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Matter 7: Minerals and Waste 

Is the Plan’s approach to minerals and waste positively prepared, justified, effective, consistent 
with national policy and in general conformity with the CSUCP? 

General overview  

7.1  Can the Council please provide a brief summary on the current level of aggregates and 
wider minerals activity in Gateshead. Does the Plan adequately set out the local 
circumstances in terms of available landbanks for sand and gravel and crushed rock and 
the approach taken by the authorities in the North East to the provision of minerals? 

7.1.1 As set out in the Joint Local Aggregates Assessment (LAA) (2018) (EV MW01) Gateshead has 
been a particularly important source of both aggregate and non-aggregate minerals due to 
the resources which naturally occur within the area and its ability to accommodate 
environmentally acceptable sites in the past.  

7.1.2 The LAA confirms that although the joint LAA area produced or sold 0.97 million tonnes of 
sand and gravel in 2016 (22% from quarries in Tyne and Wear), following the cessation of 
mineral extraction activity at Blaydon and Crawcrook Quarries, there are no operational 
sand and gravel extraction sites in Gateshead. The LAA does refer to an outstanding 
application to extend Crawcrook Quarry, in relation to which the applicant Cemex indicated 
a desire not to proceed (page 36). 

7.1.3 The LAA also confirms that Gateshead Wharf for the landing of marine sand and gravel is 
currently inactive. Within Tyne and Wear crushed rock resources (Magnesian limestone) are 
located in South Tyneside and Sunderland but not Gateshead as confirmed in the LAA (page 
28). There are currently no coal extraction sites in Gateshead; the most recent application, 
(DC/12/01349/MIN) for reclamation and surface mining to extract coal and fireclay at 
Marley Hill, on part of a site extending into County Durham, being withdrawn, although the 
Gateshead part was acceptable.  

7.1.4 In terms of brick clay there are no operational extraction sites in Gateshead; however the 
Council works closely with Durham County Council in relation to Birtley Quarry (located in 
Durham near the borough boundary) which feeds the adjacent Union Brickworks in Birtley, 
Gateshead.   

7.1.5 The Council considers that the Local Plan comprising the CSUCP and the emerging MSGP 
adequately sets out the local circumstances in terms of aggregates in Gateshead and the 
North East. Whilst proposed MSGP policies set out more detailed and site specific policies, 
the CSUCP sets out the strategic context and approach to minerals (EV OD02, p111-115) 
including Figure 13.1 on p112 which shows the extent of sand and gravel resource in 
Gateshead and Newcastle, together with the broad location of brick clay and minerals 
infrastructure.  

7.1.6 Paragraph 13.11 in the CSUCP refers to the national and sub-regional guidelines for the 
provision of aggregates and confirms the capacity required from the Tyne and Wear Sub-
Region of 3.1 million tonnes for sand and gravel, and 3 million tonnes for crushed rock to 
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2020. Paragraph 13.12 confirms the landbank requirement of 7 years for sand and gravel, 10 
years for crushed rock and 25 years for brick clay, as set out in the NPPF (based on the 
extent of permitted reserves against the annual rate of extraction). It then describes the 
collaborative approach of the authorities in Tyne and Wear, County Durham and 
Northumberland to the preparation of the Local Aggregates Assessment which identifies 
that the requirement for Tyne and Wear for the period 2013-2030  is approximately 4.6 
million tonnes for sand and gravel and 5.3 million tonnes for crushed rock.   

7.1.7 Paragraph 13.14 confirms that within Tyne and Wear the level of permitted reserves at 
existing mineral sites is sufficient to meet our needs and the sub regional apportionment to 
a date beyond 2030 for both sand and gravel and crushed rock. It acknowledges that the LAA 
recommends that Tyne and Wear should continue to safeguard economically important 
reserves and look to make a contribution to meet local and regional needs, to maintain a 
sufficient landbank throughout the plan period and to minimise the import of material into 
Tyne and Wear.  

7.1.8 The Aggregates Monitoring Report and LAA and the figures within them are updated 
annually. However, the Annual Aggregates Monitoring Report 2017 (EV MW04) does not 
confirm the landbank of permitted reserves for Tyne and Wear or Tees Valley, because of  
confidentiality due to the small number of sites (pages 13 and 21). The LAA (EV MW01) does 
confirm that Tyne and Wear has permitted reserves of sand and gravel of 6.4 million tonnes 
(27.8 year landbank) and for crushed rock of 6.6 million tonnes (18.2 years landbank), 
further to the granting of planning permission at Eppleton Quarry in Sunderland (table 1.4, 
page 8).       

 

7.2  Policy CS20 of the CSUCP makes reference at criterion 2 to Areas of Search being defined in 
future Local Development Documents. Is the Plan consistent with Policy CS20 of the CSUCP 
in this regard?  

7.2.1 The Council has considered the potential for identifying an area of search through a call for 
sites exercise and a detailed internal sieve of potential sites, as evidenced in the Gateshead 
Minerals Areas of Search Report (EV MW03) (2017). This concluded that it is not possible to 
identify an area of search on the basis that no sites were put forward by the mineral 
industry, and the uncertainty regarding the acceptability, deliverability and quality/quantity 
of reserves present at a number of potential locations in Gateshead. The Council will 
continue to engage with the minerals industry in order to identify potential sites.  

 

7.3  The Gateshead Minerals Areas of Search Report 2017 refers to sites which were 
safeguarded for minerals in Gateshead’s Unitary Development Plan, or identified as being 
dormant, as having the potential to be categorised as Areas of Search. However, following 
assessment of those sites, the Plan does not identify any Areas of Search. How does the 
Council propose dealing with potential Areas of Search going forward? What consideration 
has been given to dormant sites? 
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7.3.1 The report (EV MW03) confirms that sites individually safeguarded in the Gateshead UDP, 
along with 2 dormant sites, were included as part of the assessment, but along with other 
sites were ruled out.    

7.3.2 The Council will continue to adopt a positive approach in considering potential areas of 
search by continuing to engage with mineral operators. The intention is to undertake a 
further call for sites in collaboration with neighbouring authorities.  

7.3.3 Whilst not a requirement on Local Plans, MSGP proposes to designate the 2 dormant sites as 
set out in policy MSGP53 and shown on the Policies Map. The sites are relatively small and 
their status as dormant ends in February 2042, as referred to in the Compliance Statement 
(SD11, page 267). MSGP53 serves to highlight the potential for either site to come forward 
for extraction subject to detailed considerations.   

 

7.4  Has appropriate consideration been given to the future provision of aggregates in 
Gateshead as markets in Tyne and Wear are a major source of demand within the North 
East? 

7.4.1  Yes, the Local Plan comprising the CSUCP and emerging MSGP put in place policies which 
safeguard both the extent of mineral resources in Gateshead (CS20 criteria 1 and 5) and 
specific sites and infrastructure (MSGP51), and which require prior extraction of minerals 
where non-mineral development is proposed (CS20 criterion 6).   

7.4.2 Whilst permitted reserves of sand and gravel and crushed rock at Eppleton Quarry in 
Sunderland are significant, resulting in positive landbanks to way beyond the Plan period, 
the Council accepts that there is a need to avoid limiting productive capacity to one site, and 
therefore has undertaken work as set out to identify other potential sand and gravel sites or 
areas of search in Gateshead. In preparing the Plan the Council has engaged  with 
neighbouring authorities and mineral operators.  

7.4.3 As referred to, the Council undertook a call for sites in 2015 given the need for additional 
provision, which has informed the approach in MSGP. This followed on from a Tyne and 
Wear minerals survey and Call for Sites in 2010 which had only a limited response from the 
Industry with only one coal site proposed in Newcastle, and nothing in Gateshead. This lack 
of market interest in extracting in Gateshead in recent years is also reflected in the fact that 
the two most recent applications for sand and gravel extraction regarded existing sites and 
were unresolved:    

 DC/06/01387/MIWAS - Blaydon Quarry - Variation of conditions 2(ii) and 5 of permission 
618/94 to allow the extraction of newly accessible on-site sand and gravel reserves and 
processing with associated plant and silt lagoons until 31st December 2011 (amended 
15.12.2006 and 18.12.2006). Withdrawn 24.07.2013 
 

 1133/97 – Crawcrook Quarry (Sita and Cemex)  - consolidating planning application 
superseding mineral permission CA4451 for mineral extraction, mineral processing plant 
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and waste disposal with reclamation to agriculture, woodland and wetlands at 
Crawcrook Quarry (pending) 

7.4.4 The Council has engaged positively with the industry and the Mineral Products Association 
and is of the view that appropriate consideration has been given to the future provision of 
aggregates in Gateshead. 

 
7.5  Given Tyne and Wear’s reliance on Eppleton Quarry in Sunderland, are there any 

environmentally acceptable sites in Gateshead for sand and gravel extraction?  
 

7.5.1 The availability of environmentally acceptable sites for sand and gravel extraction is 
currently uncertain, as evidenced by the Council’s attempts to invite the minerals industry to 
propose sites, and following the Council’s unsuccessful attempt to identify potential areas of 
search. 

7.5.2 Potential elsewhere would be linked to the restoration of Crawcrook Quarry (South and 
Central) in terms of extracting any remaining material at that site, and at the two dormant 
sites designated under policy MSGP53. 

 

7.6  Is there a risk of the remaining sand and gravel resource being sterilised by non-aggregates 
development? 

7.6.1 The Council considers the risk of the sand and gravel resource being sterilised by non-
mineral development to be minimal. Whilst some of the resource has already been 
extracted or is sterilised by built development or other statutory designations, CSUCP Policy 
CS20 requires consideration of prior extraction where non-mineral development is 
proposed, with certain exceptions, to avoid sterilising the resource. For example prior 
extraction has been considered in connection with an application for the Dunston Hill 
Neighbourhood Growth site allocated in the CSUCP.  

7.6.2 The remaining accessible sand and gravel almost entirely coincides with the Green Belt 
where there is a general presumption against inappropriate development in accordance 
with the NPPF and CSUCP policy CS19.   

 

7.7  Are there any sites dealing with recycled and secondary aggregates in Gateshead and, if 
so, should they be mapped as part of the provision for minerals in Gateshead? 

7.7.1 There is one recycled and secondary aggregate facility in Gateshead at Longshanks Lane,  
Birtley (EV MW04, page 50), in addition to some facilities for concrete batching (EV MW01, 
page 92). Whilst this is within the Mineral Safeguarding Area designated by CSUCP policy 
CS20, the sites in question are not highlighted on the Policies Map or covered by a more 
detailed safeguarding policy. Therefore, a modification is proposed to Policy MSGP51 and 
the supporting text so it applies to mineral infrastructure more broadly (see Appendix 1).  
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Environmental impacts – minerals and waste, including noise 

7.8  Is Policy MSGP46 positively prepared and justified? 

7.8.1 This policy is considered positively prepared and justified as set out in the Compliance 
Statement (SD11, pages 221-228)  and will contribute to achieving strategic objective SO9: 
“Ensure the development and use of land protects, sustains and enhances the quality of the 
natural, built and historic environment, and ensuring our communities are attractive, safe 
and sustainable”. The policy sets out a range of issues and impacts against which proposals 
for minerals and/or waste development will assessed, both individually and cumulatively, 
and should be read in conjunction with policy CS20 Minerals and CS21 Waste in the CSUCP. 
This policy is in accordance with the NPPF which states at paragraph 204 that:  

“Planning policies should: … f) set out criteria or requirements to ensure that permitted and 
proposed operations do not have unacceptable adverse impacts on the natural and historic 
environment or human health, taking into account the cumulative effects of multiple 
impacts from individual sites and/or a number of sites in a locality;”   

  

7.9 Is criterion 2 of Policy MSGP46 sufficiently clear to be effective?  

7.9.1 The Council considers that criterion 2 of MSGP46 is sufficiently clear, and as set out in the 
Compliance Statement (SD11 pages 223 - 225) has been implemented over a number of 
years given the history of mineral extraction and landfill in Gateshead. As referred to in 
MSGP paragraph 8.2 it is a dynamic concept  which cannot be determined in advance of a 
specific proposal, whilst there could be over-riding material considerations which would 
allow a scheme to come forward even when it would be contrary to criterion 2, subject to 
other detailed considerations. 

 

7.10  Should reference to temporary exceptions to noise limits be included in Policy MSGP47 in 
order to be effective? 

7.10.1 The Council considers that the temporary exceptions provision is an exception to the 
standard approach as set out in the policy, and is therefore appropriately referred to in the 
supporting text – the approach is also set out in PPG (EV OD12, paragraph 022, Ref ID:27-
022-20140306).  

 
 
7.11  Paragraph 8.6 of the supporting text refers to preservation of tranquil areas identified as a 

national resource by the National Noise Strategy. What tranquil areas are identified in 
Gateshead, what is the evidence base behind them, and where are they shown?  

 
7.11.1 There are no officially-designated tranquil areas within Gateshead; this reference can be 

removed from the Plan or retained to future-proof it should the designation of such areas 
occur. 
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Quarry reclamation and restoration  
 
7.12  Is Policy MSGP48 consistent with national policy for waste and the Framework? Where 

are the sites listed? Should there be maps in the Plan to show the boundaries of the sites 
listed?  

 
7.12.1 As set out in the Compliance Statement (SD11, pages 241-243) the policy is considered  

consistent with national policy for waste. The policy should be read alongside CSUCP policy 
CS21 which sets out the strategic approach to waste, including managing waste sustainably 
in accordance with the waste hierarchy, with waste disposal as the least preferred solution. 
The Planning Practice Guidance (EV OD12) states that some former mineral sites may also be 
restored as a landfill facility using suitable imported waste materials as an intermediate 
stage in restoration prior to an appropriate after-use (Reference ID: 27-045-20140306). 

 
7.12.2 The boundaries of the allocated sites are included on the Policies Map. The Council is 

content that this provides the clarity required, but could incorporate individual site plans 
into the document if the Inspector considers that this would provide clarity. 

 
 
7.13  Should Policy MSGP48 be framed as an overarching policy with allocations, expressing 

constraints and potential mitigation measures, with maps of the sites provided? What is 
meant by ‘appropriate after-uses listed’ in Policy MSGP48? Would a developer understand 
what is required of them by Policy MSGP48?  

 
7.13.1 The sites allocated under Policy MSGP48 are shown on the Policies Map. The Council 

proposes a modification to the policy to clarify the approach to after-uses on the site, as set 
out below: 

 

MSGP48 Quarry reclamation and restoration  

The following quarry sites will be reclaimed and restored for nature conservation and amenity 
after-use, including public access where appropriate. The proposed landform and after-uses will 
be reviewed progressively by the Council during the life of each individual site. 

MSGP48.1 Blaydon Quarry: biodiversity/amenity 

Blaydon Quarry is allocated for landfill and will be reclaimed by filling with imported, off-site 
waste material and/or quarry spoil to produce a visually acceptable landform.  compatible with 
the appropriate after-uses listed. The proposed landform and the after-uses will be reviewed 
progressively by the Council during the life of the individual site. 

 

MSGP48.2 Path Head Quarry: biodiversity/amenity 

Following cessation of landfilling operations in 2017, the Path Head Quarry site will be restored to 
a visually acceptable landform.  compatible with the appropriate after-uses listed. 

 

MSGP48.3 Crawcrook Quarry South and Central: principally for biodiversity/amenity   
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Crawcrook Quarry (South and Central) is allocated for ongoing reclamation and restoration utilising 
construction, demolition and excavation wastes materials, addressing stability issues and ensuring that 
a visually acceptable landform compatible with the appropriate after-uses listed is provided.    

 

MSGP48.4 Crawcrook Quarry North: biodiversity/amenity 

Following cessation of mineral extraction operations, Crawcrook Quarry North will continue to be 
restored to a visually acceptable landform compatible with the appropriate after-uses listed. 
 
Permission will not be granted for further landfill sites ….  

 
 
7.14  Is Policy MSGP48.3 sufficiently clear to be effective with regard to waste disposal capacity 

referred to in the supporting text at paragraph 8.7? 
 
7.14.1 The policy is considered sufficiently clear given that there is a lack of certainty regarding the 

waste capacity at the site, which will depend on a number of factors including the level of 
stabilisation works required and the extent of additional minerals needing to be removed, 
which will be confirmed when a new application is made.  

 
 
7.15   Would new landfill sites be covered by Policies MSGP46 and MSGP48? 
 
7.15.1 Applications for new landfill sites would be covered by those, and other relevant, policies. 
 
 
Waste management  
 
7.16   Is Policy MSGP49 consistent with national policy for waste? Have sufficient opportunities 

been identified to meet the identified needs of the area for the management of different 
waste streams? 

 
7.16.1 Policy MSGP49 is consistent with national policy for waste – the approach is based on a 

robust analysis of information on different waste stream arisings, facility capacity and 
options, as set out in the Compliance Statement (SD11, pages 245-250). It is also based on a 
collaborative approach with other waste planning authorities in the region (page 251). The 
strategic approach to waste is set out in the CSUCP (EV OD02) in Policy CS21, Fig 13.2 and 
Appendix 4, with the sustainable management of waste in accordance with the waste 
hierarchy a key aim. The evidence underpinning the Plan’s waste policies sets out the 
tonnages of waste requiring different types of management over the Plan period, and the 
capacity of existing operational facilities. The overall outcome is that Gateshead has 
sufficient facilities and capacity to manage the forecast waste arising, with any shortfall in 
landfill capacity only occurring towards the end of the Plan period, with potential for 
additional landfill capacity to come forward at Crawcrook Quarry. Policy CS21 (criterion 3) 
requires that proposals resulting in the loss of a waste management facility must 
demonstrate that there is no  longer a need for the facility or there is alternative capacity 
elsewhere.   
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7.17  With regard to Policy MSGP50, is the requirement in criterion 3 for 140L of waste and 
recycling provision for flats or for 140L for each waste stream? Is this adequate? 

 
7.17.1 The 140L figure is a total figure for all waste streams per flat per week. This figure is 

considered adequate and is based on consultation with the Council’s Waste and 
Environmental Management team based on their experience of waste and recycling 
collection. 

7.17.2 In terms of clarification and flexibility, the Council has considered this further and proposes 
the following replacement wording for Policy MSGP50: 

 Provision for collection and recycling facilities will be required for new development where 
appropriate. In particular, development proposals will be required to: 

1) Ensure that the layout allows for adequate access and manoeuvrability for refuse 
collection vehicles, as far as practicable designing out the need to reverse. 
 

2) Ensure sufficient bin storage capacity, and storage space within the curtilage of each 
new house and bungalow house, for a minimum of 1 x 240L residual waste bin and 1 x 
240L recycling bin, and for dwellings houses with gardens, 1 x 240L garden waste bin. 
 

3) For other new dwellings flats ensure sufficient communal enclosed bin storage capacity 
of 140L of waste and recycling per dwelling flat per week, with adequate access in terms 
of gradient, surface treatment and distance, from the storage area to the refuse 
collection vehicle. 
 

4) For all other new developments other than residential, ensure sufficient enclosed bin 
storage with adequate access, in terms of gradient, surface treatment and distance, from 
the storage area to the refuse collection vehicle. 

7.17.3 The above use of the word ‘dwelling’ would ensure that all types of residential properties 
are covered. 

 
 
7.18  With regard to criterion 4 of Policy MSGP50, how would a developer understand what 

level of bin storage provision would be sufficient for other new developments? Would 
these other new developments be non-residential in nature? 

 
7.18.1 A quantity of bin provision for other developments has deliberately not been specified. This 

is because other developments, such as commercial and industrial, may have completely 
different requirements and function in different ways so that a planning judgement would 
be made at on individual planning applications based on consultation with the Council’s 
Waste and Environmental Management Team.   

7.18.2 These other developments would be non-residential and the Council proposes a change to 
criterion 4 of policy MSGP50 above to clarify that it is for all new development other than 
residential.  
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Gateshead Wharf  
 
7.19 Would the Plan be effective in the absence of a map showing the extent of Gateshead Wharf 
with reference to Policy MSGP51? 
 
7.19.1 The extent of the Gateshead Wharf designation under policy MSGP51 is set out on the 

printed (SD03) and interactive Policies Map (SD02). 
 
 
7.20  Should reference be made in Policy MSGP51 to any possible effects of operations at 

Gateshead Wharf on intertidal and subtidal habitat, and the scope for 
mitigation/compensatory measures to address any effects? 

 
7.20.1 Policy MSGP51 safeguards Gateshead Wharf in East Gateshead which is an existing 

permitted facility which can recommence operation without the need for a new planning 
permission. Any new application to extend or alter operations at the site would be subject to 
other policies in the Plan including those relating to adjacent habitats and the River Tyne 
(policies MSGP31, MSGP38 and MSGP39). In this respect the Schedule of Proposed Minor 
Modifications (SD09) proposes modification 24 and additional detail on the River Tyne 
Estuary and its habitats, and how the application of policies MSGP38 and MSGP39 will aim to 
avoid/minimise negative impacts on the Tyne Estuary, and require appropriate mitigation, 
compensation and enhancement measures where necessary. 

 
 
7.21  Does Policy MSGP51 adequately address the Water Framework Directive, the 

Government’s A Green Future: Our 25 Year Plan to Improve the Environment, and the 
Tyne Estuary Habitat Vision? 

 
7.21.1 The objectives of the WFD and initiatives referred to are adequately addressed - any new 

application to extend or alter the operations at the Gateshead Wharf site would be subject 
to other policies in the Plan including those relating to adjacent habitats and the River Tyne 
under policies MSGP31, MSGP38 and MSGP39.  In this respect the Schedule of Proposed 
Minor Modifications (SD09) proposes modification 24 and additional detail on the River Tyne 
Estuary and its habitats, and how the application of policies MSGP38 and MSGP39 will aim to 
avoid/minimise negative impacts on the Tyne Estuary, and require  appropriate mitigation, 
compensation and enhancement measures where necessary. The modification also includes 
a direct reference to DEFRA's '25 year Environment Plan'. In addition, any application would 
be subject to CSUCP policy CS17 which identifies that new development will be required to 
not adversely affect water quality and where possible seek to improve water quality, and 
proposed policy MSGP46 which includes criteria relating water quality and the natural 
environment. MSGP51 was developed in consultation with the Environment Agency and 
subjected to the Sustainability Appraisal process, and, in combination with other Local Plan 
policies, will contribute to these objectives. 

 
 

7.22  Is there sufficient reference in the Plan to marine aggregates? 
 

7.22.1 The Council considers that there are sufficient references to the role/importance of marine 
aggregates in the Plan. These include: 
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 CSUCP (EV OD02) (pages 110-113) 
o Paragraph 13.2 which makes reference to the landing of sand and gravel at 

Gateshead Wharf 
o Fig. 13.1 on page 112 including the broad location of Gateshead Wharf 
o Paragraph 13.5 on page 113 which states that Gateshead Wharf located in 

East Gateshead will be safeguarded for the landing of marine aggregates.  
 MSGP (SD01) (pages 53-54) 

o Policy MSGP51 on Gateshead Wharf 
o Paragraphs 8.12 and 8.13 which set out the expected contribution of marine 

dredged aggregate to regional aggregates supply, and the context of 
Gateshead Wharf. 

 

Brick Clay 

7.23  Is Policy MSGP52 positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent with national 
policy and guidance and with the CSUCP? 

7.23.1 Policy MSGP52 has been positively prepared and is supported by Durham County Council 
and the Mineral Products Association. Ensuring the safeguarding of this brick clay reserve 
will assist in meeting future brick clay supply needs beyond the Plan period, and this 
approach is considered in accordance with national policy in terms of  ensuring a sufficient 
supply of minerals, as set out in the Compliance Statement (SD11 page 265). It is noted that 
a recent permission at Birtley Quarry (in County Durham) extends extraction there to 2044. 
In terms of permitted reserves the NPPF (EV OD11 at footnote 68, page 60) refers to the 
maintenance of a stock of permitted reserves  for 25 years.  

 

7.24  Where are the brick clay deposits at Lamesley referred to in Policy MSGP52 located? 
Would the Plan be effective in the absence of a map showing the known extent of the 
brick clay deposits?  

 
7.24.1 The brick clay resource designation at Lamesley under policy MSGP52 is shown on the 

printed (SD03) and interactive Policies Map (SD02).  
 

Dormant mineral sites  

7.25  Should all active and dormant quarries be indicated on the Policies Map or on maps within 
the Plan? 

7.25.1 The Council considers that the inclusion of active and dormant mineral sites on the Policies 
Map is appropriate and in accordance with the NPPF (EV OD11 paragraph 23), which states 
that land-use designations and allocations should be identified on a policies map.  
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7.26  What is the purpose of Policy MSGP53 and what would it achieve? Is Policy MSGP53 
positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent with national policy and guidance 
and with the CSUCP? 

7.26.1 Two dormant mineral sites are designated by Policy MSG53 which serves to highlight their 
status and location, and increase the potential for Gateshead to contribute to the future 
supply of aggregates in the region. As set out in the Compliance Statement (SD11, pages 
266-7) the policy will support strategic objective S09, and is supported by evidence         
including the Review of Mineral Planning Permissions – List of Dormant and Active Phase 1 
and 2 Mineral Sites (23 January 1996) (EV MW10) and the Joint LAA (EV MW01). The latter  
sets out information on active and dormant aggregate sites for each of the sub-regions, 
including the two dormant sites for sand and gravel extraction in Gateshead at Bog Wood 
and Land West of Barlow Lane which have an end date of 21 February 2042.  

7.26.2 The approach is consistent with the NPPF and in particular paragraph 203 which states that 
“It is essential that there is a sufficient supply of minerals to provide the infrastructure, 
buildings, energy and goods that the country needs...” 

 

7.27  How do the sites referred to in Policy MSGP53 relate to the potential Areas of Search 
assessed in the Council’s Gateshead Minerals Areas of Search Report 2017? 

7.27.1 Gateshead Minerals Areas of Search Report (EV MW03) confirms that the two dormant sites 
were included in the assessment, with the site West of Barlow Lane incorporated into a 
broader potential area of search (Land South of Greenside). This was discounted due to 
impacts on ecology, cumulative impacts and an unproven resource. The other site at Bog 
Wood could not be considered as part of a broader area due to being adjacent to both the 
already worked out sites of Burnhills and Blaydon Quarries, and is in part constrained by an 
ecological designation. 

   

7.28   With regard to MSGP53.1 Land at Bog Wood, is the designation of this site justified by 
evidence regarding remaining mineral reserves? 

7.28.1 The MSGP53.1 designation for Land at Bog Wood is justified by evidence regarding the 
remaining mineral reserve as set out in the Review of Mineral Planning Permissions – List of 
Dormant and Active Phase 1 and 2 Mineral Sites (23 January 1996) (EV MW10). The 
determination would have been based on available evidence at the time (taking into account 
phases of sites deemed to be active or inactive) and in consultation with landowners/site 
operators. The report states at paragraph 7 (e) that it is a matter of fact that land west of 
Barlow Lane and at Bog Wood was not been worked for minerals (to any substantial extent) 
between 22nd February 1982 and 6 June 1995. That no minerals development has been 
carried out at a site to any extent over this same period is the definition of a “dormant” site 
(paragraph 24 of MPG14 refers).  
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7.28.2 There have been no subsequent applications to update planning conditions to commence 
work at the site. The designation of the site is a continuation of the approach included in the 
Unitary Development Plan which was adopted in 2007 (EV OD07, paragraph 13.17). 

 

Unacceptable areas for mineral working 

7.29  Is Policy MSGP54 positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent with national 
policy and guidance and with the CSUCP? What is the evidential basis for Policy MSGP54’s 
approach? Should maps be provided within the Plan to clarify the extent of these areas? 

7.29.1 As set out in the Compliance Statement (SD11, pages 269-271) the policy will support 
strategic objective S09 by ensuring that the development and use of land protects, sustains 
and enhances the quality of the natural, built and historic environment, and ensuring that 
our communities are attractive, safe and sustainable. The policy conforms with the NPPF 
paragraph 205b that minerals planning authorities should: “ensure that there are no 
unacceptable adverse impacts on the natural and historic environment, human health or 
aviation safety, and take into account the cumulative effect of multiple impacts from 
individual sites and/or from a number of sites in a locality”. The policy is in accordance with 
the CSUCP (EV OD02) policy CS14 iii which requires development to contribute to a healthy 
living environment through the prevention of negative impacts on residential amenity and 
wider public safety from noise, … vibration and air quality.  

7.29.2 Policy MSGP54 continues the current approach of saved UDP policy MWR8 (EV OD07), and 
prior to that Policy M15 of the 1998 UDP, both tested at inquiry, and before that the Ryton-
Greenside Quarries Landscape and Restoration Local Plan (EV MW05, Policy RG3). The 
Council considers that circumstances have not changed regarding the three sites identified 
as not being suitable for working. Indeed in regard to sites 54.1 and 54.3, there has been an 
increase in potential sensitive receptors in the form of additional housing development 
nearby.  
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Appendix 1: Policy MSGP51 Proposed Modifications 

Policy MSGP51 Gateshead Wharf Safeguarding minerals related infrastructure 

1. Minerals infrastructure including wharves Gateshead Wharf will be safeguarded as a strategic 
and sustainable wharf for the landing of marine aggregates, and will be protected from the 
encroachment of incompatible recycled and secondary aggregate facilities, and concrete 
batching and coating facilities, will be safeguarded from unnecessary loss to non-mineral 
related development on or within the vicinity of the site. 
 

2. Proposals for non-mineral development within an existing mineral infrastructure site will not 
be supported, unless it can be demonstrated that:  

a. The proposal will not prejudice the current or future use of the site;  
b. The site is no longer needed for mineral handling, processing, storage and 

transport; or   
c. Alternative minerals related infrastructure and/or capacity can be provided at 

an alternative site.  
 

3. Proposals in the vicinity of minerals related infrastructure will be required to demonstrate 
that    they will not prejudice the operation of the minerals related infrastructure or that any 
adverse impacts can be suitably mitigated.  

 
8.12 In North East England recycled aggregates are produced from construction and demolition projects 

and secondary aggregates are produced from industrial byproducts. The NPPF requires Local Plans 
to safeguard existing, planned and potential sites for important minerals related infrastructure, and 
to consider the impact of other nearby development under the “agent of change” approach. Existing 
sites in Gateshead are set out in the following table and are shown on the Policies Map.  

 
Table 8.1 : Safeguarded minerals infrastructure 

Marine Wharves 
 

 Gateshead Wharf, South Shore Road, 
NE10 0EY (Tarmac) 
 

Recycled and secondary aggregates  Longshank Lane, Birtley, DH3 1QZ (North 
East Concrete) 

Concrete Batching and Coating Plants 
 
 
 

 Hawks Road, Gateshead NE8 3BN  
 

 Nest Road, Felling, Gateshead, NE10 0EY 
(Aggregate Industries) 

 Longshank Lane, Birtley, DH3 1QZ (North 
East Concrete) 

 South Shore Road, Gateshead (Tarmac) 
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 Mortar Plant, Derwenthaugh Industrial 
Estate, Derwenthaugh Road, Blaydon 
NE16 3BJ (Marshalls) 

 
 

8.13 Marine-dredged sand and gravel is expected to have contributed twenty million tonnes to regional 
aggregates supply in the period 2005-20 as set out in the national and regional guidelines for aggregates 
provision in England. Sand and gravel has been landed over a number of years at the Gateshead Wharf 
site making an important contribution to the supply of sand and gravel in Tyne and Wear. Gateshead 
wharf, along with some other wharf sites, has suffered a period of inactivity since 2010 as a result of the 
economic downturn. Located in the East Gateshead Main Employment Area, the wharf is well located 
in relation to the highway network to serve housing, economic and other major redevelopments 
occurring in Gateshead and Tyne and Wear. However, there is considerable development pressure from 
other uses to the west of the employment area in the Urban Core. The wharf is a strategically important 
facility for both the borough and Tyne and Wear and should be safeguarded and protected from 
incompatible land uses encroaching upon the site which may compromise its operation. 

 

Minerals Infrastructure Safeguarding – Designations for Policies Map (in addition to the proposed 
designation of Gateshead Wharf): 
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