

















































































































































































































CELL 1 WFD STUDIES — REVIEW OF POTENTIAL LAND CONTAMINATION RISKS TO COASTAL WATERS RESULTING FROM SHORELINE
MANAGEMENT PLAN NO ACTION INTERVENTION POLICIES
It was also known that a great deal of relevant information already existed, mainly collected by Local
Authorities as part of their duties under Part IIA of the Environment Protection Act 19903, and also
as part of the data used to produce the SMPs. To reduce repetition of previous work, the
methodology was developed to utilise as much of this existing information as possible.

The size of the study area, combined with the multiple data sets, required that GIS be used to
manage and analyse the information. The GIS datasets used are given in Table 1.

Table 1 - GIS data-sets

Data set

Sources

Description

Natural England
Designated Sites

Natural England

Includes Special Protection Areas (SPA), RAMSAR sites, and Special
Areas of Conservation (SAC)

WEFD

Environment
Agency

Details coastal, transitional (and other) waterbodies

Clifftop Regression lines

NECMP (North East
Coastal Monitoring)
report. on Analysis
of 1940s and 2015
Aerial Photography

Maps predicted regressions lines for 2025, 2055 and 2105. Also maps
areas where recession detected/no regression or no data

Policy and Management
Units

SMP

Northumberland and North Tyneside Shoreline Management Plan
(SMP) SMP2 and the River Tyne to Flamborough Head SMP2

Alum Quarry Locations

Historic England

Maps the location of Alum Quarries and works.

Historic Landfills

Environment

This shows the locations of most (not all) historic and current landfills

Agency
Northumberland Northumberland
contaminated land Council

Sunderland contaminated
land

Sunderland Council

North Tyneside
contaminated land

North Tyneside
Council

County Durham
contaminated land

County Durham
Council

Redcar and Cleveland
contaminated land

Redcar and
Cleveland Council

Scarborough
contaminated land

Scarborough
Council

Hartlepool contaminated
land

Hartlepool Council

South Tyneside
contaminated land

South Tyneside
Council

Shows areas of potentially contaminated land based largely on historical
mapping gathered as part of the councils duties under Part IIA of the
Environmental Protection Act 1990 (see footnote 3)

3Part lIA required local authorities to inspect their land for contamination and, if required, pursue remediation. To do this potential land
had to be identified and then prioritised. This involved the collection of a large amount of data (mainly historical mapping), from which
sites which may be contaminated were identified. Most Local Authorities used a GIS to manage this process, and a data layer was
produced showing sites that may be potentially contaminated. Local authorities then prioritised the most urgent sites and undertook
further investigations. It isimportant to note that whilst these sites have the potential to be contaminated their inclusion within the local
authorities GIS does not mean that they are actually contaminated (further investigation is required to inform this). To avoid unnecessary
property blight this GIS information is not publically available.
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