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Five Year Rule  

Policy MWR3 (M3) 
 

Objection Nos/Objectors 
 

0003/500313 GONE  

0017/501704 & 501705 UK Coal Mining Ltd 

0018/501804 & 501814 RMC (UK) 

0020/502006 Quarry Products Association 

R0039/503914 Liberal Democrat Group on Gateshead Council  

  (Cllr Ione Rippeth) 

R0182/518215 Residents Against Rubbish 

 
Summary of Representations 
 

• The policy is unclear as to what constitutes ‘nearly continuous’. 
• Ensuring appropriate provision of minerals should be added as an over-

riding material consideration in paragraph 13.10.  
• The policy should be deleted as the Five Year Rule is not a viable concept.  
• There should be no ‘over-riding material considerations’.  

 
Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

 
13.1. The policy has been amended, in response to the objection by GONE, to 

explain what is meant by ‘continuous’ and ‘nearly continuous’. I think this is 

helpful but it has resulted in some repetition, and the Council may wish 
give further consideration to the detailed wording of paragraphs 13.9 and 

13.10. 
 

13.2. Objectors to the principle of including this policy suggest that this may 
inhibit nearby viable resources being extracted, that it is an arbitrary and 
subjective concept, and that cumulative and/or sequential impacts can be 

considered at the individual application stage in the context of the relevant 
plan policies relating to particular environmental impacts. There are policies 

that address the impact of individual proposals, but these would not 
prevent the continuous working in any one area, provided the impacts were 
considered to be acceptable. However, minerals and waste operations 

cannot be carried out in populated areas without having an impact on local 
people from traffic, even if the operations on site can be acceptably 

controlled.  
 
13.3. In my view it is not unreasonable to include a provision to allow local 

residents some respite from the effects of these operations, and this is a 
provision that has been operated in this area for some years. This will not 

affect the completion of works that already have planning permission, and 
paragraph 13.10 makes it clear that avoiding the sterilisation of deposits 
could be an over-riding consideration. This is given as an example, and the 

need for a particular mineral could be another such consideration, but I 
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accept the Council’s view that this will depend on the circumstances of each 
particular case and it does not need to be referred to in the text. 

 

13.4. Other objectors support the principle of the policy but are concerned that, 
because of existing permissions, the 5-year rule never seems to apply. It 

was clear from the evidence at the Inquiry that operations in the Ryton, 
Crawcrook and Greenside areas will continue for some 20 years. This is on 
sites with planning permission, and it would be unrealistic to attempt to 

halt these operations. However, once the legacy of existing planning 
permissions has been exhausted, this policy would come into effect. 

 
Recommendation 
 

 I recommend that no modification be made to the UDP. 

________________________ 

 


