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Purpose of Report 
The purpose of this report is to make a recommendation to Committee in 
relation to a planning application submitted by Gateshead metropolitan Borough 
Council GMBC for the redevelopment of the existing Household Waste and 
Recycling Centre (HWRC), including raised access platforms, roof over 
Household Waste Recycling Area and erection of building to accommodate 
Waste Electrical and Electronic Equipment (WEEE) and provide staff facilities 
and associated access and infrastructure. 
 
Description of Decision 
The Committee is recommended to resolve to approve the application for the 
redevelopment of the existing Household Waste and Recycling Centre (HWRC), 
including raised access platforms, roof over Household Waste Recycling Area 
and erection of building to accommodate Waste Electrical and Electronic 
Equipment (WEEE) and provide staff facilities and associated access and 
infrastructure, subject to the conditions listed in the “recommendation section” of 
this report.  
 
Background 
The application was submitted on 24 June 2011 and was validated on 30 June 
2011. 
 
Proposal 
It is proposed to redevelop and modernise the existing Household Waste 
Recycling Centre (HWRC) at Campground.  These improvements are being 
undertaken to improve service for users of the site; to improve the appearance 
of the site within its Green Belt setting and to process waste more efficiently. 
 
The proposed development involves demolition of all of the existing buildings on 
the site and redevelopment to provide a separate circulation system for the 
public and the service vehicles, on an enlarged site.  The new site boundary 
includes storage buildings that are currently used by staff for segregation of 
wastes, and land occupied by the existing soak-away in the Waste Transfer 
Station site.  One of the public areas will be raised approximately 1.7m above 
the waste containers (skips) to allow easier disposal.  The raised area will be 
supported by a concrete retaining wall and sheltered by a roof.  A new building 
will be constructed in the northern part of the site to provide secure storage for 
waste electrical and electronic equipment (WEEE) and staff facilities.  It will be 
equivalent to two storey height.  The northern loop of the public circulation route 
will be cut into the existing ground levels, whilst the southern and western 
section will be built up onto the adjacent land.  The site will have new high 
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security perimeter fencing and replacement tree and shrub planting beyond it to 
replace and improve screening for the site. 
 
The proposal includes: 
 

• Improving access to the site, circulation within the site and traffic 
arrangements. 

• Providing a roof to shelter users of the site. 
• Construction of a raised parking area to assist in the depositing of waste 

into skips below. 
• Provision of additional waste skips. 
• Improvement in on site signage and perimeter fencing. 

 
If the proposed redevelopment is approved the existing facilities will be closed 
whilst construction takes place.  A temporary household waste recycling centre 
will be set up at another location prior to the closing in order to maintain a 
continuous service to users.  No information regarding the location of this 
temporary facility has been included in this planning application. 
 
The Application Site 
The proposed development site is an existing Household Waste Recycling 
Centre (HWRC) located within the designated Tyne and Wear Green Belt 
adjacent to the settlement of Wrekenton, Gateshead (although the site lies 
within the administrative boundary of Sunderland).  Access to the site is taken 
from a dedicated roadway accessed from Springwell Road.   
 
The site is for the disposal of domestic waste only and is available for use by 
any member of the public regardless of the location of their home address.  The 
site does not accept trade waste and operates a Waste Permit System to 
prevent the disposal of commercial waste generated by businesses. 
 
The site currently handles around 10 000 tonnes of waste per annum with 
approximately 150 000 visitors per year travelling to the site in private cars to 
deposit domestic (usually bulky e.g. large cardboard, furniture etc.) waste, split 
56% summer and 44% winter.  59% of visits to the site are made on a weekday 
with the remainder of visits being split evenly over Saturday and Sunday.  On a 
weekend day the number of visits to the site generally ranges from 325 to 1420 
per day. 
 
The Planning Application 
The application is accompanied by a supporting statement which supplies 
additional information in connection with the proposed development. 
 
TYPE OF PUBLICITY: 
Press Notice Advertised (Sunderland Echo) 
Site Notice Posted (9 Notices) 
Neighbour Notifications  
 
CONSULTEES: 
City Services - Network Management 
County Archaeologist 
Environment Agency 
Northumbrian Water 
Street Scene (Environmental Service) 
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Gateshead Council 
 
Final Date for Receipt of Representations: 10.08.2011 
 
Representations 
4 letters of objection have been received. 
1 petition in objection has been received. 
 
Members should note that the representations received in connection with this 
planning application also referred to planning application 11/02076/FUL 
(adjacent SITA Waste Transfer Station).  For the avoidance of any doubt 
Members will find copies of each objection and the petition received in objection 
to this application at the end of this report as Appendix 1.  Full consideration of 
the objections raised to both this planning application (11/01980/FUL) and 
planning application 11/02076/FUL is contained in Appendix 2.   
 
POLICY CONTEXT 
In the Unitary Development Plan the site is subject to the following 
policies: 
 
EC_12_Criteria relating to potentially polluting industries 
EC_13_Proposals involving hazardous substances 
EC_15_Development or extension of bad neighbour uses 
EN_1_Improvement of the environment 
EN_2_Proposals for the production and distribution of energy 
EN_3_Utilisation of renewable energy sources 
EN_5_Protecting sensitive areas from new noise/vibration generating 
developments 
EN_12_Conflicts between new development and flood risk / water resources 
EN_14_Development on unstable or contaminated land or land at risk from 
landfill/mine gas 
B_1_Priority areas for environmental improvements 
B_2_Scale, massing layout and setting of new developments 
B_11_Measures to protect the archaeological heritage of Sunderland (general) 
CN_2_Purpose of the Green Belt in Sunderland 
CN_3_Control of development within the Green Belt 
CN_5_Safeguarding the visual amenity of the Green Belt 
CN_7_Measures to protect/ enhance the urban fringe 
CN_15_Creation of the Great North Forest 
CN_16_Retention and enhancement of existing woodlands, tree belts and 
hedgerows 
CN_18_Promotion of nature conservation (general) 
CN_21_Developments affecting designated / proposed LNR's, SNCI's or RIGS 
CN_22_Developments affecting protected wildlife species and habitats 
CN_23_Measures to conserve/ improve wildlife corridors 
M_12_Strategic requirements for development/extension of waste 
disposal/transfer sites 
M_18_Provision of waste reclamation and recycling facilities subject to amenity 
etc. 
M_19_ Civic Amenity Sites 
T_12_Major traffic flows and HGV's will be encouraged to use strategic route 
network 
T_14_Accessibility of new developments, need to avoid congestion and safety 
problems arising 
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Principle of development 
Section 38 of the Planning and Compulsory purchase Act 2004 requires 
planning applications to be determined in accordance with the provisions of the 
Development Plan in force unless other material considerations dictate 
otherwise. 
 
European and national policy has been considered alongside regional (RSS) 
and local (UDP) policy. 
 
It should be noted that when Local Planning Authorities make their decisions 
they must take into account the requirements of Section 38(6) of the Planning 
and Compulsory Purchase Act, 2004, which provides that: 
 

“If regard is to be had to the Development Plan for the purpose 
of any determination to be made under the planning acts, the 
determination must be made in accordance with the plan unless 
material considerations indicate otherwise” 

 
Based upon the above, the first test and the statutory starting point in the 
determination of this planning application is whether the application is “in 
accordance with the plan”,  which is a phrase that has been the subject of 
debate in the High Court in the context of Section 54A of the Town and Country 
Planning Act, 1990.  In his judgement of 31 July 2000 (R v Rochdale 
Metropolitan Borough Council ex parte Milne) Mr Justice Sullivan concluded as 
follows: 
 

“I regard as untenable the proposition that if there is a breach of 
any one Policy in a development plan a proposed development 
cannot be said to be “in accordance with the plan”… 
 
“For the purposes of Section 54A it is enough that the proposal 
accords with the development plan considered as a whole.  It 
does not have to accord with each and every policy therein.” 

 
The Rochdale judgement is applicable to the interpretation of S38(6) of the 
2004 Act and the Council must reach a decision, therefore, as to whether the 
application under consideration is in accordance with the development plan 
when the plan is considered as a whole. 
 
This assessment is therefore a balancing exercise with compliance with the 
Development Plan considered as a whole, as opposed to each and every 
policy, and that lack of compliance with one, or more, individual policies does 
not, of itself merit a verdict of non-compliance. 
 
Waste Policy Context 
The objectives of the proposed redevelopment of the Campground HWRC by 
Gateshead Metropolitan Borough Council (GMBC) are to promote and enhance 
recycling performance and create a reduction in associated environmental and 
economic implications and landfilling Municipal Waste. 
 
The scheme is also intended to contribute towards the achievement of the 
Waste Strategy for England 2007 and the Joint Municipal Waste Management 
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Strategy (JMWMS) 2007 and attainment of recycling target and LATS (Landfill 
Allowances and Trading Scheme) obligations. 
 
Landfill Tax is presently levied upon GMBC by central government at £56/tonne 
with annual increments of £8 per year over the next three years lifting this figure 
to £80/tonne in 2014. In addition to this there is the cost of disposal/transfer.  
Hence it is more environmentally and economically advantageous to divert 
waste away from landfill sites and recycle it instead. 
 
The Waste and Emissions Trading (WET) Act 2003, which is intended to help 
the UK meet its national targets for reducing the amount of Biodegradable 
Municipal Waste (BMW) disposed to landfill, provides a framework for the 
Landfill Allowance Trading Scheme (LATS) as a way of dealing with the 
European Union (EU) Landfill Directive that imposes defined target reductions 
in landfill that will be allowed.  A fixed penalty of £150 per tonne of excess BMW 
landfilled is enforced for Local Authorities that exceed their LATS allowance.  In 
addition Local Authorities will have to bear the cost of any EU penalties 
imposed on the UK. 
 
The national targets for waste recycling/composting and recovery as contained 
in the Waste Strategy 2007 for England have been incorporated into South 
Tyne and Wear Waste Management Partnership (STWWMP), Joint Municipal 
Waste Management Strategy (JMWMS).  Gateshead Council, through the Joint 
Municipal Waste Management Strategy (JMWMS) adopted by the Council in 
October 2007.  GMBC has also committed to improving access to recycling 
services (JMWMS Policy 8). 
 
Policy 2 of the JMWMS endeavours to: 
 
“provide waste management services and facilities in the most user friendly and 
environmentally sound manner through appropriate design of services and use 
of the planning system”. 
 
The proposed redevelopment scheme will reduce the current on site problems 
experienced in terms of on-site traffic congestion and queuing by vehicles 
waiting to use the site.  It is also considered that the proposed redevelopment 
will significantly enhance user safety as well as making the site generally more 
user-friendly.  It is anticipated that such improved site conditions will make the 
site more attractive to users and in turn increase recycling levels. 
 
The applicant (GMBC) has indicated that the successful delivery of this project 
will contribute towards the authority achieving its Corporate Priorities and 
Performance targets set out in NI 191:  Residual household waste per 
household; NI 192:  Household waste reused, recycled or composted and NI 
193:  Municipal waste landfilled and Corporate Priorities 1, 2 and 3, therefore 
contributing significantly towards Vision 2030.  Vision 2030 is Gateshead 
Council’s Sustainable Communities Strategy for the future: 
 
Corporate Priority 1 Deliver Vision 2030, focusing on economy, environment 
and health – addressing climate changing through carbon reduction, 
sustainable waste management, ensuring a cleaner, greener, safer Gateshead 
and improving customer service/satisfaction. 
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Corporate Priority 2 – to deliver efficient, joined up, high quality services which 
meet the specific needs of each neighbourhood, and 
 
Corporate Priority 3 – optimising performance of existing assets to meet future 
demand and contribute towards organisational sustainability by ensuring leaner, 
more efficient day to day operations. 
 
The South Tyne and Wear Waste Management Partnership (STWWMP) has 
been awarded £73.5 million Private Finance Initiative (PFI) Credits towards a 
contract for the treatment and disposal of residual municipal waste arising from 
the administrative areas of Gateshead, South Tyneside and Sunderland.  
Gateshead Council is the Lead Authority in this partnership. 
 
Planning Policy Statement 10 (PPS10): Planning for Sustainable Waste 
Management (2011). 
PPS10 acknowledges the need to protect the defined Green Belt but also 
strongly recognises the particular locational needs of some types of waste 
management facility.  PPS 10 further requires Local Planning Authorities to 
consider the locational needs of waste management facilities when defining 
detailed Green Belt boundaries. In determining planning applications PPS 10 
requires that these locational needs, together with the wider environmental and 
economic benefits of sustainable waste management, are material 
considerations that should be given significant weight in determining whether 
proposals should be given planning permission. 
 
Green Belt 
Policy CN2: Purpose of the Green Belt in Sunderland. 
 
The policy states that: 
 

A green belt will be maintained which will: 
 

i. Check the unrestricted sprawl of the built up area of Sunderland; 
ii. Assist in safeguarding the City’s countryside from further 

encroachment; 
iii. Assist in the regeneration of the urban area of the City; 
iv. Preserve the setting and special character of Springwell Village; 
v. Prevent the merging of Sunderland with Tyneside, Washington, 

Houghton-le-Spring and Seaham, and the merging of Shiney 
Row with Washington, Chester-le-Street and Bournmoor. 

The proposed development is contained within an existing site for the purposes 
of waste transfer, within the designated Green Belt.   
 
It must be considered that this application does not seek permission for “new” 
development in the traditional sense, in that the waste transfer HWRC operation 
already exists on the application site.  What is sought is permission to replace 
infrastructure with modern, fit for purpose facilities and incorporate weather 
protection measures for users of the facility in the form of a roof.  In the event of 
a refusal of this planning application the on site operations would not cease, 
rather they would simply continue in their present outdated form.  On this basis 
it is considered that the proposed development will: 
 

• Not result in development sprawling into Green Belt land; 
• Not result in any further encroachment into the City’s countryside; 
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• Will assist in the regeneration of the City by improving the visual impact 
of the proposed development; 

 
The proposed development is therefore considered to comply with the 
requirements of Policy CN2 of the adopted UDP. 
 
Policy CN3: Control of development within the Green Belt. 
This states that: 
 

“The construction of new buildings inside the Green Belt is inappropriate 
unless it is for the following purposes Inter alia: 
 
iv Limited infilling in, or redevelopment of existing major developed 
sites identified elsewhere in the plan;…”   

 
The proposed development site is considered to be an existing waste site within 
the Green Belt.   The refurbishment of the obsolete facilities on the HWRC site 
with modern fit for purpose facilities is considered to be appropriate in this 
Green Belt location on this basis.  
 
Policy CN5: Safeguarding the visual amenity of the Green Belt. 
The policy states that: 

 
“Care will be taken to ensure that the visual amenities of the Green Belt 
will not be injured by proposals for development within, or conspicuous 
from, the Green Belt.” 

 
The visual impact of the re-grading of land and erection of weather protection 
roof on the site is considered to be minimal in terms of views of the site from the 
wider Green Belt.  
 
It is considered that these proposals constitute an improvement to the existing 
on site facilities and that the impact upon visual amenity, both in terms of direct 
views of the site, and also views of the site within the context of the surrounding 
landscape, is minimal and cannot be considered to be “conspicuous”. The 
proposed development is therefore considered to comply with the requirements 
of Policy CN5 of the adopted UDP. 
Policy CN7: Measures to protect/ enhance the urban fringe, states that: 
 

“The City Council will undertake and encourage measures to enhance and 
protect the landscape and agricultural land on the urban fringe.  Measures 
will include: 
 

i. The development of buffer uses between rural and residential 
areas; 

ii. The reclamation of derelict land for recreation, agriculture, habitat 
creation or other appropriate development;  

iii. Landscape improvement works including tree planting.” 
 
The redevelopment of the site will result in the removal of the existing trees on 
the site, which were planted when the adjacent waste transfer station was built 
and later when the HWRC was added.  They are small-medium sized 
deciduous trees, which partially screen and provide a setting for the site.  Most 
of the trees are non-native Norway Maple and Sycamore, with come native 
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Silver Birch, Ash, Willow and Alder.  The tree  survey and accompanying 
information submitted indicates that most trees on the site have grown strongly 
since their planting but the Willow and Alder have not thrived and the Ash are 
overcrowded. 
 
The substantial Sycamore trees located outside of the site to the west are 
unaffected by the works, and will contribute to the screening and setting of the 
new scheme. 
 
Blocks of tree and shrub planting will be used along the western side of the site 
to provide substantial screening when seen from the public right of way in that 
location.  When seen from the south and south east, this planting will provide a 
backdrop for the site.  The planting will be of native species such as Birch, 
Rowan, Oak and Hawthorn, with a relatively high proportion of evergreens and 
shrubs such yew and holly, because the best effect will be from dense growth 2-
5m high rather than a predominance of tall clear stemmed trees.  Feathered 
trees will be located in small groups to provide some initially larger plants. 
 
Along the southern edge of the site a new hedge will be planted including 
hedgerow trees, with a narrow belt of tree and shrub planting to the north.  The 
hedge will be predominantly densely planted hawthorn to maximise the 
screening effect throughout the year.  The feathered hedgerow trees will include 
Sycamore for rapid screening because it already grows vigorously on site, and 
has a dense canopy that comes into leaf early in the year.  The tree and shrub 
planting will be a native species mix without spiky species near the path. 
 
The verges and sloping ground will be seeded with wildflower & grass species 
to provide an attractive rural setting for the site, and increase biodiversity.  The 
seeding will be continuous through the planted areas. 
 
The proposed landscaping and tree works proposed at the site are considered 
to be acceptable.  The development is therefore considered to comply with the 
requirements of policy CN7 of the adopted UDP. 
 
Other considerations: 
The other key issues to consider in the determination of the application are:- 
 

• Impact upon visual amenity/design 
• Cultural Heritage 
• Ecology 
• Impact upon Residential Amenity 
• Highway Access and Transportation (including sustainable 

transport) 
• Noise and Vibration 
• Air Quality Impacts, Dust & Litter 
• Flood risk and Site Drainage 
• Lighting 

 
Impact upon visual amenity/design and residential amenity 
The proposed redevelopment of the HWRC involves the demolition of the 
existing buildings on the site and the construction of a ramped elevated 
roadway (approx 1.7 above existing ground level) leading to off loading bays.  
15 bulky waste containers for general waste, green waste, rubble, timber, 
cardboard etc. will be located on site.  A building to provide welfare facilities for 



 10

workers at the site and also to accommodate Waste Electrical and Electronic 
Equipment (WEEE) is proposed in the northern portion of the site. 
 
The proposed WEEE building will be constructed from blockwork, brickwork and 
profile metal cladding and will have an appearance in keeping with the industrial 
nature of the site.  Should Members be minded to approve the application a 
condition will be added to any approval granted requiring the submission of a 
schedule of materials (and samples where appropriate) to be used in the 
construction of all buildings on site. 
 
The proposed WEEE building is of a flat roof design to minimise the height of 
the structure required.  The proposed WEEE building has a maximum height of 
6785mm but will be partially concealed behind the elevated roadway. 
 
A roof is proposed over the roadway and bulky waste containers to provide 
weather protection for those using the site.  The proposed roof, which is of a 
very shallow pitch, is to be constructed from profile metal cladding and 
supported on steel columns, and will be positioned along the western boundary 
of the site.  The roof will stand at a height of five metres at its highest point, 
giving it a low profile when viewed from a distance.  Again the colour and final 
materials to be used in the construction of the proposed roof will be the subject 
of a condition if Members are minded to approve this application. 
 
A small gatehouse building is also proposed at the entrance to the site to 
provide weather protection and office facilities for site operatives controlling 
access to the site and supervising the public on site. 
 
Due to the location of the HWRC there are no residential properties immediately 
neighbouring the site. The nearest dwelling to the proposed development site is 
located approximately 117metres away to the north west of the site at Chopwell 
Gardens.  It is not considered that the structures proposed will have any 
detrimental impact upon the residential amenity of residential occupiers through 
overlooking, overshadowing or poor outlook.   Potential impacts upon residential 
amenity as a result of noise, vibration and odour will be assessed later in this 
report. 
 
It is considered that the proposed redevelopment of the HWRC is acceptable in 
terms of visual amenity and it is further considered that the proposed design of 
the facility is acceptable and unlikely to have any detrimental impact upon views 
of the site from the Green Belt or dwellings located therein. 
 
Fencing 
The perimeter fencing will be of a high security welded mesh design.  The fence 
will be 2.45m high, and coloured dark green. 
 
It is considered that this type of fencing is appropriate to the site’s Green Belt 
location and when viewed from a distance blends with the landscape and allows 
vegetation growth to penetrate and soften it appearance. 
 
Along part of the eastern boundary of the site with the adjacent Waste Transfer 
Station close boarded timber fencing will be erected to visually separate the 
traffic on both sites where they are in close proximity and opposing flow. 
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Within the site lower weld mesh fencing will be used to separate the public and 
service areas of the site where necessary, with gates to allow staff access.   
 
Cultural Heritage. 
The Wrekendike Roman Road exists in close proximity to this site. 
 
The County Archaeologist has been consulted regarding the proposed 
development and has confirmed that no further archaeological work is required 
regarding this site and has confirmed that the proposed development is 
acceptable in terms of its impact upon the cultural heritage of the surrounding 
area. 
 
Ecology 
An ecological report accompanied this planning application which has been 
considered by the Council’s ecologist.  The report submitted which was dated 
2009 has been found to contain some discrepancies and omissions.  However, 
the Ecologist consulted has considered the content of the 2009 report along 
side a later report prepared in 2010 to support planning application 
11/02076/FUL which updates and corrects many of the omissions and 
discrepancies. 
 
It is be noted that a number of wetlands (primarily ponds) exist within 400 to 
1000 metres of the development site, some which have records of great crested 
newt and/or water vole; including Springwell Ponds SNCI. There is also the 
possibility that gardens in the residential areas immediately to the north and 
west have ponds with amphibian interest.  

 
In light of the findings in the ecological reports, should Members be minded to 
approve the development it is recommended that ecological mitigation 
measures proposed are conditioned in full and that certain elements are 
detailed and agreed before works commence on site, these details will include: 
 

a. Updated ecological survey of the site to identify any ecological features 
requiring enhancement and/or mitigation.  

 
b. Ecological method statement for contractors to ensure compliance with 

wildlife legislation and best practice.    
 

c. A long-term management plan and maintenance schedule for ecological 
enhancement features. 

 
Based upon the above and providing that conditions reflecting the above 
requirements are attached to any approval granted, it is considered that the 
proposed development is acceptable in terms of its likely impacts upon ecology, 
 
Members should note that an objection to the proposed development was 
received on behalf of the occupiers of Low Mount Farm on the basis that neither 
the farm nor the Spring Well was not mentioned in the ecological report 
submitted and that no permission to access the farmland associated with the 
ecological report for the purposes of surveying was sought by the ecologist 
preparing the report.  The objection also states that “Amenity Grassland” and 
“Poor Amenity Grassland” shown in the report submitted is in fact farmland. 
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It is considered that the additional ecological survey work, mitigation statements 
and long term management plans will provide the applicant with the opportunity 
to address the shortcomings of the ecological report submitted and include 
specific reference to both Low Mount Farm and the Spring Well, or else provide 
a reasoned justification of why this has not been done.   
 
However, if Members consider that the inclusion of any specific conditions 
relating to the impact of the proposed development upon the ecological 
concerns associated with Low Mount Farm and/or the Spring Well are required 
then such conditions can be added to any approval granted. 
 
Impact upon Residential Amenity. 
Policy B2 of the adopted Unitary Development Plan is concerned with the 
relationship of new development with existing nearby buildings. 
Policy B2 states that: 
 

The scale, massing, layout and setting of new development and 
extensions to existing buildings should respect and enhance the best 
qualities of nearby properties and the locality, and retain acceptable 
levels of privacy; large scale schemes, creating their own individual 
character, should relate harmoniously to adjoining areas. 

 
In terms of noise and disturbance originating form the proposed site and the 
impact of this on the residential amenity of occupiers of near neighbouring 
dwellings the operational hours of the site are not altering from the current 
arrangements. The site is open 364 days of the year, and closed on Christmas 
Day.  
From April - September the site is open to the public from 08:00-20:00 Monday 
to Sunday.  
From October - March the site is open to the public from 08:00-17:00 Monday to 
Friday and 08:00-18:00 Saturday and Sunday. 
In addition to the opening hours below, the site staff begin work at 7:30am each 
morning.  They prepare the site for public usage, undertake a safety and 
security inspection, and may move waste containers into position as 
necessary.   
 
Site staff finish work each evening at the stated public closing time.   
 
Currently the entrance gate is closed to the public 5 minutes before the closing 
time, and the staff control supervise members of the public leaving the site to 
ensure that the site can be closed on time.  The applicant has confirmed that it 
is intended that the new site will be operated in the same way. 
  
When repairs and maintenance works have to be done, these works will be 
carried out within normal working hours, whenever possible.  However, where 
this is unsafe or impractical, work would have to be undertaken outside of 
normal working hours.  The type of work required may include white-lining.   
  
Full consideration of noise issues are contained later in this report. 
 
 
Highway Access and Transportation. 
Policy T14 of the adopted Unitary Development Plan is concerned with traffic 
and new development: 
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Policy T14 states that: 
 
Proposals for new development should: 
 

i. Be readily accessible by pedestrians and cyclists as well as users 
of public and private transport from the localities which they are 
intended to serve; 

 
ii. Not cause traffic congestion or highways safety problems on 

existing roads.  Where this criterion cannot be met modifications to 
the highways concerned must be proposed to the satisfaction of the 
relevant highway authority and the cost of these must be met by the 
developer; 

 
iii. Make appropriate safe provision for access and egress by vehicles, 

pedestrians, cyclists and other road users, paying particular 
attention to the needs of people with mobility impairment; 

 
iv. Make provision for the loading and unloading of commercial 

vehicles; 
 

v. Indicate how parking requirements will be accommodated.  
 
The proposed redevelopment of the HWRC involves the renewal and 
reconfiguration of an existing facility and, as such, is not expected to generate 
additional traffic.  The works are required to provide an efficient and safe facility, 
replacing the existing arrangements where the public and service vehicles use 
the same yard at different times.  The proposed scheme separates the public 
vehicles and service vehicles, allowing each of them uninterrupted access at all 
times. 
 
Existing Operational Arrangements 
The Campground HWRC is currently used by residents of both Sunderland and 
Gateshead.  Approximately 30% of users of the site originate from the 
Sunderland area, the remaining 70% (approx.) originating from Gateshead.  
This split is due to the geographic location of the Campground site immediately 
adjacent to Sunderland’s administrative boundary with Gateshead meaning that 
the site is nearer to many Gateshead residents and is therefore their preferred 
HWRC site. 
 
A HWRC is also available at Beech Street in Sunderland. 
 
In Gateshead an additional HWRC is available at Cowan Road in the west of 
the borough. 
 
The Campground HWRC is open to the public 364 days a year (April – 
September 08 00 – 20 00 hours Monday to Saturday, and October to March 08 
00 – 17 00 hours Monday to Friday, and 08 00 – 18 00 hours Saturday and 
Sunday).  Vehicles servicing the site operate from 07 30 – 19 30 hours.  When 
the service vehicles are delivering or removing waste containers, the public 
cannot access the site for reasons of health and safety and so are required to 
wait outside of the gates to the site.  This arrangement leads to queuing traffic 
on the access road to the site. 
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A traffic survey of existing users of the site was conducted in March 2011.  The 
results of this survey shows that there are approximately 150 000 visits by 
members of the public to the site per annum.  The site is slightly busier in the 
summer with 56% of the visits, than in winter with 44%.  Within the annual total, 
59% of the visits are made on weekdays, with the rest evenly divided between 
Saturday and Sundays.  The typical range of weekday users is between 195 – 
932 per day, and at weekends 325 – 1420 visitors per day.  Usage is not evenly 
spread throughout the day. 
 
The site is serviced by Large Goods Vehicles (LGV’s) and smaller vehicles.  
The general waste containers are taken to the adjacent Waste Transfer Station 
to be emptied, and returned to the HWRC, without using the wider road 
network.  This amounts to 4 two way journeys per day.  This waste is taken 
onwards by the operators of the WTS (SITA UK).  Other recyclable and 
specialist wastes e.g. green waste, wood, cardboard, large electrical items and 
oil are taken directly from the HWRC for specialist processing elsewhere in the 
region.  This amounts to 4 two way journeys per day of LGV’s and less than 1 
two way journey per week by other goods vehicles. 
 
Proposed Scheme 
A new roundabout junction is proposed at the entrance to the HWRC and the 
adjacent waste transfer station.  A filter lane will separate the public users of the 
HWRC from the service vehicles at the HWRC and all vehicles using the WTS.  
It is anticipated that this arrangement will reduce queuing and assist vehicle 
movement and clarity of the junction arrangement. 
 
Within the HWRC the public vehicular circulation will be by one way loop around 
the boundary of the site, with the service yard in the centre, thus segregating 
service vehicles from public vehicles.  A total of 17 parking spaces are 
proposed to serve those depositing waste at the site.  These 17 spaces are 
arranges in 3 lay bys adjacent to different waste streams. 
 
Pedestrians are not encouraged to the site, which priorities bulk waste because 
other waste disposal facilities are provided throughout Gateshead and 
Sunderland and at the doorstep for recycling less bulky household waste.  
Waste is currently collected by staff at the gate from people who arrive on foot 
or by bicycle and this arrangement is proposed to continue after the proposed 
redevelopment of the site takes place. 
  
There is no predicted change in the usage or resultant traffic numbers 
associated with the redevelopment of the HWRC site, because the customer 
base, opening hours and operational arrangements will remain unchanged. 
 
The proposed HWRC and the associated new layout for vehicular traffic has 
been assessed by the Executive Director of City Services who has confirmed 
that there are no objections to the proposed redevelopment on highways 
grounds.  As such the proposed redevelopment of the HWRC is considered to 
be acceptable in terms of highway access and arrangements and car parking 
and is considered to comply with policy T14 of the adopted Unitary 
Development Plan. 
 
Sustainable Transport:  The specific nature of the site, with minimal on-site 
employment and an overwhelming percentage of access by private car, make 
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the inclusion of measures to promote access by non-car modes inappropriate in 
this particular case. 
 
Noise and Vibration 
Policy EN5 of the adopted Unitary Development Plan is concerned with noise 
and vibration and states that: 
 

Where development is likely to generate noise sufficient to increase 
significantly the existing ambient sound or vibration levels in residential or 
other noise sensitive areas, the Council will require the applicant to carry 
out an assessment of the nature and extent of likely problems and to 
incorporate suitable mitigation measures in the design of the 
development.  Where such measures are not practical, permission will 
normally be refused. 

 
Limited information has been submitted with this planning application regarding 
the likely noise impact upon the occupants of nearby residential properties.   
 
It is not considered that the existing HWRC can be regarded as causing noise 
nuisance for occupiers of near neighbouring properties.  This consideration is 
based upon an analysis of complaints received by both Gateshead and 
Sunderland Councils over the twelve month period 1 June 2010 to 31 July 
2011, during which only one complaint was relating to noise was recorded  by 
Gateshead Council (in March 2011). 
 
However, it is acknowledged that the proposed development will result in 
changes to the layout of the site and the removal of a building that may 
currently offer some screening to the nearest residential property.  
On this basis and to ensure that noise nuisance does not result from the 
proposed redevelopment of the HWRC, should Members be minded to approve 
this application a condition will be added to any approval granted requiring the 
applicant to undertake a noise assessment in line with British Standard 
4142:1997 “Rating industrial noise affecting mixed residential and industrial 
areas."  BS 4142 is intended to apply to noise from industrial developments in 
mixed residential and industrial areas, before any development commences on 
the proposed development site. 

The noise assessment will be required to be undertaken by a  suitably qualified 
and experienced noise control consultant who can undertaken a noise 
assessment in line with British Standard 4142:1997 “Rating industrial noise 
affecting mixed residential and industrial areas."   

BS 4142 is intended to apply to noise from industrial developments in mixed 
residential and industrial areas, this is considered appropriate in this instance.   

The rating method is based on the introduction of an industrial noise source into 
a residential area that may or may not already be subject to noise from other 
industrial developments in the area. 

The proposed condition (if approval is granted) will require the noise source to 
be measured and a background noise survey to be performed during the 
proposed operating hours.   
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Following analysis and corrections to the data in accordance with BS4142, the 
difference between the source existing noise level and the background level 
should be determined.  

The comparison between the predicted noise level (LAeq) or, if corrected where 
necessary for undesirable characteristics, the "rating level" from a development 
and the existing background noise level (LA90) gives an indication as to the likely 
acceptability of the development.   

A difference of +10dB is a positive indication that complaints are likely. A 
difference of +5dB is said to be of marginal significance. 
The inclusion of such a condition will allow the Local Planning Authority to be 
satisfied that the noise created by the operation of the site at the proposed 
hours, will not exceed the background noise (LA90) by 5dB(A) as an absolute 
maximum, and therefore will not result in a noise nuisance, likely to result in 
complaints from the occupiers of near neighbouring properties.    
It should be noted that a difference of -10dB is a positive indication that 
complaints are unlikely.  It is assumed that the operation of site has been 
designed to preclude complaints of nuisance or disturbance. 
Should the required noise assessment determine that there is a likelihood of 
complaints from the nearest residential property, the applicant will be required 
to submit details of mitigation measures for approval by the Local Planning 
Authority detailing how the above noise requirements will be achieved and 
maintained on this development. 
 
In addition, whilst it is acknowledged that the redevelopment of the SITA Waste 
Transfer Station (WTS) adjacent to this application site is a separate 
development (see planning application reference: 11/02076/FUL) a noise 
barrier is proposed to be provided as part of the redevelopment of that site, and 
this may offer some further mitigation of any noise originating from the HWRC. 
 
Air Quality Impacts/Odour, Dust and Litter 
The site will continue to receive the waste that it currently receives and it is 
understood that odours or dust from the site are not the cause of complaint from 
local residents due to the nature of the materials accepted.  
 
It is not envisaged that the changes to layout of the site will generate odour, 
dust or litter problems at nearby residential properties that can not be controlled 
under the conditions of the Environmental Permit regulated by the Environment 
Agency. 
 
An objection has been received on behalf of the occupiers of Low Mount Farm 
on grounds that litter is allowed to escape from the site and land in nearby 
farmland and hedgerows.  The control of litter from such sites is no acceptable 
and is a matter that is controlled by the Environment Agency as a part of the 
Environmental Permitting System.  It is considered that the erection of the 
proposed roof over the waste collection area and the location of these waste 
containers in a sheltered position below the elevated access road will assist in 
the prevention of wind blown litter.  In addition to this the applicant has 
confirmed that on site operatives are required to maintain the site and its 
surroundings in a clean and tidy condition, including the collection of litter from 
surrounding locations when necessary.   
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Ground Contamination 
Policy EN14 of the adopted Unitary Development Plan is concerned with ground 
conditions and states that: 
 

Where development is proposed on land which there is reason to believe 
is either: 
 

i. Unstable or potentially unstable; 
ii. Contaminated or potentially at risk from migrating contaminants; 
iii. Potentially at risk from migrating landfill gas or mine gas; 

 
The Council will require the applicant to carry out adequate investigations 
to determine, the nature of ground conditions below and, if appropriate, 
adjoining the site.  Where the degree of instability, contamination, or gas 
migration would allow development subject to preventative, remedial, or 
precautionary measures within the control of the applicant, planning 
permission will be granted subject to conditions specifying the measures 
to be carried out. 

 
A Desk Top Study and Site Investigation Report have been submitted as part of 
the planning application for the site. 
 
The proposed land use is considered relatively insensitive to risk from direct 
exposure to soil since there are no high risk receptors or activities anticipated at 
the site which will largely consist of hardcover or buildings. 
 
Gas monitoring has been undertaken but is still continuing as the site 
investigation has highlighted that monitoring was not undertaken over a wide 
range of atmospheric conditions.  Whilst the report states that the site currently 
represents a low risk from gas it is considered essential that the site 
investigation and risk assessment be updated when the monitoring is complete.  
If Members are minded to approve this application a condition requiring updated 
site investigation reports and risk assessments to be submitted for the written 
approval of the Local Planning Authority prior to development commencing on 
site will be attached to any approval granted. 
 
An outline ground preparation and remediation strategy has been provided to 
support this planning application in which it is stated that a Validation report will 
be undertaken upon completion of the works.   
 
If Members are minded to approve this application it is recommend that a 
condition be included requiring the submission of the following: 
 

• an updated ground investigation report; 
• site conceptual model; 
• risk assessment of the site and remediation strategy.  

 
Upon completion of the works a Verification Report must be submitted to the 
Local Planning Authority to confirm that remediation works were carried out in 
accordance with the recommendations of the site investigation remediation 
strategy. 
 
For the reasons set out above, it is considered that the site is suitable for the 
proposed development in terms of ground conditions providing that the 
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suggested pre commencement conditions are attached to any approval that 
may be granted.  On this basis the proposed development is considered to 
comply with the requirements of Policy EN14 of the adopted Unitary 
Development Plan. 
 
Flood Risk and Site Drainage 
Policies EN11 and EN12 of the adopted Unitary Development Plan are 
concerned with flooding and water quality. 
 
Policy EN11 states that: 
In areas subject to flooding, new development or the intensification of existing 
development will not normally be permitted.  Where redevelopment is permitted 
in areas at risk, the Council will require appropriate flood protection measures to 
be incorporated in accordance with the advice provided by the Environment 
Agency. 
 
Policy EN12 states that: 
In assessing proposals for development, the Council, in conjunction with the 
Environment Agency and other interested parties, will seek to ensure that the 
proposal would: 
 

i. Not be likely to impede materially the flow of flood water, or increase the 
risk of flooding elsewhere, or increase the number of people or properties 
at risk from flooding; and 

 
ii. Not adversely affect the quality or availability of ground or surface water, 

including rivers and other waters, or adversely affect fisheries or other 
waster based wildlife habitats. 

 
Flood Risk 
The proposed HWRC development site lies within Flood Zone 1 which 
according to Environment Agency advice is the zone with the lowest risk of 
flooding at 1 in 100 years. 
 
A flood risk assessment has been prepared to support this planning application 
and following consultation with the Environment Agency is considered to be 
appropriate and acceptable. 
 
The risk of the proposed development site flooding is considered to be very low 
and as such the location of development there is considered to be acceptable 
and in accordance with Unitary Development Plan Policies EN11 and EN12.  
 
Drainage 
Whilst it is acknowledged that this proposed development is a separate venture 
to that proposed by SITA on the adjacent site and that the two planning 
applications stand alone it is considered critical that the drainage associated 
with the two sites are considered together.  This because: 
 

• The proposed drainage arrangements for the HWRC depend upon use of 
the foul sewer located within the adjacent SITA site. 

 
• An objection to the proposed development has been received on 

grounds that the “Campground Site” in general causes flooding at Low 
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Mount Farm which is located to the east of both the SITA and GMBC 
sites (See appendix 1 of details of the objection received). 

 
It is clear from both applications that the plans for drainage from the sites are 
not final.  It is not unusual for developers to continue designing detailed 
drainage layouts during the lifetime of a planning application and post planning 
decision but pre commencement.  Both applicants accept the need for planning 
conditions (in the event that a planning approval is forthcoming) to effectively 
control the method and systems of drainage from the site.  Such conditions are 
not unusual and it is not considered to be unreasonable to impose such 
conditions in this instance if approval is granted. 
 
The Environment Agency has been consulted regarding both planning 
application 11/01980/FUL and 11/02076/FUL and has not objected to either 
planning application. 
 
Further the Environment Agency has confirmed that meetings between the 
Environment Agency and SITA and Gateshead Council representatives to 
discuss the proposed changes to the site and the associated drainage regimes 
have taken place.  The Environment Agency has further confirmed that advice 
and guidance on the proposed drainage was given to the applicants, and that 
the Environment Agency were informed during these meetings, and through 
formal consultation from Sunderland City Council acting in its capacity as Local 
Planning Authority, that it is intended to discharge parts of the combined 
Campground site surface water to soakaway (HWRC) and parts to the foul 
system.  The Environment Agency has advised that both activities do not 
require a permit from the Environment Agency and are thus to be registered by 
the Environment Agency as an exempt activity. 
 
Considering the drainage proposed for each site: 
 
SITA Waste Transfer Station: 
The applicant has confirmed that the final drainage arrangements from this site 
remain at the design stage and are being progressed.  The drainage for the site 
is being designed to capture, harvest and utilise surface water run-off, and 
retain on site for use within the proposed office and visitors centre.   
 
The proposed development will consist of a number of different surface areas 
which will either be permeable or impermeable. 
 
Permeable areas will form those parts of the facility which are non-operational 
e.g. the landscaped areas of the proposed site.  These areas will consist of a 
permeable material where surface water will drain naturally to the ground. 
 
Impermeable areas will consist of those parts of the site where commercial 
vehicles will access the facility and where there is loading/unloading of 
materials required for pollution control purposes or where external plant 
maintenance may be required. 
 
Surface water run-off from impermeable areas will drain via a series of drains 
and gullies to a below ground attenuation tank via an interceptor before 
discharge to a new, adopted surface water sewer. 
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Although the existing surface water drainage on the site enters a soakaway, a 
new soakaway is not considered to be a viable surface water drainage option 
for the proposed SITA site due to the depth of made ground across the site. 
 
Rainwater falling on the roof of the visitors centre will be collected, harvested 
and used for “grey water uses” in the offices and visitors centre.  Water 
collected from the roof of the building will be stored in underground tanks and 
any surplus water will be attenuated and then drain to the main attenuation tank 
on site. 
 
The foul water drainage will discharge via an interceptor to the public foul 
sewer. 
 
For gully waste, a decanting system will be installed.  The liquid element of the 
gully waste will pass through a silt trap to remove suspended material and silt 
and then through an interceptor to remove petrol and oils before being 
discharged to the foul sewer. 
 
The applicant has considered the impact of the proposed development both at 
the construction phase and the operational phase upon potential receptors 
including controlled waters, surrounding land (including Spring Well located 470 
metres north east of the site within Low Mount Farm) and Human Health.  As 
set out above the Environment Agency has been consulted regarding the 
proposed developments and has offered no objection to the proposed 
development on grounds of impact upon potential receptors or any other 
grounds. 
 
Regarding the Spring Well, located within Low Mount Farm in particular, the 
applicant acknowledges that this is the most significant near by surface water 
feature and also acknowledges that the Spring Well is a tributary of the River 
Don.  Based upon the name of the feature “Spring Well” and as there are no 
apparent surface features, it is considered that the Spring Well is a pond fed by 
groundwater.  As the Spring Well is fed by groundwater it is considered that 
there may be some scope for contamination of the pond via ground water.  
However, the applicant has supplied detailed proposed mitigation measures to 
ensure that such contamination does not occur.  If Members are minded to 
approve the proposed development a condition requiring the mitigation 
measures set out in the documents accompanying the application can be added 
to any approval granted.  
  
 
HWRC 
It is anticipated that the redeveloped site will include a new soakaway to take 
the surface water discharge, but site investigation, analysis and design are 
ongoing at this stage.    
 
The existing HWRC site, plus the junction outside which forms part of the 
redevelopment, contains approximately 4,130m2 of hard surfacing.  It is 
estimated that this produces a discharge volume of 57 litres/second based on 
a storm intensity of 50mm of rainfall per hour.  This surface water is currently 
drained into the soakaway in the northern part of the HWRC site.  
  
Following implementation of the scheme, it is proposed that the HWRC and 
junction area will contain more hard surfacing than at present.  However, not all 
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of this will be drained to a surface water discharge because the water that 
drains from the service yard to go to the piped foul sewer system.  (Estimated to 
be 1,438m2, generating 20 litres/second, based on a storm intensity of 50mm 
rainfall per hour).   
 
The area that will drain as surface water will be 3,630m2, producing a discharge 
volume of around 50 litres per second, based on a storm intensity of 50mm 
of rainfall per hour.  
 
If it is subsequently discovered that a new soakaway is not an acceptable 
solution to drainage from this site details of an alternative method of drainage 
will be required to be submitted prior to development commencing for the 
written approval of the Local Planning Authority. 
 
The likely drainage solution for the water which is to be directed to the foul 
sewer is for the flow to be attenuated in an underground tank on site, then 
pumped to the existing foul sewer on the Waste Transfer Station site. 
  
In addition to the above considerations Northumbrian Water have been 
consulted regarding this application and have not objected to either scheme. 
 
Drainage Consideration 
It is clear that the drainage proposals for both sites are not final.  However it is 
also clear that the type of drainage systems discussed in the planning 
applications submitted are likely to reduce the amount of surface water run off 
through use of SUDS etc.  It is clear that the application made by SITA for the 
waste transfer station has considered detailed mitigation to ensure that 
drainage from the site does not create issues of pollution for near neighbouring 
areas or controlled waters.  Further, both the Environment Agency and 
Northumbrian Water have been consulted by the Local Planning Authority 
regarding these applications and neither organisation has offered any objection 
to the proposed schemes. 
 
If Members are minded to approve these applications, conditions have been 
recommended for inclusion on any approval issued to ensure that an adequate 
and satisfactory drainage system serves both the HWRC and the WTS.  
Northumbrian Water and the Environment Agency would be consulted and 
involved in the discharge of any such conditions to ensure a satisfactory form of 
development. 
 
Members should note that an objection to the proposed development has been 
received on behalf of Low Mount Farm on the following grounds: 
 

• No information on drainage from the proposed ramped access road. 
• No information on drainage from the access road to the site and lack of 

information regarding proposed soakaways. 
• The objector considers storage ponds to be unacceptable due to their 

location on land at a higher level than Low Mount Farm. 
• Land contamination due to leachates from the site. 

 
It is considered that the concerns outlined will be addressed through the 
additional detailed drainage design work that will be required by condition in the 
event that planning approval is forthcoming.  An additional condition requiring a 
method statement to show how any leachate from the site will be controlled to 
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ensure that surrounding land will not be contaminated can be attached to any 
permission granted for the development if Members consider that such a 
condition is required. 
 
As such, it is considered that although drainage proposals are not finalised at 
this stage, a satisfactory form of drainage from both sites will be achievable 
through design processes.  Therefore, it is considered that drainage conditions 
from the two sites will improve as a result of the proposed development and as 
such the proposal is considered to comply with the requirements of policies 
EN11 and EN12 of the adopted Unitary Development Plan.  
 
Lighting 
The Applicant shall ensure that any lighting associated with the proposed 
development is designed and installed to ensure that light as a result of the 
operation of the waste transfer station does not cause a statutory light nuisance 
to nearby residential premises 
 
Summary  
The proposed development is considered to be acceptable as set out above.  The 
representations received in connection with this application and those received in 
connection with planning application 11/02076/FUL have been fully considered and 
are addressed in appendix 2 to this report. 
 
It is acknowledged that waste transfer and recycling facilities are considered to 
be unpopular with some of those living in close proximity to them.  However this 
is an existing waste facility which benefits from an historic planning permission.  
Furthermore, the applicant has demonstrated that the proposed development 
will improve the visual appearance of the site and has submitted information to 
support the application in terms of minimising any impact upon the residential 
amenity of occupiers of neighbouring properties.  It is considered that a refusal 
of planning permission in this instance is highly unlikely to be sustained at 
appeal and that such a refusal would not remove the Household Waste 
Recycling Centre use from the site, rather it would continue in its current form in 
to the future. 
 
Therefore for the reasons contained in this report to Members, namely that the 
proposal accords with national planning policy and the adopted Development 
Plan, and the Appendices attached, it is recommended that this application be 
approved subject to the conditions set out below and any other conditions 
deemed necessary. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: Approve subject to the conditions relating to the 
following issues set out below 
 
Conditions: 
 

1. The development to which this permission relates must be begun not 
later than three years beginning with the date on which permission is 
granted, as required by section 91 of the Town and Country Planning Act 
1990 as amended by Section 51 of the Planning and Compulsory 
Purchase Act 2004 to ensure that the development is carried out within a 
reasonable period of time. 

 
2. Unless otherwise first agreed in writing with the Local Planning Authority, 
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the development hereby granted permission shall be carried out in full 
accordance with the following approved plans: 

 
Plan Nos, dates received and drawing title 

 
In order to ensure that the completed development accords with the 
scheme approved and to comply with policy B2 of the adopted Unitary 
Development Plan. 

 
3. Notwithstanding any indication of materials which may have been given 

in the application, no development shall take place until a schedule 
and/or samples of the materials and finishes to be used for the external 
surfaces, including walls, roofs, doors and windows has been submitted 
to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. Thereafter, 
the development shall not be carried out other than in accordance with 
the approved details; in the interests of visual amenity and to comply with 
policy B2 of the adopted Unitary Development 

 
4. Before the development hereby approved is commenced details of the 

means of demolition shall be submitted to and approved by the Local 
Planning Authority. All works shall be carried out in accordance with the 
agreed details in order to protect the amenities of the area and to comply 
with policy B2 and EN1 of the Unitary Development Plan. 

 
5. No development shall take place until a scheme of working has been 

submitted to the satisfaction of the local planning authority; such scheme 
to include, siting and organisation of the construction compound and site 
cabins, routes to and from the site for construction traffic, and measures 
to ameliorate noise, dust, vibration and other effects, and so 
implemented, in the interests of the proper planning of the development 
and to protect the amenity of adjacent occupiers and in order to comply 
with policies B2 and EN1 of the adopted Unitary Development Plan. 

 
6. Before any development commences on site details of the method of 

containing the construction dirt and debris within the site and ensuring 
that no dirt and debris spreads on to the surrounding road network shall 
be submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority. These 
details shall include the installation and maintenance of a wheelwash 
facility on the site.  All works and practices shall be implemented in 
accordance with the agreed details before the development commences 
and shall be maintained throughout the construction period in the 
interests of the amenities of the area and highway safety and to comply 
with policies B2 and T14 of the adopted Unitary Development Plan. 

 
7. Within three months of the date of waste transfer/recycling operations 

commencing at the development hereby approved a noise assessment 
shall be undertaken to ensure that the predicted noise levels associated 
with the operation of the site does not exceed the existing background 
noise level by more than 5dB(A).  The noise levels shall be determined at 
the nearest noise sensitive premises, the location of which shall be 
agreed in writing with the Local Planning Authority prior to any noise 
assessment taking place.  The noise assessment shall be undertaken in 
accordance with BS4142: 1997 Method of Rating Industrial Noise 
Affecting Mixed Residential and Industrial Areas.  The background noise 
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levels will be measured at a time to be first agreed in writing with the 
Local Planning Authority and will be at a time when the background noise 
level is considered to be at its lowest.  A report containing the results of 
the assessment shall be submitted to the Local Planning Authority within 
three months of the assessment being completed.  Where noise levels 
are found to exceed the existing background noise by more than 5dB(A) 
precise written details of noise attenuation measures to be implemented 
at the development shall be included in the report for the written approval 
of the Local Planning Authority.  The approved noise attenuation scheme 
shall then be fully implemented to a timetable to be first agreed in writing 
with the Local Planning Authority and retained as such for the lifetime of 
the development unless otherwise first agreed in writing with the Local 
Planning Authority.  In the interest of achieving a satisfactory form of 
development on site and in the interest of residential amenity and to 
comply with the requirements of Policies EN5 and EN6 of the adopted 
Unitary Development Plan. 

 
8. No development other than site preparation works shall be commenced 

until an updated Ground Investigation Report including remediation 
objectives that have been determined through risk assessment has been 
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  
For the avoidance of doubt the updated report shall include 

 
• updated site conceptual model 
• risk assessment of the site  
• remediation strategy, to include the following 

 
• Monitoring information and risk assessment of ground gas 

 
In order to achieve a satisfactory form of development on site and to 
comply with the requirements of Policy EN14 of the adopted Unitary 
Development Plan. 

 
9. No development approved by this permission shall be commenced until 

the works specified in the Remediation Statement have been completed 
in accordance with the approved scheme and a report validating the 
remediated site has been approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority, in the interests of residential amenity and to comply with policy 
EN14 of the adopted Unitary Development Plan. 

 
10. Should any contamination not previously considered be identified during 

construction works an additional method statement regarding this 
material shall be submitted to the local planning authority for approval, in 
the interests of residential amenity and to comply with policy EN14 of the 
adopted Unitary Development Plan.  

 
11. No development shall commence on site until an updated ecological 

survey of the site is undertaken to identify ecological concerns (and 
inform the preparation of the Ecological Method Statement required by 
condition 12) and a report in connection with the ecological survey is 
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  
For the avoidance of doubt the updated survey shall include details of 
ecological mitigation measures where these are required and a timetable 
for their implementation.  Once approved, the ecological mitigation 
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measures contained in the report shall be fully implemented to an agreed 
timetable unless otherwise first agreed in writing with the Local Planning 
Authority.  In order to protect the ecology of the site and to comply with 
the requirements of Policies CN18 and CN22 of the adopted Unitary 
Development Plan. 

 
12. Before any development commences on site precise written details of an 

Ecological Method Statement for use by site contractors shall be 
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  
The approved Ecological Method Statement shall then be adhered to at 
all times by contractors working on the site unless any variation to the 
statement is first agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  In 
order to protect the ecology of the site and to comply with the 
requirements of Policies CN18 and CN22 of the adopted Unitary 
Development Plan. 

 
13. The development shall not commence until details of the foul and surface 

water drainage have been submitted to and approved by the Local 
Planning Authority and the development shall not be occupied until these 
facilities have been provided and installed in accordance with the 
approved details to ensure satisfactory drainage to the site and to comply 
with policy B24 of the adopted Unitary Development Plan. 

 
14. The development hereby approved shall not be operated for the 

purposes of waste transfer, including the delivery to or export of waste 
from the site, outside of the following hours: 

 
07:30 - 20:30 Monday to Saturday inclusive  
07:30 – 20:30 Sunday 
 
The development shall not operate at any time on 25 December of any 
year. 

 
For the avoidance of doubt a security presence may operate at any time 
on any day at the site. 

 
Unless otherwise first agreed in writing with the Local Planning Authority 
and in the interest of residential amenity and to comply with the 
requirements of Policy B2 of the adopted Unitary Development Plan. 

 
15. The demolition and construction works required for the development 

hereby approved shall only be carried out between the hours of 08.00 
and 18.00 Monday to Friday and between the hours of 08.00 and 13.00 
on Saturdays and at no time on Sundays or Bank Holidays unless 
otherwise first agreed in writing with the Local Planning Authority in order 
to protect the amenities of the area and to comply with policy B2 of the 
UDP. 

 
16. Mobile electricity generators shall not be used on site at any time 

(following the construction phase of development) unless otherwise first 
agreed in writing with the Local Planning Authority.  In the interest of 
noise mitigation and to ensure a satisfactory form of development on site 
and to comply with the requirements of Policy EN5 of the adopted 
Unitary Development Plan. 

 



Appendix 1  
 
Representations Received in Connection with planning applications 
11/02076/FUL and 11/01980/FUL. 
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Lisa Wild 
c/o Low Mount Farm 
Springwell Village 
Gateshead 
Tyne and Wear 
NE9 7YX 
 
25th August 2011 
 
City of Sunderland Planning Department 
Civic Centre 
Sunderland  
SR2 7DN 
 
Application 11/01980/FUL  
 
Notice of objection 
 
I write on behalf of the Swinburn family who reside at the above address, they 
object to the above application mainly because of the lack of information over 
the drainage system on both the site and the entrance road, the amount of 
traffic already using the site and the rubbish which blows from both the site and 
vehicles using it. 
Also at no point within the application is the farm as either a dwelling or a 
working farm mentioned. 
 
There are also several areas within the application where the information 
provided is inaccurate or untrue. 
I include sections below demonstrating these. 
 
Incorrect Statements 
 
Environmental Appraisal – no information on the agricultural status of the 
adjacent land, Low Mount Farm not mentioned at all. 
The farm was present in 1862, but again not mentioned in this reference made 
to the first ordinance survey map. 
 
Supporting Statement  
 
1.02 – incorrect the site is not in Wrekenton, it is in Springwell Village. 
 
1.07 – makes reference to a ramped area, no information of the drainage of this 
raised area 
 
3.0 – Ecological Assessment – no mention of Low Mount Farm 
 
4.2.3 – No mention of the drainage system on the entrance road, or the hard 
standing area.  Also no mention of the fact the road does flood in times of heavy 
rain.  Water to be “contained on site”.  How and where?   There is no 
Northumbria Water off site system, the surface water on the B1288 drains into 
the Springwell pond on Low Mount Farm.  A new soak away is not acceptable 
due to the current flooding issues. 
 
4.3.3 - Storage ponds are not acceptable as they would be ABOVE our land.  
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The current drainage system does not work and constantly drains onto Low 
Mount Farm.  There is also no mention of the “mineral safeguarded area” next 
door to the site, how can surface water be expected to percolate through 
sandstone? 
 
4.4 – an untrue statement, the water from the site and the entrance road drains 
onto Low Mount Farm, then into our pond, the pond drains into the River Don.   
5 – Land contamination, water draining from the site carries contaminants which 
are finding their way onto the agricultural land at Low Mount Farm, the field next 
door to the Camp Ground is currently being prepared for wheat intended for 
human consumption.  Therefore our crops risk being contaminated. 
 
5.3.2 – Demolition – no mention of the survey required by Gas Networks when 
any demolition is carried out near one of their high pressure pipes, one is 
situation on the land next to the campground. 
 
5.3.4 – the drainage sump area identified as “contaminated” this is NOT 
acceptable when the water from the site is draining through this facility. 
 
8.2 - we were unable to attend the one evening viewing, but yet we were not 
offered an additional viewing. 
 
Further references. 
 
Drainage plan – no real information at all on this plan. 
 
Ecological Survey 
2.2 field survey which claims it carried out a visit which included land 50m 
outside of the site.  No contact was made by Entec to gain permission to enter 
the land. 
 
3.1 No mention at all of Low Mount Farm yet properties over a mile away are 
mentioned 
 
3.3 Field survey, reference to “Amenity grassland” to the south, this is 
agricultural land and part of a working farm.  A map coloured yellow 
demonstrates this “poor amenity grassland”. 
 
There is no direct reference to the “Springwell” pond which is on our land, this is 
the “Springwell” from which the village takes it’s name, and it is also shown on 
current and historic maps. 
 
At no time have we been approached by Entec so they could visit the farm and 
carry out a complete survey.  Therefore as the survey provided excludes Low 
Mount Farm we feel it should be rewritten and submitted again. 
 
We suffer constantly from the litter that escapes from both the site and the 
wagons entering the site.  The paddocks adjacent to the B1288 road are littered 
with rubbish which is a danger to the animals grazing these areas.  The hedge 
rows are also filled with litter and debris. 
 
The B1288 road is not substantial enough for the amount of HGV wagons using 
it.  One of our stable blocks actually supports the road and this building is now 
showing signs of stress due to the amount of lateral pressure placed upon it by 
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the weight of the wagons.  Further along this section of road concrete 
reinforcements have already been put in place, sadly these too are now failing. 
 
To date I am still awaiting a response from the Environment Agency regarding 
their involvement over the flooding problem from the site, they are continuing 
their investigation. 
 
I wish all of the information we have provided to be taken into consideration 
before a decision is made over this application. 
 
It is bad enough that we have quarry traffic, recycling traffic and the debris they 
produce six days a week from the Thompon’s site, without now knowing the 
Camp Ground intend to continue operating into the foreseeable future.  Is it 
acceptable that any member of the public be subjected to life in the middle of 
two waste sites, and expected to live with it? 
 
Regards 
 
 
Lisa Wild 
On behalf of the Swinburn Family 
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APPENDIX 2 
 
The report set out below addresses the objections received in connection 
with planning applications 11/01980/FUL and 11/02076/FUL.  The report 
below should be read in conjunction with the main reports to Planning 
and Highways Committee. 
 
4 representations in objection to planning applications 11/01980/FUL and 
11/02076/FUL were received in response to consultation.  The letters received 
related to both planning applications and in general did not distinguish between 
the two schemes.  Consideration of the content of the representations received 
has therefore been carried out with respect to both planning application 
11/01980/FUL and 11/02076/FUL.  These considerations are set out below.  To 
avoid repetition the content of all letters of objection received has been 
addressed together.  
Members should also note that a petition containing 307 signatures has been 
received in objection to the proposed developments. 
 
Previous Use of Site 
Objection on the grounds that the application sites had historically (and 
allegedly) created health problems for those living in close proximity to them 
due to their use for waste treatment/handling purposes.   
 
However, the effect of previous uses that may have occupied the application 
site(s) cannot be considered as a material planning consideration in the 
determination of the planning applications under consideration.  There is 
nothing to suggest that the use of any site as a Household Waste Recycling 
Centre or as a Waste Transfer Station would have any negative impact upon 
the health of any individual or community providing that the site(s) are operated 
in accordance with permits issued and controlled by the Environment Agency, 
as required by law. 
 
One objection stated that the facility should be built away from residential areas.  
However it must be considered that the sites under consideration are existing 
waste sites which will continue to operate in their current form if Members 
decide to refuse planning permission.  In addition to this consideration, regard 
must be had for the “proximity principle” contained in PPS10 which states that 
waste should be dealt with as near to its source as possible.  The proposed 
developments are designed to improve facilities that received waste from areas 
local to it. 
 
Vermin 
Objections to the proposed development have been received on grounds that 
the proposed developments will attract vermin to the area, including infestations 
of flies. 
However, the SITA has confirmed that there will be a closed door policy on their 
site meaning that the fast acting roller shutter doors will only be open when 
vehicles are accessing or leaving the waste reception building.  No waste is 
tipped while the doors are open meaning that any vermin present in the waste 
transferred to the site will find it difficult to leave the building.  The tipping hall 
floor will be regularly washed down and disinfected and active pest control will 
be employed on the site to control levels of vermin.  There is to be no external 
tipping of waste. 
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On the GMBC site it is considered that the type of waste that will be deposited 
at the facility i.e. mostly dry bulky household waste is unlikely to attract vermin.  
However, all waste at the site will be stored in waste containers which will be 
emptied regularly with waste being removed from the site.  Furthermore, active 
pest control will be employed across both sites to ensure that vermin do not 
become a nuisance on the site or within the surrounding area. 
 
Given the above measures it is not considered that the proposed development 
will result in increased levels of vermin to the detriment of the area. 
 
Noise 
Objections were received on grounds of general noise nuisance that may result 
from the developments proposed. 
 
One objection also suggested the following in relation to the WTS building 
proposed on the SITA site: 
 

1. The building should at least have a double skin with a cavity in-fill and 
there are many products on the market to choose from. 

The Local Planning Authority has discussed this suggestion with the applicant.  
In response the applicant has stated that the proposed building is required to be 
constructed to achieve the requirements of the Integrated Pollution Prevention 
Control Regulation (IPPC).  IPPC is a regulatory system that employs an 
integrated approach to control the environmental impacts of certain industrial 
activities. 
 
More specifically IPPCH3 regulates noise and vibration.   IPPCH3 can be 
achieved through the use of single profile metal cladding (like that proposed in 
this application). Details of the proposed development’s conformity with IPPCH3 
and other noise regulatory systems is contained within the noise assessment 
submitted with the planning application (11/02076/FUL) which is discussed in 
more detail below. 
 

2. The building will contain concrete push walls.  We have received expert 
advice that if the push walls were extended to roof level they would 
provide good sound baffles.  We are advised that a solid concrete wall is 
better than a single sheet construction. 

The Local Planning Authority has discussed this suggestion with the applicant.  
In response the applicant has indicated that concrete push walls are used to 
demarcate separate areas of operation, without the need for additional ground 
works/foundations, thus maintaining a degree of flexibility within the working 
space.  As the noise assessment that accompanies planning application 
11/02076/FUL is considered to indicate an acceptable level of noise from the 
proposed development it is not considered necessary that the applicant 
includes full height walls within the proposed WTS building. 
 

3. We have suggested that the proposed new building be re-sited and 
turned 90 degrees. 

The Local Planning Authority has discussed this suggestion with the applicant 
who has offered the following response: 
The option of rotating the building 90 degrees was considered during the outline 
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design stage of the process.  Concept designs were developed to utilise 
existing structures, services, geotechnical and environmental requirements 
wherever possible. 
 
The resulting layout was considered to achieve optimum space for the projected 
volumes of waste, to deal with the anticipated number of vehicle movements 
and the required manoeuvring space in a safe and efficient manner; this 
includes a one way flow of traffic in a clockwise direction. 
 
If the building were rotated through 90 degrees all of the above items would be 
compromised resulting in a less efficient and potentially hazardous operation 
with multiple vehicle path crossovers within the building.  It is considered that 
the size of the building would need to be increased in order to provide sufficient 
operational space.  Furthermore this reconfiguration would result in the loss of 
the ad-hoc storage area since insufficient manoeuvring space would remain 
outside the building to facilitate safe and efficient operation of this facility.  
 
Planning Application 11/02076/FUL (SITA UK) is accompanied by a detailed 
noise assessment which has been reviewed by the City Council’s Executive 
Director of City Services:  Pollution Control who has confirmed that the 
predicted noise levels from the site are considered to be acceptable and are 
unlikely to result in any unacceptable noise levels for near neighbouring 
properties and that the predicted noise levels from the site are within a range 
that suggest that complaints as a result of noise are unlikely. 
 
The applicant has confirmed that the acoustic model used in the noise 
assessment of the proposed development incorporated all of the design 
elements of the proposal e.g. construction material, orientation of the building, 
use of plant and machinery, acoustic boundary treatments etc. 
 
Furthermore, if Members are minded to approve this application a condition 
would be added to any approval granted for 11/02076/FUL requiring a further 
noise assessment to be undertaken once the site was operational to ensure that 
noise levels generated were not above guideline levels.  In the event that noise 
levels were found to be too high, the condition would require the site operator to 
submit noise attenuation measures for the written approval of the Local 
Planning Authority and these would be required to be installed as approved and 
retained on site for the lifetime of the development. 
 
Regarding planning application 11/01980/FUL (GMBC) it is acknowledged that 
the proposed development will result in changes to the layout of the site and the 
removal of a building which may offer some noise attenuation at the present 
time.  Therefore should Members be minded to approve planning application 
11/01980/FUL a noise assessment and noise mitigation measures (if 
determined to be necessary)will be required by condition in order to ensure that 
noise originating from the site does not create a nuisance for those occupying 
nearby dwellings. 
 
 
 
Vibration 
The proposed developments are not considered to incorporate any feature likely 
to result in any significant levels of vibration.  The reports submitted to 
accompany the applications confirmed this and were accepted by the Executive 
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Director of City Services:  Pollution Control.  It is therefore considered that 
problems associated with persistent or high levels of vibration will not occur as a 
result of the proposed developments.  
 
Litter 
As required by the Environmental Permitting regime, both sites operate under a 
“Working Plan”.  This Working Plan states that it is the responsibility of site staff 
to monitor the sites for signs of escaping materials either from within containers 
or from vehicles delivering or removing materials to and from the site (note that 
all waste vehicles entering and exiting the SITA WTS must be covered or netted 
to prevent escape of waste and litter whilst it is in transit). 
 
Any escaping material is swept and picked up from each of the yards on an 
ongoing basis in order to prevent escape of material from the sites.  In the event 
that there is an escape of litter from the confines of the site and into the local 
environment, it is the responsibility of the site staff to arrange for litter to be 
picked up.  Litter control for the two sites is therefore clearly within the remit of 
the Environmental Permitting regime which is controlled by the Environment 
Agency and subject to intervention by them.  It is therefore not considered 
appropriate (if Members decide to approve this application) to add conditions 
designed to monitor and control potential litter from the site as it is considered 
that there are already sufficient and robust mechanisms in place to address this 
issue in the event that it becomes problematic.   
 
Traffic Movements 
Representations received state that Sunderland City Council have imposed 
planning conditions on the Campground site which restrict the passage of heavy 
goods and other waste vehicles through Springwell Village and that this 
restriction is to the detriment of those living in neighbouring locations like 
Wrekenton because heavy traffic and other waste transportation vehicles use 
routes through Wrekenton to avoid Springwell Village.  Objections received also 
state that the predicted increase in vehicles to the SITA WTS will impact 
detrimentally on the local area through nuisance caused by increased traffic 
volumes. 
 
As set out in the main report, the applicant conducted appraisals of five different 
route options for vehicles travelling to and from the Campground Waste 
Transfer Station.  Details of the five routes that were appraised are set out 
below:  

• Route 1 (to west/south) via Wrekenton Long Banks (B1295) and A1 
interchange 

• Route 2 (to west/north ) via Wrekenton Long Banks (B1295) and 
Durham Road (A167) 

• Route 3 (to north) via Old Durham Road (B1295), Sheriff Hill area of 
Gateshead 

• Route 4 (to east/south) via Leam Lane (B1288) and Northumberland 
Way (A195) 

• Route 5 (to south) via Springwell Village 
 
In conducting the appraisals of the five different route options the applicant 
undertook an assessment of the surrounding local highway network and 
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considered the potential for interaction between site traffic and vulnerable road 
users, i.e. pedestrians and cyclists. 
Each route was considered in terms accident data and in terms of the presence 
of the following features: 

• Zebra Crossings 

• Signal Controlled Crossing 

• Non priority Controlled Crossing 

• Signal Controlled Junction 

• Carriageway Build Outs 

• Schools 

• Railway Line Crossing 

• Non Designated on Street parking 

• Bus Lanes/Cycle lanes 
Following the assessment undertaken, the information submitted in support of 
the planning application concluded that large vehicles (loads of 7 tonnes or 
more) should use routes 1, 2 and 4. Conversely, routes 3 and 5 should not be 
used on the basis that these routes are less suitable for heavy traffic.   
Executive Director of City Services: Network Management has examined both 
applications and considers that neither proposed development will create any 
conditions detrimental to highway safety or result in any adverse implications for 
traffic within the area.  It was considered prudent however, to include a 
condition on any approval granted in connection with 11/02076/FUL to require 
heavy traffic using the Campground site to access and egress via routes 1, 2 
and 4 as indicated in the planning application submission, whenever these 
routes are available for use. 
 
It should also be noted that Gateshead Council were consulted regarding this 
application and raised no objections to it on traffic/highway safety or on any 
other grounds. 
 
Damage to B1288 
An objection received on behalf of those residing at Low Mount Farm stating 
that the existing level and weight of traffic travelling on the B1288 is causing 
and has previously caused damage to the concrete blocks which support the 
highway.  (These concrete blocks are located within one of the paddocks at the 
farm).  The objection states that this damage is causing the concrete blocks to 
deteriorate.  The objection further states that: 
 
“There is also the issue of our stable block which at over 150 years old sits 
under, and supports the road.  An independent engineer's report voiced 
concerns over the lateral pressure placed on the building due to the number of 
HGVs.  As many as 40 an hour on some days.” 
 
Following consultation with the Executive Director of City Services: Network 
Management it is apparent that issues relating to impact of traffic using  the 
B1288 highway and the associated impact upon Low Mount Farm has been the 
subject of going discussions with Sunderland City Council outside of the scope 
of this (any other) planning application.   It would appear that the objection 
received refers to issues which have previously been raised with the Council. 
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The Executive Director of City Services: Network Management advises that 
within the Low Mount farmstead, a barn wall acts in support of highway land 
and this has been inspected by a Council engineer. It has been concluded, by 
the Council, following the inspection carried out, that there is no evidence of 
damage arising from exceptional weight of traffic using Springwell Lane. 
 
Democracy and Representation 
All four of the representations received refer to the consultation that has been 
carried out in connection with these two planning applications.  One objection 
received states that: 
 
“One of the biggest problems that continually blight the residents attempts at 
rectifying matters is that the planning applications to which I refer (i.e. those 
concerning Campground) must go via Sunderland City Council when in fact the 
people suffering from the detrimental impact of same are the people living in 
Wrekenton area hence they are constituents of Gateshead and not Sunderland. 
That said we are unable to gain any response to afford us full and frank 
consultation with Sunderland as we are repeatedly told that, as Gateshead 
constituents, Sunderland Council has no duty or responsibility to us”. 
 
It is accepted that the proposed development sites are located within the 
administrative boundary of Sunderland City Council.  It is also accepted that the 
site is located adjacent to the administrative boundary between Sunderland City 
Council and Gateshead Metropolitan Borough Council.  However, members are 
advised that consultation regarding planning applications 11/01980/FUL and 
11/02076/FUL was carried out in strict accordance with the provisions of the 
Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) Order, 
2010 and in accordance with Sunderland City Council’s adopted policy on 
public consultation. 
 
Public notices informing people of the planning applications were displayed at 
nine different locations around the application sites, eight of which were within 
the administrative boundary of Gateshead.  Furthermore, 96 individual 
neighbour notification letters were sent to those living nearest to the site (clearly 
not every constituent of Gateshead can be sent an individual letter but those in 
closest proximity did receive such letters).  A notice was displayed in the 
Sunderland Echo on the 8 August 2011 to inform people about the planning 
applications (once again the Local Planning Authority cannot cater for every 
individual’s preference in relation to their preferred publication).   
 
As a result of the consultation carried out by Sunderland City Council in 
connection with the planning applications a total of four letters of representation 
in objection to the proposed developments were received together with one 
petition.  These representations have been publicly displayed on the Council’s 
website for any interested party to examine.  Furthermore the representations 
received are included as APPENDIX 1 of this report.  Those who submitted 
individual representations were advised in writing of the time, date and venue 
for the Committee meeting and were advised of their right to speak at 
Committee.   
 
It is therefore considered that consultation has been carried out correctly in 
connection with these two planning applications and that interested parties have 
been given the opportunity for full and frank consultation regarding the 
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applications.  It is not accepted that Sunderland City Council has excluded 
residents of Gateshead or any other location from the planning consultation 
process, neither is it accepted that Sunderland City Council is  
 
“trying to hide the true level of objection to the schemes”  
 
as stated in one objection received. 
 
Objections received also requested that the site be visited by Planning Officers 
and Elected Members.  The Planning Case Officer accompanied by the City 
Council’s Environmental Health Officer visited the sites on 23 August 2011.  
Members will recall that they visited the site on 2 September 2011. 
 
Drainage and Flooding 
Objections to the proposed development have been received to the proposed 
developments on grounds that at the current time the sites create problems of 
flooding at Low Mount Farm.  These objections have been addressed in the 
Supplementary Report to Members. 
 
High Pressure Gas Pipeline 
It is the responsibility of the developer to ensure safety on and around sites 
during demolition, site clearance and construction phases of development. 
In addition to the above the application has been processed through the health 
and Safety Executives PADHI+ system which has NOT advised against the 
development on the grounds of any nearby hazardous pipelines or installation. 
 
Demolition 
One objection received is concerned about the demolition of the existing 
incinerator building which is located on the SITA site.  In particular the objector 
has concerns regarding the potential for pollution/contamination of the 
surrounding area from demolition works. 
 
However, if Members are minded to approve the applications under 
consideration conditions will be attached to any approval granted requiring the 
submission of a scheme of demolition to be submitted to and approved in 
writing by the Local Planning Authority Prior to any works commencing on site.  
A further condition controlling the days and hours that demolition and 
construction works can take place on the site will also be attached to any 
approval granted. 
It is considered that such measures are sufficient to address the concerns 
raised in relation to demolition works. 
 
Previous Ombudsman Correspondence 
One objection letter received had numerous correspondence concerning 
complaints to the Local Government Ombudsman attached as an appendix 
report.  Although the content of this historic correspondence has been noted, 
complaints made to third party arbitrators concerning previous planning 
applications or issues on the applications site(s) cannot be considered as 
material to the consideration of these planning applications.  The applications 
under consideration must be considered upon their own merits and determined 
based upon the information presented to support them. 
 
Conflict with “Current Planning Approvals” 
One objection received suggests that if the current proposals were to be 



 109

approved, they would be in conflict with other planning approvals on the sites.  
However, planning applications 11/01980/FUL and 11/02076/FUL are 
applications for new development of these sites.  If approved, the sites will 
benefit from entirely new planning permissions for the development detailed in 
each respective planning application, with new conditions where these are 
deemed to be necessary. 
 
Garaging of Vehicles 
One objection received suggests that wagons left overnight on the SITA site 
should be garaged within the WRB to help minimise noise and also to deter 
“marauding vandals”.  The objector also states that the ad hoc storage bays 
should be incorporated into the building to deter thieves and vandals. 
 
For the purposes of clarification SITA has confirmed that 3 GMBC refuse 
collection vehicles and 2 articulated bulk carriers are currently stored overnight 
on site. 
The Local Planning Authority has discussed the possibility of garaging these 
vehicles overnight in the proposed WRB with the applicant.  The LPA were 
advised that because the refuse collection vehicles belonged to a third party 
(GMBC) the storage of such vehicles within the WRB is not considered to be 
practical.  For example GMBC do not have waste collections on Saturdays, if 
the GMBC refuse collection vehicles were parked within the WRB at this time 
the area within the building would become unworkable.  Furthermore the SITA 
UK Insurance and Risk Manager has confirmed that vehicles stored within 
WRBs are considered to pose an additional fire risk for insurance purposes.  
Such garaging of vehicles with the WRB is therefore not acceptable to SITA 
UK’s insurers. 
 
The current proposed layout of the facility allocates an area adjacent to the west 
elevation of the waste reception building for overnight HGV parking.  However, 
the applicant has agreed to relocate the proposed vehicle parking to the eastern 
elevation of the WRB furthest away from the nearest sensitive receptors.  
Should Members be minded to grant planning approval for ref: 11/02076/FUL a 
condition requiring the submission of a revised plan showing the relocated 
parking area to the eastern elevation of the WRB will be attached to any 
approval granted. 
 
Regarding the objector’s reference to thieves and vandals accessing the site, 
SITA has confirmed that the site has a 24 hour security presence and a Closed 
Circuit Television System (CCTV) which will remain after the redevelopment of 
the site.    
 
Previous Suggestions Regarding Site Layout by the Council’s 
Environmental Health Officer 
One letter of objection received states that the Council’s Environmental Health 
Officer has, on previous occasions, suggested ways in which the Campground 
site might be redesigned.  The comments referred to have been examined.  
However it is considered that these comments were made in response to 
consultation in connection with previous planning applications on the site. Any 
future proposals would be examined on their own merits taking into account a 
variety of mitigation measures available to the developer, these could include 
orientation and design of the building, and/or alternatively barriers or other 
mitigating factors deemed necessary to achieve the required levels. 
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Request for Public Meeting 
One representation received requested that Gateshead Council and Sunderland 
Council agree to a joint meeting with a delegation of residents from the 
Wrekenton area to discuss SITAs planning application prior to Sunderland 
Council making its final decision and for Sunderland City Council to halt SITA’s 
application until such a time as the requested meeting had taken place. 
The request for a joint meeting was declined by the former Head of Planning 
and Environment.  Planning application 11/02076/FUL had been lodged when 
this request was received and it was considered that the planning application 
process and associated consultation exercises were the appropriate 
mechanism through which interested parties could make representation about 
the application.  
 
Increased Volumes of Waste 
Representations received object to any increase in volumes of waste to be 
received by the waste sites.   
 
It is unlikely that the redevelopment of the HWRC facility will attract increased 
volumes of waste due to the nature of the site serving the local population of the 
area. 
However, SITA UK has confirmed that it is intended for the redeveloped site to 
handle up to 90 000 tonnes of waste per annum, the site currently handles up to 
75 000 tonnes. 
 
Members should note that there are two separate permitting regimes which 
govern waste facilities.  The permission for land use is controlled through the 
Planning Acts by the Local Planning Authority and the permission for the waste 
operation is controlled by the Environment Agency through the issuing of 
Environmental Permits. 
If planning permission is forthcoming on this site a variation to the existing 
Environmental Permit will be necessary and a new permit from the Environment 
Agency would have to be in place prior to any increased volumes of waste 
being received at the proposed development. 
 
The waste operation is controlled by separate legislation requiring an 
environmental permit and government advice, under paragraph 22 of circular 
1/95 The Use of Conditions in Planning Permissions, is that a planning 
condition limiting the throughput tonnage would not necessary where it is 
controlled by other more appropriate controls, in this case the terms of a revised 
Environmental Permit, and it would be ultra vires if the planning condition 
conflicted with the Permit. 
 


