the EU Waste Frameworlpla@@;t'yv,g (2008/98/EC).

13 DCLG (Revised March 2014) Planning Practice Guidance: Minerals. Web-based resource available
from: http://planningguidance.planningportal.gov.uk/.
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* reduce the amount of waste produced by each household

¢ reduce the amount of Kent's waste that is put into landfill

1.3.9 Since 2007 the KRP have achieved the following targets:
*  40% recycling and composting across Kent

* KCC's Household Waste Recycling Centres (HWRCs) to achieve a 60% recycling
and composting rate

1.3.10 These targets were achieved in 2011/12. Also the amount of waste sent to
landfill has been reduced from around 72% in 2005/06 to 22% in 2011/12.

1.3.11  Areview of the Kent JMWMS began in 2011. The KRP prepared new objectives
and policies which are being implemented across Kent. These include reducing
household waste arisings by at least 10% by 2020/21 (based on 2010/11 levels),
recycling and composting rates of at least 50%,and sending no more than 5% of the
household waste stream to landfill. The aim is to get as close as possible to 0% for
untreated household waste being sent to landfill.

Strategic Transport Plans

1.3.12 The County Council has a statutory duty to prepare and update its Strategic
Transport Plan. The Local Transport Plan for Kent 2011-2016 was adopted in 2011.
This Plan explains how the council will work towards its transport vision over a five-year
period using the funding that it receives from Government. KCC also prepared a 20-year
transport delivery plan, Growth Without Gridlock, which focuses on the key strategic
transport improvement areas required in Kent, including the Thames Gateway. This
aims to relieve the pressure on the Channel Corridor, cut congestion in West Kent along
the A21, find a solution in East Kent for Operation stack™ and provide a integrated
public transport network.

1.3.13 The Kent Freight Plan was adopted in 2012. It contains KCC's objectives to
tackle key issues and find solutions to the following problems related to lorry movements
in Kent:

o overnight lorry parking
» Operation Stack

* managing the routing of Heavy Goods Vehicles to ensure that they remain on the
Strategic Road Network for as much of their journey as possible

e impacts of freight traffic on communities and the environment

e encouraging sustainable distribution

Paga 75
rayc 1J

14  Operation Stack is the name given to the process used to stack lorries on the M20 when cross
channel services from the Port of Dover or through the Channel Tunnel are disrupted.
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District Local Plans

1.3.14 The Kent district local plans form part of the development plan. While they do
not address minerals and waste matters, their Sustainable Community Strategies have
been considered in the preparation of the Kent MWLP.

1.4 The Evidence Base

1.4.1 The evidence base required for plan-making must be: proportionate,“s) kept
up-to-date and address all of the relevant legislative and policy requirements.

1.4.2 An adequate and relevant evidence base on the economic, social and
environmental characteristics and prospects of the area has been available to inform
the preparation of the Plan.

1.4.3 The SA identifies and evaluates the impacts that are expected to arise from the
Plan's policies regarding social, environmental and economic factors. The SA process
is iterative ® and prepared in parallel with the Kent MWLP. The SA influences the
production of the Plan and ensures that plan-making is carried out in accordance with
the principles of sustainable development. The SA report for the Plan was prepared
independently by URS Consultants. Each stage of plan-making has been accompanied
by an SA.

1.4.4  Kent contains sites of international importance for wildlife including Special
Areas of Conservation (SACs), SPAs and Ramsar sites."”) The Plan is accompanied
by a HRA which considers the impacts of the plan policies on the international sites
and assesses whether the policies will have a siggificant impact. The Plan must comply
with the requirements of the Habitat Regulations ) to minimise the possibility of impacts
on internationally designated sites.

1.4.5 The Plan is also accompanied by the following assessments:

o SFRA describing the impacts of the plan policies on flooding and identifying where
mitigation measures could be needed

o  Strategic Landscape Assessment describing the landscape impact of the Strategic
Site for Minerals and the Strategic Site for Waste identified in the Plan

»  Strategic Transport Assessment describing the potential effects on Kent's transport
network (see Figure 2) as a result of the Plan's policies

1.4.6 Parts of the Kent MWLP evidence base have been developed in conjunction
with other adjoining local authorities, including:

15 Proportionate means being in due proportion, so that there is sufficient evidence (facts and figures)
to justify the decisions made in the Plan.

16 lterative means that there is repetitive on-going discussion and resolution of issues.

17 Ramsar sites are sites designated under Bﬁgl%amar Convention as Wetlands of international
importance Sites.

18 The Conservation of Habitats & Species Regulations 2010.
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o the KC(C13 and Medway Council collaboration on a study of mineral imports into the
county

e the Kent and Surrey County Council collaboration on an evidence base for their
plans for silica sand®”

1.4.7 The evidence base topic reports and other documents that have been prepared
to inform and support the preparation of this Plan and information on public consultation
undertaken are available online."

1.5 Planning and Permitting Interface

When determining planning applications, local planning authorities establish whether
a development should go ahead in the particular location proposed. In arriving at its
decision, the County Council and it's partner planning authorities will:

 seek to establish the development is an appropriate use of the particular land, and
in doing so that the development will not result in unacceptable risks from pollution.

e respect the fact that the primary role of controlling pollution falls to the respective
pollution regimes.

e pay due cognisance to the fact that certain activities may be subject to non-planning
consenting regimes and securing such consents may be critical in delivering the
particular development.

e seek advice from other relevant consenting bodies, such as the Environment
Agency, around issues that might affect whether a development is acceptable.
Where any significant issues are identified, we recommend that other consents
needed, such as environmental permits, be sought in parallel to submission of the
planning application so that any issues can be resolved as early as possible.

The NPPF states that local planning authorities should focus on whether the development
itself is an acceptable use of the land, and the impact of the use, rather than the control
of processes or emissions themselves where these are subject to approval under
pollution control regimes. Local planning authorities should assume that these regimes
will operate effectively. Equally, where a planning decision has been made on a particular
development, the planning issues should not be revisited through the permitting regimes
operated by pollution control authorities.#?

19 KCC and Medway Council (May 2011) MTR7: Kent and Medway Mineral Imports Study.
20 GWP Consultants Ltd (2010) Silica SandFR@@erpr KCC and Surrey County Council.
21 See www.kent.gov.uk/mwlp

22 DCLG (2012) National Planning Policy Framework, para. 122.
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The NPPW states that when determining waste planning applications, waste planning
authorities should concern themselves with implementing the planning strategy in the
Local Plan and not with the control of processes which are a matter for the pollution
control authorities. Waste Planning Authorities should work on the assum;ntion that the
relevant pollution control regime will be properly applied and enforced.®

Page 78
23 DCLG (2014) National Planning Policy for Waste, para. 7.
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2 Minerals and Waste Development in Kent: A Spatial Portrait
2.1 Introduction

2.1.1 Kentislocated in the south east corner of the United Kingdom (UK). The county
consists of 12 districts, as shown in Figure 1. It is surrounded on two sides by water:
the River Thames to the north and the English Channel to the south-east. It also
neighbours London on its north-west perimeter. It has excellent transportation links by
road, rail and water with northern France, London, Essex and the South East of England
(see Figure 2). 85% of Kent is defined as rural.

2.1.2  With an estimated population of 1,480,200 people,(24) Kent is the largest
non-metropolitan local authority area in England. Projected population growth for Kent
is a 10.5% increase between 2011 and 2021é with the total population of the county
expected to be 1.62 million people by 2026.°)

Figure 1 Kent Districts

Medway
Dartford

Gravesham Swale

Thanet
Medway
Swale
Canterbury

Tonbridge and Malling
Sevenoaks

Maidstone Dover

Ashford
Tunbridge Wells

Shepway

N Legend

A E Medway Unitary

0 10 20 . Mineral & Waste Authorities outside KCC
I  Kilometres .
1:379,700 at A4 crown Copyright. Al rights reserved 10001523, 2014 Main Urban Areas

2.1.3 The population of Kent is spread unevenly throughout the county. North-west
Kent is the main urban area as part of the Thames Gateway area. The Thames Gateway
stretches along the River Thames from Stratford and Lewisham in London out to
Sittingbourne, Kent and Southend, Essex. Within Kent, it contains parts of Dartford,
Gravesham and Swale Districts and Medway Council.

24 In mid 2012, Office for National Statisticspgge 79
25 KCC (2012) Business Intelligence Statistical%ulletin, Interim 2011-Based Sub National Population
Projections for Kent.
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Figure 2 Transport Links

2.1.4 Kentis a member of The South East Local Enterprise Partnership (SE LEP).
This encompasses East Sussex, Essex, Kent, Medway, Southend and Thurrock. LEPs
are voluntary partnerships between local authorities and businesses which were formed
in 2011 by the Department for Business, Innovation and Skills (BIS) to help determine
local economic priorities and lead economic growth and job creation within the local
areas. LEPs are responsible for some of the functions previously carried out by the
regional development agencies which were abolished in March 2012. There were 39
LEPs in operation in September 2012.

2.1.5 Figure 3 shows the extent of the SE LEP and the Thames Gateway area. The
SE LEP area has 156,000 businesses and 3.9 million people. 1,526,000 people work
within the LEP area, contributinzg, £63bn Gross Value Added (GVA).(26) This represents
5% of the national contribution.?”) The SE LEP's vision is to create the most enterprising
economy in England. The SE LEP has identified four strategic objectives:

—

secure the growth of the Thames Gateway
2. promote investment in coastal communities
3. strengthen the rural economy

4. strengthen the competitive advantage of strategic growth locations

Pacea Q0
rayc ouv

26 GVA s explained in the Glossary in Appendix A.
27 South East Local Enterprise Partnership Strategic Economic Plan.
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Figure 3 SE LEP and the Thames Gateway area
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Essex County

Legend

[ Local Enterprise Partnership Authorities
¥V /] Thames Gateway

1: 688,000 at A4 (©) crown Copyright. All rights reserved 100019238, 2014
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2.2 Kent’s Environmental and Landscape Assets N

2.2.1  Some of Kent's natural environment and features are formally identified as being
of international, national and local importance. Kent also has statutorily protected
species, under both European and national legislation. These formal designations
include the following:

International Importance (see Figure 4):

e Ramsar sites and/or SPAs

e SACs

e UNESCO World Heritage Sites: Canterbury Cathedral, St Augustine's Abbey and
St Martin's Church in Canterbury

National Importance (See Figures 5 & 6):

e almost a third of Kent is protected by two Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty
(AONB): the Kent Downs AONB and High Weald AONB

o Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs) and National Nature Reserves

e nationally important archaeological sites (most of which are Scheduled Ancient
Monuments)), Registered Parks and Gardens of Historic Interest and Listed
Buildings'?®

o Kent areas of Heritage Coast including South Foreland and Dover to Folkestone
e Green Belt

e species and habitats listed as being of principal importance for the conservation
of biodiversity in the UK (Section 41 of the Natural Environment and Rural
Communities (NERC) Act 2006)?%

* Ancient Woodland (Figure 10)

Local Importance:

2.2.2  Kent's wildlife, geological, geomorphological, landscape and historic
environmental areas and features that are of particular importance at county level, or
that make a contribution to biodiversity and geological conservation, include:

e Local Geological Sites and Local Wildlife Sites (LWSs) (see Figure 7)

o Local Nature Reserves (LNRs) (see Figure 8)

28 Listed Buildings in Kent are shown on The N@{'@@%Qeritage List for England on the English Heritage
website.
29 DCLG (2000) Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000.
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» Kent Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) species

o the setting of the World Heritage Site (Canterbury Cathedral, St Augustine's Abbey
and St Martin's Church) and Locally Listed buildings, conservation areas and their
settings

» landscape features of importance for wildlife that are essential for migration and
dispersal, and which enable the protection, conservation and expansion of native
flora and fauna

o Kentrivers and waterways and their settings (Figure 9)

o Biodiversity Opportunity Areas (BOA) and The Greater Thames Marshes Nature
Improvement Area (NIA) (Figure 11)

e  Groundwater in Kent (Flood Zones, Source Protection Zones) (Figure 15)

Biodiversity Opportunity Areas and the Nature Improvement Area

2.2.3 The identification of BOAs and the Greater Thames Marshes NIA present
opportunities to contribute to large-scale biodiversity conservation in Kent.

2.2.4 Kent’'s network of BOAs has been identified to implement the Kent BAP.®% The
BOA show where the greatest gains can be made from habitat enhancement, restoration
and recreation by establishing or contributing to large habitat areas and/or networks of
wildlife habitats. The BOAs include a range of biodiversity. BOA targets reflect the
specific landscape, geology and key habitats that are present within each area.

2.2.5 NIAs are areas in which partner organisations are planning and delivering
improvements for wildlife and people through sustainable resource use, restoring and
creating wildlife habitats, connecting local sites and joining up action on a large-scale.
Within Kent there is the Greater Thames Marshes NIA.

2.2.6  The BOAs and the NIA are not constraints to development. They are areas
where minerals and waste sites will best be able to support the strategic aims for
biodiversity conservation in Kent. Sites that are outside of the BOAs and the NIA can
still contribute to the delivery of BAP targets and the enhancement of Kent’s biodiversity.

Page 83
30 Kent Biodiversity Action Plan Steering Group (1997) The Kent Biodiversity Action Plan.
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2.3 Kent's Economic Mineral Resources N
2.3.1  The economic mineral resources®" of Kent reflect its complex geological,
economic and social history. Historically, the Coal Measures were of major economic
importance until the East Kent Coal mines ceased operations by 1989. Until recently,
Kent also had a thriving cement industry based on the chalk and clay deposits of the
Medway Valley and north-west Kent. There are now no active cement works in Kent.
Areas of Kent have also been licensed by the Government for petroleum exploration
and development.

2.3.2 Economic minerals that are extracted from Kent quarries include sand and
gravel, crushed rock (ragstone), silica sand, brickearth, clay for tile-making, chalk for
agricultural and industrial uses, and building stone.

2.3.3 Figure 12 shows the geology of Kent. Figure 13 and 14 shows all existing
mineral extraction sites, wharves, rail depots, the areas licensed for petroleum exploration
and the Strategic Site for Minerals.

2.3.4 Details of operational and inactive quarries, wharves, rail depots and secondary
and recycled aggregate sites in Kent are reviewed annually and listed in the Kent
Minerals and Waste Annual Monitoring Report (AMR). (33)

Construction Aggregates

2.3.5 Construction aggregates consist of sand, gravel and crushed rock. These are
the most significant in quantity terms of all of the minerals extracted in Kent.

2.3.6  Historically, sharp sand and gravel deposits have been extracted along Kent’s
river valleys and in the Dungeness and Romney Marsh area. The permitted reserves
are becoming depleted.

2.3.7 Soft sand or building sand, used to produce asphalt and mortar, is extracted
from quarries situated on the Folkestone Beds between Charing and Sevenoaks. Most
of these sand quarries produce a combination of soft sand (building sand which is a
construction aggregate) and silica sand (a specialist sand).

2.3.8 The difference between sharp sand and soft sand is in the particulate shape,
and the degree of variation of grain size. Soft sand particles are low in angularity and
are more equidimensional, making them suitable for mortar mixes. Sharp sands are
more angular and variable in size and they provide the high structural strength in concrete
mixes.

2.3.9 The only type of crushed rock that is exploited commercially in Kent is Kentish
Ragstone, found in a band crossing Kent from east to west. Currently ragstone extraction
is carried out to the west of Maidstone. Crushed rock resources also exist in a
Carboniferous Limestone deposit in east Kent.

31 Aresource is a concentration or occurrenpgyefavgrkable material of intrinsic economic interest.
32 See Policy CSM 3: Strategic Site for Minerals for details.
33 All Annual Monitoring Reports are available online from: www.kent.gov.uk/mwlp.
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2.3.10 The use of secondary and recycled aggregates is more sustainable than
extracting primary land-won aggregates. The County Council is therefore keen to
increase the amount of secondary and recycled aggregates being re-processed.
Recycled aggregates can replace sharp sand and gravel in concrete production. There
are sites across Kent that screen and/or crush secondary and recycled aggregates for
re-use. Some are located in industrial estates, or at existing quarries, wharves and rail
depots.

2.3.11  As well as land-won minerals and mineral recycling, Kent handles minerals
(construction aggregates and cement) through its wharves and rail depots and is the
largest importer of Marine Dredged Aggregates (MDA) in the South East.

Other Minerals

2.3.12 Chalk and clay resources are very common in Kent. There are four main clay
horizons in Kent: London Clay, Gault Clay, Weald Clay and Wadhurst Clay. London
Clay has been extensively used as an engineering clay, particularly for sea defence
works around the North Kent Marshes. Gault, Weald and Wadhurst Clay have been
used in brick making.

2.3.13 Brick and tiles are manufactured from brickearth or clays. These industries
have declined in Kent but there remains one operational brick and one operational tile
works, although some of the brickearth from north Kent is transported to East Sussex
for brick manufacture. The Faversham area is the original source of yellow London
stock bricks. Hand-made Kent peg tiles are manufactured at a small Weald Clay site
near Maidstone.

2.3.14  The chalk horizon in Kent has formed the North Downs and it forms a major
feature across the county from Dover in the east to Westerham in the west. It also forms
the main bedrock to the Isle of Thanet. Chalk is used in agriculture, e.g. for neutralising
acid soils, in construction and as a filler in industrial processes such as a whitening
agent.

2.3.15 Building stone, required for specialist or conservation work, is currently provided
only from the ragstone (crushed rock) quarries of mid Kent. Other types of building
stone, including Tunbridge Wells Sandstone and Bethersden Paludina Limestone, have
been worked for local building materials but there are currently no active quarries.

2.3.16  The Kent silica sand deposits found within the Folkestone Beds, while not as
pure as those in Surrey, are used for industrial processes. These include: glass
manufacture, production of foundry castings, horticulture and for sports surfaces such
as horse menages and golf course bunker sand. There are no sites in Kent that provide
only silica sand. All such sites also produce construction aggregate.(34

Q
J
ca

34 GWP Consultants (March 2010). A study o Page
Final Report for KCC.

and Quality and End Uses in Surrey and Kent.
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Superficial (Drift) Deposits of Kent

Legend: Geology of Kent

Solid Geology of Kent
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2.4 Kent's Waste Infrastructure

2.4.1 Kent has a population of 1,480,200 people with major urban areas in North
Kent, Maidstone, Ashford and Thanet and smaller towns throughout the county. The
county is an area of sustained growth for housing, employment and infrastructure, and
retains important manufacturing industries in addition to the service employment that
is prevalent in the South East. This infrastructure generates large volumes of household,
Commercial and Industrial (C&l), and construction waste. In 2014, an additional 140,299
dwellings were forecast within the county for the period 2013 - 2033.

2.4.2 The district councils, as waste collection authorities (WCA), influence the rate
of recycling of Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) in their areas. However, the County Council,
as the disposal and Waste Planning Authority (WPA), must achieve targets and apply
policies for the county as a whole. The JMWMS,(35) which provides guidance for the

future direction of household waste management in Kent, has informed the Kent MWLP.

2.4.3 The provision of waste management facilities is influenced by international and
national planning constraints. Local geology and hydrology also constrain where
non-hazardous and hazardous waste landfill might be sited. Areas with clay geology,
outside water Source Protection Zones (SPZs) which are not liable to flooding, may be
suitable for future landfill. This is subject to suitable engineering solutions and any local
environmental impact being acceptable. Figure 15 shows the SPZs and Flood Zones
in Kent.

2.4.4 Some of Kent's mineral workings are used for waste disposal. At the time of
Plan preparation, there are two non-hazardous landfill sites and two hazardous landfill
sites.

2.4.5 The Allington Energy from Waste (EfW) plant near Maidstone can treat residual
household waste. It has additional capacity not contracted to the County Council available
for MSW from outside Kent, or C&l waste from inside or outside Kent. It enables Kent
to divert waste from landfill and to meet the national planning policy objective to move
the treatment of waste up the hierarchy (see Figure 18). Blaise Farm, near West Malling
has a large, modern enclosed plant for composting of green and kitchen waste.

2.4.6  Kent neighbours London, Essex, Surrey and East Sussex. Waste crosses the
borders into and out of Kent.

2.4.7 Construction waste comes into the county from London for disposal in inert
landfill sites. MSW is also transported to Kent to take the spare capacity in Kent’'s new
waste treatment infrastructure at the Allington EfW facility and the materials recycling
facility in Sittingbourne.

2.4.8 Figure 16 shows the location of key existing facilities. This Plan aims to provide
a balanced and accessible network of modern facilities.

Page 98
35 KCC (2007) Joint Municipal Waste Management Strategy.
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3 Spatial Vision for Minerals and Waste in Kent

3.0.1

The Kent MWLP provides an opportunity to take a fresh look at minerals and

waste issues and to take some bold steps towards delivering improvements in mineral
supply and waste resource management based on the principles of sustainable
development. Identifying a vision for minerals and waste in Kent allows us to translate
broad sustainability principles and put them into a context that is relevant to our
communities and businesses.

3.0.2 The main aims of the Plan are to drive waste up the Waste Hierarchy (see
Figure 18) enabling waste to be considered as a valuable resource, while at the same
time providing a steady supply of minerals to allow sustainable growth to take place. It
will also ensure that requirements such as a Low Carbon Economy (LCE) and climate
change issues are incorporated into new developments for minerals and waste
development in Kent.

3.0.3 The vision outlines our ambition for sustainable resource management and
mineral supply.

3.0.4 As the Kent MWLP will plan for minerals and waste in Kent up to the end of
2030, it is important to recognise that technology will change over the plan period.
Therefore, the Plan has to be robust and flexible enough to enable improvements in
technology to be incorporated into future mineral supply and waste management
developments.

Spatial Vision for Minerals and Waste in Kent

Throughout the plan period 2013-2030, minerals and waste development will:

1.

Make a positive and sustainable contribution to the Kent area and assist with
progression towards a low carbon economy.

Support the needs arising from growth within Kent.

Deliver cost effective and sustainable solutions to Kent's minerals and waste
needs through collaborative working with communities, landowners, the
minerals and waste industries, the environmental and voluntary sector and
local planning authorities.

Embrace the naturally and historically rich and sensitive environment of the

plan area, and ensure that it is conserved and enhanced for future generations
to enjoy.
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Planning for Minerals in Kent will:

5.

Seek to deliver a sustainable, steady and adequate supply of land-won minerals
including aggregates, silica sand, crushed rock, brickearth, chalk and clay,
building stone and minerals for cement manufacture.

Facilitate the processing and use of secondary and recycled aggregates and
become less reliant on land-won construction aggregates.

Safeguard economic mineral resources for future generations and all existing,
planned and potential mineral transportation and processing infrastructure
(including wharves and rail depots and production facilities).

Restore minerals sites to a high standard that will deliver sustainable benefits
to Kent communities.

Planning for Waste