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1. Introduction 

1.1 This statement has been prepared to support the submission of Making Spaces for 

Growing Places (MSGP), the emerging land allocations and development management 

policies document for Gateshead Council.  It aims to set out how the policies of MSGP 

meet relevant legal and procedural requirements, specifically: 

• The Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, the Town and Country Planning 

(Local Development) (England) Regulations (2004) (as amended) (the 2004 Act); 

• The Localism Act 2011 (which amended sections of the above 2004 Act); 

• The Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 (the 

2012 Regulations); and 

• The 2018 National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and Planning Practice 

Guidance (PPG). 

 

1.2 Paragraph 35 of the NPPF sets out four tests of soundness that will be used in the 

examination of local plans to determine whether they are sound.  This Compliance 

Statement explains how MSGP’s policies meet the tests of soundness.  Plans are 

‘sound’ if they are: 

• “Positively prepared – providing a strategy which, as a minimum, seeks to meet 

the area’s objectively assessed needs; and is informed by agreements with other 

authorities, so that unmet need from neighbouring areas is accommodated where 

it is practical to do so and is consistent with achieving sustainable development; 

• Justified – an appropriate strategy, taking into account the reasonable alternatives 

and based on proportionate evidence; 

• Effective – deliverable over the plan period, and based on effective joint-working 

on cross-boundary strategic matters that have been dealt with rather than 

deferred, as evidenced by the statement of common ground; and 

• Consistent with national policy – enabling the delivery of sustainable 

development in accordance with the policies in [the NPPF]” 

 

1.3 The Compliance Statement does not constitute a policy document; rather, it is 

intended to support the effective and efficient examination of MSGP by summarising 

how the plan meets legal and procedural requirements.  The statement should be read 

alongside MSGP and other Submission Documents1, and the evidence base documents 

in the MSGP evidence base library2. 

 

The context of MSGP in Gateshead’s Local Plan 

                                                           
1 https://www.gateshead.gov.uk/MSGPexamination 
2 https://www.gateshead.gov.uk/article/8387/MSGP-evidence-base-document-library 

https://www.gateshead.gov.uk/MSGPexamination
https://www.gateshead.gov.uk/article/8387/MSGP-evidence-base-document-library
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1.4 MSGP (once adopted) will provide part three of Gateshead’s Local Plan.  It sets out 

detailed planning policies on a range of issues and development types that will guide 

applicants and the location of development. 

 

1.5 Once adopted, MSGP will supersede the remaining saved policies of the 2007 

Gateshead Unitary Development Plan (UDP)3. Appendix 18 of MSGP provides a 

schedule of policies that will be superseded following the plan’s adoption. 

 

Gateshead’s Local Plan 
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Local Plan Part 3 

Making Spaces for Growing Places 
 

 
Local Plan Part 4 

Metrogreen Area Action Plan 
 

 
Supplementary Planning Documents 

 

 
Community Infrastructure Levy 

 

 

1.6 The Gateshead and Newcastle Core Strategy and Urban Core Plan (CSUCP) established 

strategic policies that will guide development in Gateshead and Newcastle to 2030.  It 

is the key document in each Council’s Local Plan, setting out an overarching strategy 

to deliver growth, economic prosperity and healthy sustainable communities while 

protecting and enhancing the natural and built environment and tackling climate 

change.  The CSUCP covers the whole area within both local authorities’ administrative 

boundaries, sets out the overall requirements for housing and employment uses, and 

includes strategic and site-specific policies for the Urban Core, Sub-Areas and sites. 

 

1.7 MSGP seeks to provide non-strategic policies that will support and implement the 

strategic vision and policies set out in the CSUCP.  This has significance for the 

                                                           
3 Following adoption of the CSUCP in March 2015 the Council published a schedule of the remaining saved UDP 
policies, available at: https://www.gateshead.gov.uk/media/1907/Gateshead-Local-Plan-Policies-
2015/pdf/Gateshead-Local-Plan-Policies-27-Mar-15.pdf?m=636669081011070000 

https://www.gateshead.gov.uk/media/1907/Gateshead-Local-Plan-Policies-2015/pdf/Gateshead-Local-Plan-Policies-27-Mar-15.pdf?m=636669081011070000
https://www.gateshead.gov.uk/media/1907/Gateshead-Local-Plan-Policies-2015/pdf/Gateshead-Local-Plan-Policies-27-Mar-15.pdf?m=636669081011070000
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examination of MSGP, as NPPF paragraph 36 makes clear that the tests of soundness 

“will be applied to non-strategic policies in a proportionate way, taking into account 

the extent to which they are consistent with relevant strategic policies for the area”.   

 

1.8 Nonetheless, the non-strategic policies of MSGP include several detailed (or 

‘development management’) policies which could have cross-boundary implications, 

including: the allocation of specific sites for development; safeguarding land for 

transport improvements; flood risk management; protecting biodiversity and green 

infrastructure (including wildlife corridors); minerals extraction; and waste 

management. 

 

1.9 It is also relevant to note that the significant cross-boundary links between Gateshead 

Council and Newcastle City Council4 mean that it has been appropriate to prepare joint 

evidence and align some MSGP policies with the equivalent Local Plan document in 

Newcastle City Council’s emerging Local Plan (the Development and Allocations Plan5).  

MSGP’s submission documents include a Duty to Cooperate Statement6, which 

provides detail on relevant cross-boundary issues between Gateshead and its 

neighbouring local authority areas, and joint-working activity carried out under the 

duty to cooperate.  Chapter three of this Compliance Statement also includes a 

summary of how MSGP has met the legal and policy requirements of the Duty to 

Cooperate. 

 

Statement structure 

1.10 The compliance statement comprises three broad sections: 

• Introduction 

• Legal Compliance 

• National, regional and local context, and evidence 

• Duty to cooperate 

• Consultation 

• Sustainability Appraisal 

• Soundness 

• Vision and strategic objectives 

• Policies 

• Economic Prosperity 

• Homes 

                                                           
4 Gateshead and Newcastle share a housing market area and share several characteristics of a functional 
economic market area: the neighbouring authorities also share key transport infrastructure and environmental 
assets.  These shared characteristics were identified and addressed within the CSUCP. 
5 https://www.newcastle.gov.uk/planning-and-buildings/planning-policy/site-allocations-and-development-
management 
6 https://www.gateshead.gov.uk/MSGPexamination 

https://www.newcastle.gov.uk/planning-and-buildings/planning-policy/site-allocations-and-development-management
https://www.newcastle.gov.uk/planning-and-buildings/planning-policy/site-allocations-and-development-management
https://www.gateshead.gov.uk/MSGPexamination
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• Transport and Accessibility 

• People and Place 

• Minerals and Waste 
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2 National, Regional and Local Context, and Evidence 

2.1 MSGP has been prepared in compliance with the Planning and Compulsory Purchase 

Act 2004 (2004 Act), the Town and Country Planning (Local Development) (England) 

Regulations (2004) (as amended), the Localism Act 2011 (which amended sections of 

the 2004 Act), the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 

2012 (2012 Regulations) and the National Planning Policy Framework (2019).  The 

preparation of evidence and policies has also had regard to latest iterations of 

National Planning Policy Guidance. 

 

2.2 The revised NPPF was published in July 2018 (subsequently replaced with a revised 

document incorporating relatively minor amendments published in February 2019), 

following publication of the MSGP Draft Plan (in accordance with Regulation 18 of the 

2012 Regulations) in October 2017, and prior to publication of the MSGP Submission 

Draft Plan (in accordance with regulation 19 of the 2012 Regulations) in October 2018.  

MSGP was reviewed following publication of the revised NPPF to ensure its content 

complied with its requirements.  The non-strategic nature of MSGP policies, and the 

broad similarities between the policy direction set out in the 2012 and 2018 NPPF 

documents resulted in no significant changes being made to the emerging MSGP.  

 

2.3 A Local Development Scheme (LDS) is required under section 15 of the Planning and 

Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (as amended by the Localism Act 2011).  This must 

specify (among other matters) the documents which, when prepared, will comprise 

the Local Plan for the area.  Section 19 of the Act requires that when a development 

plan is prepared it must be in compliance with the LDS.  The preparation of MSGP is in 

accordance with Gateshead’s latest LDS, published in October 20177 . 

2.4 Development Plans are required to be prepared in accordance with a Statement of 

Community Involvement (SCI), under section 18 of the 2004 Act.  The latest update of 

Gateshead’s SCI was published in October 20178: MSGP has been prepared in 

accordance with this SCI.  More detail on the consultation involved in preparing MSGP 

is set out in chapter four of this statement, and within the Consultation Statement 

submitted to support the examination of MSGP. 

 

2.5 Under Section 19(5) of the 2004 Act, development plan documents must be subject 

to Sustainability Appraisal (SA) throughout their preparation, to ensure they are fully 

consistent with, and help to implement, the principles of sustainable development.  In 

parallel with this, the Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes 

Regulations 2004 (the ‘SEA Regulations’) impose a statutory obligation for an 

environmental assessment of the Plan to be undertaken.  Whilst SA and SEA are 

                                                           
7https://www.gateshead.gov.uk/article/3010/Local-Development-Scheme   
8 https://www.gateshead.gov.uk/article/3015/Statement-of-Community-Involvement  

https://www.gateshead.gov.uk/article/3010/Local-Development-Scheme
https://www.gateshead.gov.uk/article/3015/Statement-of-Community-Involvement
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distinct processes, many of their requirements overlap, and Government guidance 

advises that an integrated approach to SA and SEA should be pursued, so that the SA 

process also meets the requirements of the SEA Directive and Regulations.  In 

accordance with national guidance and the requirements of the SEA Regulations, 

MSGP has been subject to an integrated SA throughout its preparation.  This SA has 

incorporated the requirements for a Health Impact Assessment (HIA) and the 

Equalities Impact and Needs Assessment (EINA), and has been undertaken by external 

consultants JBA.  As required by the relevant regulatory requirements, the process 

commenced with the production of an SA Scoping Report.  Findings of the 

Sustainability Appraisals have been published at each stage of MSGP’s preparation9.  

The statutory requirements relating to SA and SEA have been fully complied with: 

details are set out in section five of this compliance statement, and policy-specific 

conclusions and recommendations from the SA are provided in section seven. 

 

National Planning Policy Framework 

2.6 The revised NPPF was published in July 2018.  It provides the framework within which 

locally-prepared plans can be produced.  Paragraph 8 sets out three overarching and 

interdependent objectives for the planning system to achieve sustainable 

development: 

“a) an economic objective – to help build a strong, responsive and competitive 

economy, by ensuring that sufficient land of the right types is available in the 

right places and at the right time to support growth, innovation and improved 

productivity; and by identifying and coordinating the provision of 

infrastructure; 

b)  a social objective – to support strong, vibrant and healthy communities, by 

ensuring that a sufficient number and range of homes can be provided to meet 

the needs of present and future generations; and by fostering a well-designed 

and safe built environment, with accessible services and open spaces that 

reflect current and future needs and support communities’ health, social and 

cultural well-being; and 

c)  an environmental objective – to contribute to protecting and enhancing our 

natural, built and historic environment; including making effective use of land, 

helping to improve biodiversity, using natural resources prudently, minimising 

waste and pollution, and mitigating and adapting to climate change, including 

moving to a low carbon economy.” 

 

                                                           
9 https://www.gateshead.gov.uk/media/10035/Gateshead-Sustainability-Appraisal-Environmental-
Report-September-
2018/pdf/Gateshead_Sustainability_Appraisal_Report_and_Annexes_FINAL_v2.1.pdf?m=636764128
964600000 

https://www.gateshead.gov.uk/media/10035/Gateshead-Sustainability-Appraisal-Environmental-Report-September-2018/pdf/Gateshead_Sustainability_Appraisal_Report_and_Annexes_FINAL_v2.1.pdf?m=636764128964600000
https://www.gateshead.gov.uk/media/10035/Gateshead-Sustainability-Appraisal-Environmental-Report-September-2018/pdf/Gateshead_Sustainability_Appraisal_Report_and_Annexes_FINAL_v2.1.pdf?m=636764128964600000
https://www.gateshead.gov.uk/media/10035/Gateshead-Sustainability-Appraisal-Environmental-Report-September-2018/pdf/Gateshead_Sustainability_Appraisal_Report_and_Annexes_FINAL_v2.1.pdf?m=636764128964600000
https://www.gateshead.gov.uk/media/10035/Gateshead-Sustainability-Appraisal-Environmental-Report-September-2018/pdf/Gateshead_Sustainability_Appraisal_Report_and_Annexes_FINAL_v2.1.pdf?m=636764128964600000
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2.7 Paragraph 11 of the NPPF provides a presumption in favour of sustainable 

development, which ensures that sustainable development is achieved in a positive 

way, and states: “…For plan-making this means that: 

a)  plans should positively seek opportunities to meet the development needs of 

their area, and be sufficiently flexible to adapt to rapid change; 

b) strategic plans should, as a minimum, provide for objectively assessed needs 

for housing and other uses, as well as any needs that cannot be met within 

neighbouring areas, unless: 

i. the application of policies in this Framework that protect areas or assets 

of particular importance provides a strong reason for restricting the 

overall scale, type or distribution of development in the plan area; or 

ii. any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably 

outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this 

Framework taken as a whole…” 

   

2.8 With regard to plan-making, paragraph 16 states: “Plans should: 

a)  be prepared with the objective of contributing to the achievement of 

sustainable development; 

b)  be prepared positively, in a way that is aspirational but deliverable; 

c)  be shaped by early, proportionate and effective engagement between plan-

makers and communities, local organisations, businesses, infrastructure 

providers and operators and statutory consultees; 

d)  contain policies that are clearly written and unambiguous, so it is evident how 

a decision maker should react to development proposals; 

e)  be accessible through the use of digital tools to assist public involvement and 

policy presentation; and 

f)  serve a clear purpose, avoiding unnecessary duplication of policies that apply 

to a particular area (including policies in this Framework, where relevant).” 

 

2.9 Paragraph 17 of the NPPF allows for strategic policies (described in paragraph 20) to 

be produced in different ways depending on the issues and opportunities facing each 

area, including through the preparation of “…joint or individual local plans, produced 

by authorities working together or independently…”.  Paragraph 18 goes on to explain 

that non-strategic policies can be included in local plan documents that “…contain 

both non-strategic policies, and/or in local or neighbourhood plans that contain just 

non-strategic policies.” 

 

2.10 As set out in paragraphs 1.3 to 1.8 of this statement, once adopted MSGP will comprise 

part three of Gateshead’s Local Plan, providing non-strategic site-specific policies and 

allocations, and development management policies.  The adopted CSUCP provides 

parts one and two of Gateshead’s Local plan.  It is a jointly prepared local plan 
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document covering the administrative areas of Gateshead Council and Newcastle City 

Council, and provides strategic policies, including the overall strategy for the pattern, 

scale and quality of development (NPPF paragraph 20).  When considered in 

combination, the CSUCP and MSGP meet the NPPF’s requirements for plan-making 

including those at paragraphs 11 and 16, and achieve the Government’s objectives for 

the planning system, at paragraph 8. 

 

2.11 NPPF paragraph 35 sets out the tests that will be used to determine whether plans are 

‘sound’.  The four tests of soundness are that plans should be: 

“a)  Positively prepared – providing a strategy which, as a minimum, seeks to meet 

the area’s objectively assessed needs; and is informed by agreements with 

other authorities, so that unmet need from neighbouring areas is 

accommodated where it is practical to do so and is consistent with achieving 

sustainable development; 

b)  Justified – an appropriate strategy, taking into account the reasonable 

alternatives, and based on proportionate evidence; 

c)  Effective – deliverable over the plan period, and based on effective joint 

working on cross-boundary strategic matters that have been dealt with rather 

than deferred, as evidenced by the statement of common ground; and 

d)  Consistent with national policy – enabling the delivery of sustainable 

development in accordance with the policies in this Framework.” 

 

2.12 With regard to non-strategic policies, paragraph 36 states that the tests of soundness 

will be applied “…in a proportionate way, taking into account the extent to which they 

are consistent with relevant strategic policies for the area.” 

 

2.13 Chapter seven of this statement describes how specific policies of MSGP comply with 

the relevant requirements of the NPPF.  Separate requirements of Planning Practice 

Guidance (PPG) are also explained within relevant sections of chapter seven. 

 

Regional and Local Context 

2.14 The North East Local Enterprise Partnership (NELEP) covers the seven local authority 

areas of Northumberland, Newcastle, Gateshead, North Tyneside, Durham, South 

Tyneside and Sunderland.  One of its main areas of work has been the preparation of 

the Strategic Economic Plan10 (SEP) for the North East which has involved partnership 

working between the private, public and voluntary sectors.  The SEP was first 

published in 2014, and sets out a vision and investment programme for the area to 

2024 with the aim of strengthening the area’s economy and providing more 

opportunities for businesses and communities.  Its overarching vision is to deliver 

                                                           
10  
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100,000 new jobs across the NELEP area, and ensure that at least 70% of the jobs 

growth is in better jobs.  The SEP is being refreshed in 2019, with a focus on providing 

updated data and considering new policy drivers rather than developing new targets. 

 

2.15 NELEP is also leading on the development of a Local Industrial Strategy (LIS) for the 

region which is being informed by the economic priorities of the seven councils and 

two combined authorities. The LEP is collating evidence from each council and 

commissioning a productivity study to articulate the region’s sectoral strategy and 

response to the government’s “Grand Challenges”. 

 

2.16 The CSUCP sets out strategic policies, including those related to the amount and broad 

distribution of economic growth in Gateshead.  The Council considers the objectives 

of the CSUCP are compatible with the SEP’s ambitions – particularly in relation to 

supporting ‘better quality jobs’, and will consider the issue in more detail through a 

review of the CSUCP (which should be published within five years of the CSUCP being 

published).  MSGP’s policies related to economic growth seek to implement the 

strategic approach to sustainable economic growth set out by the CSUCP, while 

Gateshead’s Local Plan policies (both strategic and non-strategic) seek to incorporate 

a sufficient degree of flexibility to meet changing economic demands.  Accordingly, 

although the SEP does not provide a spatial context for the anticipated distribution of 

growth across the region, Gateshead’s Local Plan, including MSGP, is considered to 

appropriately reflect the requirements of the SEP.  Importantly, key projects identified 

in the SEP as important to the region’s economic success (including enterprise zones, 

development sites within the Gateshead Urban Core and the Team Valley Trading 

Estate) are positively identified in the Local Plan, within the CSUCP or emerging MSGP 

as appropriate, in a way that supports their delivery in keeping with the SEP’s 

ambitions. 

 

2.17 The 2004 Act introduced a requirement for Gateshead to produce a Local 

Development Framework to replace its UDP.  Under the provisions of this Act, all 

policies in existing development plans were automatically ‘saved’ until 27 September 

2007, or for a period of three years from the adoption of the plan in order to maintain 

continuity of the development plan system and to avoid a policy vacuum.  Local 

Planning Authorities were required to apply to the Secretary of State for consent 

under paragraph 1(3) of Schedule 8 of the 2004 Act to save these policies beyond this 

date. 

 

2.18 Gateshead Council was in the process of producing an updated UDP at the time of the 

enactment of the 2004 Act.  Consequently, Gateshead continued to finalise the UDP 

in advance of producing a Local Development Framework.  The Gateshead Council 

UDP was adopted in 2007 and the policies were therefore automatically saved until 
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2010.  A direction issued on behalf of the Secretary of State on 7 May 2010 extended 

the time for which certain UDP policies were saved.  This resulted in 151 policies being 

saved for a further extended period and 71 policies being deleted. 

 

2.19 Following publication of the 2012 NPPF, Gateshead Council undertook an assessment 

of the saved UDP policies to determine whether, and the extent to which they were 

consistent with the Framework.  This assessment resulted in the identification of four 

policies considered to be wholly inconsistent with the NPPF, while 18 other policies 

were assessed as being partly compliant with the NPPF. 

 

2.20 Several UDP policies were superseded following adoption of the CSUCP in March 2015.  

A list of deleted (superseded) and remaining saved UDP policies is at Appendix 1 of 

the CSUCP.  In March 2015 Gateshead Council published a document setting out the 

full text of policies and parts of policies that comprise Gateshead’s Local Plan (those 

CSUCP policies that are applicable within the administrative area of Gateshead 

Council, and the remaining saved UDP policies, either in whole or in part). 

 

2.21 Once adopted, MSGP will replace the remaining policies of the 2007 UDP.  Appendix 

18 of MSGP provides a schedule of policies that will be superseded following the plan’s 

adoption. 

 

Evidence 

2.22 MSGP is supported by numerous assessments, studies and strategies which have 

informed preparation of policies as discussed in section seven of this Statement.  The 

evidence base document library that has been compiled to support preparation of 

MSGP is available on the Council’s website11. 

 

2.23 Some MSGP policies have been prepared with reference to evidence base documents 

that were produced to support the CSUCP, but several newly prepared, or updated 

evidence base documents have also been produced to ensure that MSGP is supported 

by robust and up-to-date evidence.  Section seven of this Statement sets out how 

MSGP policies respond to specific recommendations, issues or opportunities 

identified in evidence base documents. 

  

                                                           
11 https://www.gateshead.gov.uk/article/8387/MSGP-evidence-base-document-library 

https://www.gateshead.gov.uk/article/8387/MSGP-evidence-base-document-library
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3 Duty to Cooperate 

3.1 The duty to cooperate was introduced through the Localism Act 2011, which inserted 

a new section 33A into the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004.  It places a 

legal duty on local planning authorities and county councils in England, and prescribed 

public bodies to engage constructively, actively and on an ongoing basis to maximise 

the effectiveness of local plan and marine plan preparation in the context of strategic 

cross-boundary matters. 

 

3.2 Given the significance of the duty to cooperate for plan-making, and the detailed 

nature of cross-boundary issues, a separate statement (a Duty to Cooperate 

Statement12) has been prepared to demonstrate how the Council has and continues 

to comply with the requirements of the duty.  The Duty to Cooperate Statement is 

accompanied by Statements of Common Ground (SoCG), agreed by Gateshead Council 

and neighbouring local planning authorities.  Although a summary of MSGP’s 

compliance with the duty is provided here, it should be noted that the Duty to 

Cooperate Statement provides detail on the legal and policy requirements of the duty, 

and explains how MSGP meets these requirements. 

 

3.3 As noted in section one of this report, MSGP will (once adopted) provide part three of 

Gateshead’s Local Plan.  It will establish non-strategic policies that support the 

strategic objectives and policies set out in the CSUCP.  Accordingly, when considering 

MSGP’s compliance with the duty to cooperate, it is important to note the key 

strategic cross-boundary issues (including the quantity and distribution of housing and 

jobs growth) have been addressed within the CSUCP.   

 

3.4 The non-strategic nature of MSGP is reflected in the relatively small number of 

comments received from neighbouring local planning authorities during consultation 

on the emerging MSGP, and it is important to note that none of the representations 

from neighbouring local authority areas made during Regulation 19 consultation on 

MSGP raised issues of significance under the Duty to Cooperate13. 

 

3.5 When considering MSGP’s compliance with the duty to cooperate it is relevant to have 

regard to the compliance of Gateshead’s strategic policies (set out in the CSUCP) with 

the duty.  The CSUCP demonstrates the proactive approach taken by Gateshead 

Council and Newcastle City Council to identify and address cross-boundary issues.  The 

Inspector’s report into the CSUCP examination noted (at paragraph 9): “The very fact 

that Gateshead and Newcastle City Councils have jointly prepared a single plan for 

their combined areas is a strong demonstration of compliance with the duty. There 

                                                           
12 https://www.gateshead.gov.uk/MSGPexamination 
13 A summary of significant issues raised through consultation on MSGP is provided in section four of this 
report, while the plan is also supported by a Consultation Statement submitted alongside MSGP. 

https://www.gateshead.gov.uk/MSGPexamination
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was no compelling evidence that the two Councils had failed to co-operate on strategic 

cross-boundary issues – whilst small differences of approach and outcome are 

apparent on some matters, these appear to have had no significant effect on the 

overall strategy and do not threaten its implementation. Government advice in 

Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) indicates that a joint plan can be an effective means 

of addressing cross-boundary issues; the CSUCP serves as a commendable example of 

joint working”.  Although Gateshead Council and Newcastle City Council are currently 

preparing separate land allocations and development management policies 

documents, both authorities have retained a strong commitment to collaborative 

working, jointly commissioning evidence-base studies to assess shared issues and 

sharing good practice examples in policy preparation (more information on 

collaboration between Gateshead Council and Newcastle City Council is provided in 

Appendix 1b of the Duty to Cooperate Statement). 

 

3.6 It should be noted that while PPG states that SoCG are required “during the process 

of planning for strategic cross-boundary matters” (ID  61-001-20180913), MSGP seeks 

to provide non-strategic policies.  However, given the different stages of strategic 

policy preparation reached by Gateshead’s neighbouring local authorities, 

preparation of SoCG is considered to represent the most effective method for 

Gateshead to demonstrate MSGP’s compliance with the duty to cooperate.  NPPF 

paragraph 36 notes that the tests of soundness (including whether the plan is 

effective: “…based on effective joint working on cross-boundary strategic matters… as 

evidenced by the statement of common ground”) will be applied to non-strategic 

policies in a proportionate way, and in this respect the Council considers preparation 

of SoCG exceed the minimum requirements expected of non-strategic policies.  

However, irrespective of MSGP’s position in Gateshead’s Local Plan, the Council also 

considers SoCG to provide an effective basis for documenting and structuring 

discussions on strategic cross-boundary issues, and SoCG therefore have a valuable 

role in plan-making.  It is important to note, however, that the SoCG appended to the 

Duty to Cooperate Statement are intended to be updated on an ongoing basis.  The 

SoCG will therefore require further revision as the review of the CSUCP progresses, 

and as neighbouring Local Planning Authorities’ strategic policies continue to emerge. 

  



15 

4 Consultation 

4.1 Consultation on MSGP has been carried in in accordance with Gateshead Council’s 

Statement of Community Involvement (October 2017)14 and The Town and Country 

Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012.  Although a summary of 

consultation activity is provided in this compliance statement, it should be noted that 

the Consultation Statement15 submitted alongside MSGP provides detail of the 

consultation activity involved in preparing MSGP, including methods of consultation 

used, organisations and individuals invited to comment on the plan, comments 

received, and how these comments have been taken into account in preparing the 

plan. 

 

4.2 The requirement to consult on Local Plan documents extends to the need to engage 

with neighbouring local authority areas and other public bodies on cross-boundary 

issues.  A separate Duty to Cooperate Statement16 has been prepared to demonstrate 

how the Council has and continues to comply with the requirements of the duty.  The 

Duty to Cooperate Statement is accompanied by Statements of Common Ground 

agreed by Gateshead Council and neighbouring local planning authorities. 

 

Regulation Context 

4.3 Regulation 18 of the 2012 Regulations state: 

 “(1) A local planning authority must:  

(a) notify each of the bodies or persons specified in paragraph (2) of the subject of a 

local plan which the local planning authority propose to prepare, and 

(b) invite each of them to make representations to the local planning authority about 

what a local plan with that subject ought to contain. 

(2) The bodies or persons referred to in paragraph (1) are:  

(a) such of the specific consultation bodies as the local planning authority consider may 

have an interest in the subject of the proposed local plan; 

(b) such of the general consultation bodies as the local planning authority consider 

appropriate; and 

(c) such residents or other persons carrying on business in the local planning authority’s 

area from which the local planning authority consider it appropriate to invite 

representations. 

(3) In preparing the local plan, the local planning authority must take into account any 

representation made to them in response to invitations under paragraph (1).” 

 
4.4 Regulation 19 of the 2012 Regulations state: 

                                                           
14 https://www.gateshead.gov.uk/article/3015/Statement-of-Community-Involvement 
15 https://www.gateshead.gov.uk/MSGPexamination 
16 https://www.gateshead.gov.uk/MSGPexamination 

https://www.gateshead.gov.uk/article/3015/Statement-of-Community-Involvement
https://www.gateshead.gov.uk/MSGPexamination
https://www.gateshead.gov.uk/MSGPexamination
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“Before submitting a local plan to the Secretary of State under section 20 of the Act, 

the local planning authority must: 

(a) make a copy of each of the proposed submission documents and a statement of the 

representations procedure available in accordance with regulation 35; and 

(b) ensure that a statement of the representations procedure and a statement of the 

fact that the proposed submission documents are available for inspection and of the 

places and times at which they can be inspected, is sent to each of the general 

consultation bodies and each of the specific consultation bodies invited to make 

representations under regulation 18(1).” 

 

4.5 PPG reference ID: 12-017-20140306 sets out who should be involved in preparing a 

Local Plan, and states:  

“Local planning authorities will need to identify and engage at an early stage with all 

those that may be interested in the development or content of the Local Plan, including 

those groups who may be affected by its proposals but who do not play an active part 

in most consultations. Those communities contemplating or pursuing a neighbourhood 

plan will have a particular interest in the emerging strategy, which will provide the 

strategic framework for the neighbourhood plan policies. The local planning authority 

will also need to ensure that it works proactively with other authorities on strategic 

cross boundary issues in line with the duty to cooperate. 

 

Regulation 18 of the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) 

Regulations 2012 sets out specific bodies or persons that a local planning authority 

must notify and invite representations from in developing its Local Plan. The local 

planning authority must take into account any representation made, and will need to 

set out how the main issues raised have been taken into account. It must also consult 

the Strategic Environmental Assessment consultation bodies on the information and 

level of detail to include in the sustainability appraisal report. 

 

Section 18 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires local planning 

authorities to produce a Statement of Community Involvement, which should explain 

how they will engage local communities and other interested parties in producing their 

Local Plan and determining planning applications. The Statement of Community 

Involvement should be published on the local planning authority’s website.” 

 

4.6 PPG reference ID: 12-020-20140306 sets out what happens when a Local Plan 

document is published:  

“The publication stage plan should be the document that the local authority considers 

ready for examination. This Plan must be published for representations by the local 

planning authority, together with other “proposed submission documents”, before it 

can be submitted to the Planning Inspectorate for examination. This provides a formal 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2012/767/regulation/19/made
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2012/767/regulation/19/made
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opportunity for the local community and other interests to consider the Local Plan, 

which the local planning authority would like to adopt. The specific publication 

requirements are set out at regulations 17, 19 and 35 (and 21) of the Town and Country 

Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012.” 

 

Summary of those invited to make representations 

4.7 In accordance with regulation 18 of the 2012 Regulations and Gateshead Statement 

of Community Involvement 2017, an email or letter was sent out at the beginning of 

each stage of consultation to all those that were on the Local Plan Consultee Database.  

The consultation database is evolving, and additions and deletions occur when 

requested.  Those consulted include consultation bodies that are considered statutory 

or required as part of the Duty to cooperate: a list of those consulted is appended to 

this Statement (Appendix 1).  
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Summary of consultation methods used – types of event, numbers of events 

Regulation / 
stage  

Date  Consultation activity  Comments received 

18 – Scoping 
Report 

February 
2012 

 Wrote to all contacts in Local Plan database/specified in SCI 
 Published hard copies of documents at Civic Centre and libraries  
 Made documents available on the Council’s website  

22 residents or organisations responded to this 
early stage of consultation 

18 – Draft Plan October 
2017 

 Wrote to all contacts in Local Plan database/specified in SCI 
 Wrote to all contacts in Local Plan database 
 Published hard copies of documents at Civic Centre and libraries  
 Made documents available on the Council’s website  
 Article in Council News delivered to all residents in Gateshead  
 Internal Communications, Council Info 
 Leaflets 
 Drop in events (Birtley, Blaydon, Felling, Central Gateshead) 
 Social media posts on Facebook and Twitter 
 Virtual Drop in Event on Twitter 
 You tube video 

 6 letters and 27 emails received and 26 people 
made comments via the consultation portal 
with a total of 431 individual comments made 
including support and objections. 

19 – Pre-
Submission 
Draft Plan 

October 
2018 

 Wrote to all contacts in Local Plan database/specified in SCI 
 Wrote to all contacts in Local Plan database 
 Published hard copies of documents at Civic Centre and libraries  
 Made documents available on the Council’s website  
 Article in Council News delivered to all residents in Gateshead  
 Internal Communications, Council Info and Team Brief 
 Drop in events (Birtley, Blaydon, Central Gateshead) 
 Social media posts on Facebook and Twitter 
  2 x Virtual Drop in Event on Twitter  

1 letter was received  
9 people made comments via the portal and 21 
people registered on the portal but made no 
representations  
33 people made comments via email  
A total of 186 individual representations were 
made 
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Issues raised during consultation 

4.8 The main issues raised during consultation on the Pre-Submission Draft MSGP are 

summarised as:  

• Concern regarding the impact on development and viability of housing standards 
policies 

• Concern over the adequacy of housing allocations 

• Concern regarding the impact of policies requiring new open space on the viability 
of development 

• Concern that density requirements would have an adverse impact on providing 
green space and SuDS and the internal space standards 

• Objection to the inclusion of living roofs and walls within the criteria that will be 
used to assess design quality 

• Objection to the lack of positive provision for minerals in the plan  

• Objection relating to lack of flexibility in policy wording relating to flood risk, water 
quality and SuDS SPD   

• Concern over a number of environmental issues including noise and air quality  
 

4.9 Information in chapter seven of this Statement, setting out how each proposed MSGP 

policy meets the tests of soundness, provides detail on how consultation has informed 

preparation of specific policies in the plan.  Summaries of the comments received 

during consultation (at each stage of the plan’s preparation), and, and the Council’s 

responses to these comments are appended to the Consultation Statement.  
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5 Sustainability Appraisal 

5.1 Section 19(5) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires that an 

appraisal of sustainability is carried out for each development plan document and a 

report is prepared.  Under the requirements of the European Directive 2001/42/EC 

“on the assessment of the effects of certain plans and programmes on the 

environment” (the Strategic Environmental Assessment or ‘SEA Directive’), which is 

transposed into United Kingdom law by the Environmental Assessment of Plans and 

Programmes Regulations 2004 (the ‘SEA Regulations’), there is a statutory obligation 

for an environmental assessment of the Plan to be undertaken. 

 

5.2 NPPF Paragraph 32 states: “Local plans and spatial development strategies should be 

informed throughout their preparation by a sustainability appraisal that meets the 

relevant legal requirements.  This should demonstrate how the plan has addressed 

relevant economic, social and environmental objectives (including opportunities for 

net gains).  Significant adverse impacts on these objectives should be avoided and, 

wherever possible, alternative options which reduce or eliminate such impacts should 

be pursued.  Where significant adverse impacts are unavoidable, suitable mitigation 

measures should be proposed (or, where this is not possible, compensatory measures 

should be considered).” 

 

5.3 PPG reference ID: 12-016-20140306 states:  

“Every Local Plan must be informed and accompanied by a Sustainability Appraisal.  

This allows the potential environmental, economic and social impacts of the proposals 

to be systematically taken into account, and should play a key role throughout the 

plan-making process.  The Sustainability Appraisal plays an important part in 

demonstrating that the Local Plan reflects sustainability objectives and has considered 

reasonable alternatives.  The Sustainability Appraisal should incorporate a Strategic 

Environmental Assessment to meet the statutory requirement for certain plans and 

programmes to be subject to a process of ‘environmental assessment’. 

The Local Plan may also require a Habitats Regulation Assessment, as set out in the 

Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (as amended) if it is considered 

likely to have significant effects on European habitats or species, located in the local 

planning authority’s area or in its vicinity.” 

 

5.4 Gateshead council commissioned JBA Consulting to undertake a Sustainability 

Appraisal (SA) of the emerging Plan.  The SA reports produced at each stage in the 

process have been subject to public consultation alongside the emerging MSGP. 

  

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/strategic-environmental-assessment-and-sustainability-appraisal
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/strategic-environmental-assessment-and-sustainability-appraisal
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/strategic-environmental-assessment-and-sustainability-appraisal
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2010/490/contents/made
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SA report  MSGP stage  Comments received on SA  

Scoping Report June 2017  Natural England  
Historic England  

Environmental Report 
September 2017  

MSGP Draft Plan  Natural England 
Historic England  
Environment Agency  

Environmental Report 
September 2018  

MSGP Submission Draft Plan  None  

 

5.5 In accordance with relevant guidance on SA, each of the appraisals considered the 

effects of the policies in the emerging plan against the SA Framework set out in the 

Scoping Report.  The assessment was designed to meet the requirements of the SEA 

Regulations and included considering the effects of the policies in the plan in terms of 

the scale of the effect and the sensitivity of the resource that would be affected, 

whether the effects are temporary or permanent, positive or negative, direct or 

indirect and whether there is potential for secondary, synergistic or cumulative effects 

to accrue.  As required by the SEA Regulations, the SA also suggested mitigation 

measures to prevent, reduce and, as fully as possible, offset any significant adverse 

effects of implementing the Plan. 

 

Summary of SA findings 

5.6 From the final list of site allocations (22 Economic and 112 Housing), 14% have a ‘high’ 

sustainability score of 10 or more (green). 33% of sites have a ‘good’ sustainability 

score of 5 or more and 43% of sites have a sustainability score of less than 5 (amber). 

The two key employment sites under MSGP2 of Team Valley and Follingsby Park, and 

31.57ha capacity of employment allocations under MSGP1 strongly relate to CS1: 

Spatial Strategy for Sustainable Growth, CS5: Employment and Economic Growth 

Priorities and CS6: Employment Land. 

 

5.7 The Submission Draft MSGP policies (MSGP1-54) support the development allocation 

sites and economic growth within Gateshead.  The MSGP policies will largely have 

positive to significant positive impacts across the fifty-four policies.  These impacts 

were particularly positive with regards to social and environmental sustainability 

issues promoting strong and inclusive communities, ensuring equality and diversity 

and integration are embedded into future development and improving access to a 

stable and diverse employment market.  The allocation of employment land uses will 

help to directly strengthen the diversity of economic growth in the long term, ensuring 

access to jobs and benefiting from existing transport network infrastructure. 

 

Requirements for HRA / EINA / HIA 

5.8 Following best practice, the SEA and SA have been combined and also incorporate 

requirements for a Health Impact Assessment (HIA) and the Equalities Impact and 

Needs Assessment (EINA). 
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5.9 The sustainability appraisal was considered against the Habitat Regulations or the 

European Council Directive on the Conservation of Natural Habitats and of Wild Fauna 

and Flora (92/43/EEC) (known as 'the Habitats Directive'), and it was determined 

through advice of Natural England and context of the CSUCP that a screening of the 

Habitat Regulations was not required.  There are no European sites within Gateshead, 

however there are two European sites outside of the plan area (Northumbria Coast 

SPA and North Pennine Moors SPA) which support wintering migratory wading bird 

populations that are highly mobile.  Consequently, because the Tyne Estuary, 

intertidal mud, and adjacent land within Gateshead are used by migratory waders, it 

was concluded during the HRA Stage 1 Screen Report for the CSUCP that any impact 

would be indirect and not significant and no further assessment was necessary. 

 

Public Sector Equality Duty 

5.10 The public sector Equality Duty requires public bodies to have due regard to the need 

to eliminate discrimination, advance equality of opportunity and foster good relations 

between different people when carrying out their activities.  The Equality Act 201017 

legally protects people from discrimination in the workplace and in wider society. 

 

5.11 The public sector Equality Duty replaced previous anti-discrimination laws with a 

single Act, making the law easier to understand and strengthening protection in some 

situations.  It sets out the different ways in which it is unlawful to treat someone.  It 

also requires that public bodies have due regard to the need to: 

• eliminate discrimination 

• advance equality of opportunity 

• foster good relations between different people when carrying out their 

activities 

 

5.12 In September 2015 Gateshead Council produced an Equal Opportunities Policy as a 

result of the Equality Act 2010.  Both the contents of the MSGP document and its 

preparation, including the methods of consultation for MSGP are compliant with the 

Council’s Policy.  The full Equal Opportunities Policy is available on the Council’s 

website. 

  

                                                           
17 https://www.gov.uk/guidance/equality-act-2010-guidance 

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/equality-act-2010-guidance


23 

6 Vision and Strategic Objectives 

6.1 The time period of preparing the CSUCP covered both the 2004 Act with associated 

regulations (the Town and Country Planning (Local Development) (England) 

Regulations 2004) and policy statements (Planning Policy Statement 12 being the most 

relevant for plan-making); and the subsequent Localism Act 2011 (which amended 

certain sections of the 2004 Act) with its associated regulations (2012 Regulations) and 

the National Planning Policy Framework.  While the 2004 Act and its guidance advised 

that Local Development Frameworks should seek to translate Local Authorities’ 

Sustainable Communities Strategies into land-use policies, that specific requirement 

was not retained in the 2011 Localism Act and 2012 Regulations.  However, in 

preparing the CSUCP, Gateshead and Newcastle councils sought to align the vision and 

ambitions of their Sustainable Communities Documents, and implement this aligned 

vision through the strategic land-use policies of the CSUCP. 

 

6.2 As set out in section one of this Statement, MSGP will, once adopted, provide non-

strategic policies that will support and implement the strategic vision and policies set 

out in the CSUCP.  In consequence, the strategic objectives established by the CSUCP 

have been retained in MSGP (set out within figure 3.3 of MSGP). 

 

6.3 It is important to note that in November 2017 Gateshead Council launched a new 

strategic approach, built on the key principles of: fairness and treating people with 

dignity and respect; people and families being at the heart of everything we do; and 

getting the best outcomes for local people.  The new approach to Making Gateshead 

a Place Where Everyone Thrives18 is based on five pledges: 

• Put people and families at the heart of everything we do; 

• Tackle inequality so people have a fair chance; 

• Support our communities to support themselves and each other; 

• Invest in our economy to provide sustainable opportunities for employment, 

innovation and growth across the borough; and 

• Work together to fight for a better Gateshead 

 

6.4 This statement advises on the relationship between the Thrive agenda and the 

Gateshead Local Plan (CSUCP and MSGP), in particular, how delivering on the 

objectives of the Local Plan will make a positive contribution towards the five Thrive 

pledges. 

 

Bridging Document 

                                                           
18 http://www2.gateshead.gov.uk/ipledge/Home.aspx  

http://www2.gateshead.gov.uk/ipledge/Home.aspx


24 

6.5 In 2010 Gateshead and Newcastle Local Strategic Partnerships prepared a Bridging 

Document: Developing Sustainable Cities19.  This document brought together the 

shared challenges and objectives faced by both local authority areas up to 2030, and 

sets out the spatial response.  Based on the vision of Gateshead and Newcastle as 

sustainable cities, the Bridging Document identifies four key themes that are 

considered to be the key challenges and objectives: 

• Economic Growth and Prosperity; 

• Health and Wellbeing; 

• Homes and Thriving Neighbourhoods; 

• Sustainable Quality of Place 

 

6.5 The Bridging Document also established a shared vision: “by 2030 

NewcastleGateshead will be prosperous and sustainable cities that are unique and 

distinctive ‐ places where people choose to live, work and visit because everybody can 

realise their potential and enjoy a quality lifestyle”.  The CSUCP sets in place the spatial 

policies that will deliver this joint vision and respond to the challenges identified in the 

Bridging Document.  In turn, MSGP seeks to support and implement the strategic 

vision and policies set out in the CSUCP. 

 
CSUCP Spatial Vision and Strategic Objectives 

6.6 Building upon the shared vision set out in the Bridging Document, the CSUCP 

establishes a detailed Vision Statement (pages 36 and 37 of the CSUCP), according 

with the requirements of NPPF paragraph 15.  As set out in paragraph 3.25 of MSGP, 

the Spatial Vision is summarised as: 

 

“By 2030 Gateshead and Newcastle will be prosperous and sustainable cities that are 

unique and distinctive places – where people choose to live, work and visit because 

everyone can realise their full potential and enjoy a high-quality lifestyle” 

 
6.7 The Spatial Vision was determined through an understanding of the key issues facing 

Gateshead and Newcastle as identified in the evidence base studies prepared to 

inform the CSUCP.  The Spatial Vision was also informed through consultation on the 

CSUCP, most notably resulting in the inclusion of references to ecological sustainability 

and supporting a healthy natural environment. 

 
6.8 The CSUCP establishes twelve Strategic Objectives, which seek to deliver the Vision 

Statement.  They provide more detailed and specific objectives focussed on addressing 

challenges and opportunities associated with the four core themes of: Economy, 

Prosperity and Retail; Population and Housing; Design, Climate Change and the 

                                                           
19 https://www.newcastle.gov.uk/sites/default/files/wwwfileroot/planning-and-
buildings/planning/01.06_newcastlegateshead_bridging_document_2010.pdf 

https://www.newcastle.gov.uk/sites/default/files/wwwfileroot/planning-and-buildings/planning/01.06_newcastlegateshead_bridging_document_2010.pdf
https://www.newcastle.gov.uk/sites/default/files/wwwfileroot/planning-and-buildings/planning/01.06_newcastlegateshead_bridging_document_2010.pdf
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Environment; and Implementation and Infrastructure.  The Plan’s Strategic Objectives 

are provided in pages 38 to 40 of the CSUCP, and replicated in figure 3.3 of MSGP. 

 

Making Gateshead Thrive 

6.9 In 2017 Gateshead Council launched a new strategic approach: Making Gateshead a 

Place Where Everyone Thrives.  Although the Spatial Vision established within the 

CSUCP was prepared before Gateshead’s Thrive agenda was launched, the Local Plan’s 

Strategic Objectives share many commonalities with the five ‘Thrive’ pledges that have 

been developed to help and guide Gateshead Council make decisions. 

 

6.10 The Thrive pledges, and the key principles of: fairness and treating people with dignity 

and respect; people and families being at the heart of everything we do; and getting 

the best outcomes for local people, are centred around tackling inequality and 

increasing the number of people and families in Gateshead who are thriving.  The 

Strategic Objectives set out in Gateshead’s Local Plan, by necessity have a spatial 

dimension, and primarily relate to how the environment (and development) 

influences, and is influenced by, people and communities.  The Council’s statutory 

function as Local Planning Authority also demands that the Local Plan has close regard 

to protecting and enhancing our natural, built and historic environment, in accordance 

with legislation and national policy.  However, as set out in the table below, it is 

possible to identify a direct relationship between each of the Local Plan’s Strategic 

Objectives, and the five Thrive pledges to: 

• Put people and families at the heart of everything we do; 

• Tackle inequality so people have a fair chance; 

• Support our communities to support themselves and each other; 

• Invest in our economy to provide sustainable opportunities for employment, 

innovation and growth across the borough; and 

• Work together to fight for a better Gateshead 

 

Strategic Objective Relationship to Making Gateshead Thrive 

SO1: Encourage population 
growth in order to underpin 
sustainable economic growth 

Establishing attractive places to live with housing that 
meets local peoples’ needs will support all Gateshead 
residents. 
 
Encouraging population growth (and growth in 
working age residents) plays an important role in 
sustainable economic growth, thereby delivering jobs 
growth and prosperity in Gateshead. 
 

SO2: To increase our economic 
performance, resilience, levels of 
entrepreneurship, skills and 

This objective directly relates to the Thrive pledge to 
invest in our economy. 
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business formation by promoting 
Gateshead and Newcastle as the 
strong regional economic focus 
and by ensuring the supply of 
suitable, flexible and diverse 
business accommodation 
 

Promoting Gateshead’s role within the region (by 
ensuring an appropriate supply of business 
accommodation) will strengthen our ability to fight for 
a better future for Gateshead. 

SO3: To increase our 
competitiveness by improving and 
expanding the role of the Urban 
Core as the regional destination 
for business, shopping, education, 
leisure, tourism and as a place to 
live 
 

The Urban Core is the centre of commercial activity in 
the region, and development of sites such as 
Gateshead Quays and Baltic Business Quarter provides 
the most significant opportunity to expand economic 
activity (including jobs growth) in Gateshead. 
 

SO4: To ensure the provision of 
quality District and Local Centres 
with a diverse range of shops and 
services that are accessible to 
meet the needs of all local 
communities 
 

Supporting provision of community facilities across 
Gateshead will help reduce inequalities, support 
Gateshead’s communities, and contribute to 
sustainable economic growth across the borough. 

SO5: Expand leisure, culture and 
tourism providing for all age 
groups and diversifying the 
evening economy 

Supporting the expansion of tourism in Gateshead and 
diversifying the evening economy will make a positive 
contribution towards the borough’s economic growth. 
 
Provision of leisure and cultural facilities will help 
reduce inequalities and support community cohesion. 
 

SO6: Ensure that our residential 
offer provides a choice of quality 
accommodation in sustainable 
locations to meet people’s current 
and future needs and aspirations; 
improving opportunities to live in 
the Urban Core; and providing a 
broader range of accommodation 
including in new neighbourhoods 
 

Good quality housing has a fundamental role in 
supporting people to live happy and healthy lives.  
Attractive and well-designed neighbourhoods 
encourage community cohesion.  This objective 
therefore makes a strong contribution to making sure 
Gateshead meets the needs of people and families, 
tackles inequalities, and supports our communities. 

SO7: Manage and develop our 
transport system to support 
growth and provide sustainable 
access for all to housing, jobs, 
services and shops 
 

An effective transport system makes a positive 
contribution to tackling inequality (supporting 
residents’ access to housing, jobs and services), and 
supports economic growth, helping businesses 
prosper. 

SO8: Improve sustainable access 
to, within and around the Urban 

Effective transport to and within the Urban Core 
makes a significant contribution to tackling inequality 
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Core by promoting fast and direct 
public transport links to the heart 
of the Urban Core, increasing 
walking and cycling and 
minimising through traffic 
 

(supporting residents’ access to jobs and services in 
particular).  
 
Addressing congestion in our town centre will also 
help unlock development opportunities on key sites, 
making a significant contribution to the borough’s 
economic growth. 
 

SO9: Ensure the development and 
use of land protects, sustains and 
enhances the quality of the 
natural, built and historic 
environment, and ensuring our 
communities are attractive, safe 
and sustainable 
 

This objective contributes to establishing an attractive 
and equitable natural, built and historic environment 
in Gateshead, contributing to reducing inequalities 
(particularly health inequalities), and supporting our 
communities. 

SO10: Provide the opportunity for 
a high quality of life for everyone 
and enhance the wellbeing of 
people to reduce all inequalities 
 

Directly relates to Tackling inequality so people have a 
fair chance. 

SO11: Reduce CO2 emission from 
development and future growth 
while adapting to the issues, 
mitigating adverse impacts and 
taking advantage of the 
opportunities presented by 
climate change 
 

Mitigating the adverse impacts of climate change, and 
taking advantage of its opportunities will contribute 
towards tackling inequalities, and support our 
communities. 

SO12 Improve the function, 
usability and provision of our 
green infrastructure and public 
spaces by providing a network of 
green spaces and features which 
are connected and accessible for 
all. 
 

Improving access to better quality green infrastructure 
will contribute towards a wide range of benefits, 
including reducing health inequalities and supporting 
community cohesion. 

 

6.11 The commonalities between the Local Plan’s Strategic Objectives and Gateshead’s 

Thrive agenda result from the independent and comprehensive assessment of key 

issues and challenges in Gateshead, set out in evidence prepared to support the 

CSUCP.  Issues identified in evidence were translated into the Strategic Objectives that 

underpin the Local Plan.  This process of assessing objectively prepared evidence has 

resulted in development of Strategic Objectives that are thematically aligned to the 

Thrive pledges.  Nonetheless, there are clearly some areas where the planning system 

and development activity can make a greater contribution towards Making Gateshead 
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Thrive, and the assessment of the relationship between the Local Plan’s Strategic 

Objectives and Making Gateshead a Place Where Everyone Thrives highlights a 

particularly strong contribution towards the pledges to: Tackle inequality so people 

have a fair chance; Support our communities to support themselves and each other; 

and Invest in our economy to provide sustainable opportunities for employment, 

innovation and growth across the borough. 
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7. Policies 

7.1 This section seeks to demonstrate the soundness of each policy, and provides a 

statement explaining how each policy meets the tests of soundness.   For ease of 

reference, this section sets out how each policy meets the tests of soundness in the 

order established in NPPF paragraph 35: “…Plans are ‘sound’ if they are: 

a) Positively prepared – providing a strategy which, as a minimum, seeks to meet the 

area’s objectively assessed needs; and is informed by agreements with other 

authorities, so that unmet need from neighbouring areas is accommodated where it is 

practical to do so and is consistent with achieving sustainable development; 

b) Justified – an appropriate strategy, taking into account the reasonable alternatives, 

and based on proportionate evidence; 

c) Effective – deliverable over the plan period, and based on effective joint working on 

cross-boundary strategic matters that have been dealt with rather than deferred, as 

evidenced by the statement of common ground; and 

d) Consistent with national policy – enabling the delivery of sustainable development 

in accordance with the policies in this Framework.” 

 

7.2 Among other information provided, this statement explains what evidence has been 

used to inform the preparation of each policy.  For ease of reference evidence base 

documents are identified in bold text.  Where evidence base documents have been 

prepared or published by Gateshead Council, the documents have been made 

available on the MSGP evidence base document library20.  Where the policy has been 

informed by evidence, guidance, strategies or standards produced by other bodies, 

weblinks are provided to specific document locations as appropriate. 

  

                                                           
20 https://www.gateshead.gov.uk/article/8387/MSGP-evidence-base-document-library 

https://www.gateshead.gov.uk/article/8387/MSGP-evidence-base-document-library
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Economic Prosperity 

 

MSGP1 Employment land supply 

Sites with capacity for 31.57 hectares of net developable employment land are allocated 

for B1, B2 B8 uses, as represented on the Policies Map.  A minimum supply of 24 hectares 

of deliverable employment land, capable of meeting the quantitative and qualitative needs 

over a rolling five-year period will be maintained for B1, B2 and B8 uses. 

 

Purpose of the policy 

7.1.1 The policy aims to ensure that a sufficient supply of land for employment uses (B1, B2 

and B8) is available to meet quantitative and qualitative needs over the plan period.  

As noted in supporting text to the policy (paragraph 4.2 of MSGP), the allocation of 

sites in MSGP should be considered alongside the allocation of sites with a combined 

capacity of 36.45 hectares of net developable employment land within the CSUCP: this 

includes sites within the Urban Core, and at Follingsby South.  

  

7.1.2 The policy responds to the requirement set out in CSUCP policy CS5 that a “minimum 

of 150 hectares of net developable employment land will be identified and allocated 

to meet the gross employment land requirements…”.  Supporting text to policy CS6 

(at paragraph 9.14) makes clear that of the combined requirement for a minimum of 

150 hectares, 70 hectares should be provided within Gateshead. 

 

7.1.3 The allocation of sites for a specific use supports their development by providing a 

clear policy position on site suitability, and ensuring stakeholders have sufficient 

information that supports the provision of appropriate infrastructure. 

 

7.1.4 The policy’s requirement that a minimum supply of 24 hectares of deliverable 

employment land is maintained seeks to ensure that Gateshead maintains a supply of 

deliverable sites capable of meeting short-term requirements for employment 

land/sites throughout the plan period. 

 

Positively prepared  

Local Plan Vision and Objectives 

7.1.5 MSGP1 is focused on supporting economic growth in Gateshead.  The allocation of 

sites seeks to ensure that businesses operating in B1, B2 and/or B8 uses locate in 

suitable sites, thus minimising potential adverse impacts on residents, the 

environment (including flood risk) and infrastructure, and optimising benefits for 

businesses (for example, by encouraging the physical clustering of business sectors). 

 

7.1.6 The provision of an appropriate supply of employment land, in quantitative and 

qualitative terms make a significant contribution to the achievement of strategic 
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objective SO2: To increase our economic performance, resilience, levels of 

entrepreneurship, skills and business formation by promoting Gateshead and 

Newcastle as the strong regional economic focus and by ensuring the supply of 

suitable, flexible and diverse business accommodation. 

 

Consultation / policy preparation  

Regulation 18 (Draft Plan – October 2017) 

7.1.7 Comments received during consultation on the MSGP Draft Plan (2017) relating to 

MSGP1 were broadly supportive, with no specific objections to site allocations. 

 

7.1.8 Highways England noted a discrepancy between the total quantity of land proposed 

for allocation within policy MSGP1 (34.69ha) and the amount identified in the list of 

employment site allocations provided at Appendix 1 of the Plan (amounting to 

33.39ha).  This discrepancy was addressed in subsequent drafts of the Plan. 

 

7.1.9 With regard to the evidence base supporting proposed site allocations, Historic 

England considered that insufficient information had been provided to explain the 

Council’s assessment of how heritage assets would be affected by development of 

employment site allocations.  Historic England’s comments did not necessitate 

changes to policy MSGP1, but the Council has increased the information provided 

within the ELR, to set out its assessment of potential implications of site allocations 

for heritage assets. 

 

Regulation 19 (Submission Draft Plan – October 2018) 

7.1.10 The proposed employment site allocations policy received support from Bill Quay Ltd 

(albeit the comments related to support for the proposed de-allocation of Fairfield 

Industrial Estate, which may be better considered to relate to MSGP3).   

 

7.1.11 Historic England noted their support for the revised evidence of site assessment 

underpinning the proposed site allocations (including the 2018 ELR). 

 

Sustainability Appraisal 

7.1.12 Specific site assessments are appended to the Sustainability Appraisal report.  Sites 

were appraised against criteria set out in SA objectives, and were considered to 

perform differently depending on site specific circumstances (environmental 

constraints etc).  Sites were given a ‘sustainability score’ based on this process.  The 

appraisal did not recommend that any proposed site allocations should be removed 

from the plan, and, in broad terms concluded that the application of policies 

elsewhere in the Local Plan (including policies relating to the mitigation of flood risk, 

and protection of built and natural environment assets) can appropriately mitigate 

potential adverse impacts. 
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Justified  

Evidence 

7.1.13 The 2018 Gateshead Employment Land Review (ELR) assessed the development 

potential of sites within Gateshead to accommodate B1, B2 and B8 use development.  

The ELR assessed sites in an approach that complies with Planning Practice Guidance 

(Housing and economic land availability assessment).  In preparing the ELR, more than 

400 separate sites were assessed in total although a significant number were 

discounted early in the process as they were unsuitable or not available for 

development. 

 

7.1.14 The 2018 ELR updates the 2017 draft ELR, and includes revised site assessments.  In 

consequence, two sites (land at Green Lane, Pelaw, and at Kingsway Interchange, 

Chowdene Bank) are no longer proposed for allocation in the submission draft MSGP.  

The capacity of net employment land at Princesway North has been reduced. 

 

7.1.15 Sites which were identified in the ELR as being suitable and available for development, 

and where development is considered to be achievable have been proposed for 

allocation within MSGP1.  Site specific assessments are provided within Chapter 5 of 

the ELR, with findings summarised in the Site Assessment Table at Appendix 1 of the 

ELR.  The 24 sites comprise a total of 31.57ha of net developable employment land. 

 

7.1.16 Paragraph 6.2 of the 2018 ELR sets out that the proposed allocation of sites with 

capacity for 31.57ha should be considered alongside capacity of 36.45ha of land 

allocated/identified in the CSUCP (comprising 22ha allocated at South of Follingsby 

Lane, 10.7ha of land on sites allocated within Gateshead’s Urban Core, and 3.75ha 

assumed capacity at Metrogreen).  The gross employment land requirement of 70ha 

should be offset against take-up of 9.76ha of employment land since the beginning of 

the plan period: resulting in a ‘residual’ minimum requirement for 60.24ha of 

employment land.  The total identified capacity of employment land of 68.02ha 

exceeds this ‘residual’ minimum requirement. 

 

7.1.17 The policy’s requirement that a minimum supply of 24ha of net deliverable 

employment land is maintained throughout the plan period responds to 

recommendations from the 2012 Gateshead Employment Land Review (paragraph 

10.161), and the 2016 Newcastle and Gateshead Employment Land and Property 

Demand Assessment Update (PDA) (page 73) that a minimum of five years’ supply of 

immediately available development sites is maintained; the proposed requirement is 

also consistent with the recommendations from the 2018 ELR that premises capable 

of meeting a diverse range of business needs are allocated and available for 

development (paragraph 7.2). 
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7.1.18 The recommendation to maintain a minimum supply of deliverable sites (capable of 

accommodating development within the next five years) seeks to ensure that 

Gateshead meets the short-term needs of businesses for new sites/premises.  

Although neither the 2012 ELR nor the 2016 PDA recommend a specific quantity of 

employment land (beyond stating that “five-years’ supply” should be available), the 

minimum requirement for 24ha of net developable employment land exceeds a ‘five 

year land requirement’, and comprises almost seven years’ supply (or almost a 40% 

uplift on the minimum five-year requirement of 17.5ha) when compared to the 

minimum requirement for 70ha of net developable employment land set out in the 

CSUCP.  This uplift is considered a reasonable level of provision, capable of supporting 

Gateshead’s ability to meet short-term needs of businesses in quantitative and 

qualitative terms. 

 

7.1.19 The allocation of sites in Gateshead’s Rural and Villages area also responds to a 

recommendation in the 2016 PDA, that ensuring a healthy supply of accommodation 

for jobs in more remote locations will support local business growth (page 76). 

 

Alternatives 

7.1.20 Policy CS6 of the CSUCP requires that Gateshead and Newcastle identify and allocate 

a minimum of 150ha of net developable employment land to meet gross employment 

land requirements: supporting text clarifies that 70ha should be accommodated in 

Gateshead, and 80ha in Newcastle. 

   

7.1.21 The 2018 ELR assessed the development potential of a large number of sites in 

Gateshead, and recommended the allocation of 24 sites with capacity for 31.57ha of 

net developable employment land.  Chapter 5 of the 2018 ELR summarises the 

assessment of the development potential of employment sites.  Those sites not 

recommended for allocation effectively represent the alternative sites that were 

considered through the preparation of evidence. 

 

7.1.22 The proposed site allocations represent the most suitable sites for development in 

Gateshead, with the highest likelihood of being developed over the plan period (sites 

that are suitable and available for development, and where development is likely to 

be achievable).  They also provide a range of site sizes and locations capable of 

meeting diverse businesses needs, while supporting sustainable economic growth 

across the Borough (including outer-urban locations). 

 

7.1.23 The requirement that Gateshead maintains a minimum supply of 24ha of deliverable 

employment land is proposed to ensure that the short-term needs of businesses are 

met across the plan period.  The proposed requirement is introduced as a response to 
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recommendations provided in the 2012 ELR.  Maintaining a supply of employment 

land capable of meeting short-term needs of businesses is also compatible with the 

findings of the 2018 ELR, which notes that Gateshead has a relatively large quantity of 

land currently in use for industrial purposes, the majority of which is located within 

well-established industrial locations (paragraph 2.11).  Although the quantity of land 

proposed to be allocated for employment use in MSGP exceeds the minimum 

requirement for 70ha of employment land (once land allocated and identified in the 

CSUCP, and take-up since the beginning of the plan period are taken into account), 

allocated sites comprise almost all of the sites that were considered to be suitable and 

available for development, and where development was considered achievable in the 

2018 ELR.  In this context, a policy tool which supports the effective monitoring of the 

availability of employment land is considered to provide a valuable mechanism for 

ensuring Gateshead maintains an appropriate supply of employment land to meet 

short-term business needs. 

 

Effective  

Deliverable  

7.1.24 The majority of sites proposed to be allocated for development in policy MSGP1 are 

in private ownership, and their delivery is largely dependent upon landowners / 

freeholders bringing sites forward for development.  However, there are some 

circumstances where the Council may support the development of strategically 

significant commercial premises, through direct investment or other means. 

 

7.1.25 The sites proposed for allocation in MSGP1 have each been assessed within the ELR 

to determine their suitability, availability, and the achievability of development.  The 

approach used conforms with PPG (set out in Housing and economic land availability 

assessment guidance).  All but one proposed site allocation is within an established 

industrial location, and many sites benefit from having recent planning permission for 

B1/B2 or B8 use.  Similarly, the Council is aware of developer interest in several of the 

proposed site allocations, often expressed through the submission of pre-application 

enquiries (information not referred to specifically within the ELR for reasons of 

confidentiality).  Appendix 1 of the 2018 ELR summarises the relevant planning history 

of sites assessed in the ELR. 

 

7.1.26 The 2018 ELR notes that the potential range of commercial development (within the 

B-use classes) that may be accommodated on employment land, depending on the 

location, size and other characteristics of the site, in addition to fluctuating demand 

for different uses and changing market conditions means it is difficult to accurately 

estimate the financial viability (achievability) of specific employment sites.  The ELR 

uses commercial value zones prepared for Gateshead’s Community Infrastructure 

Levy to provide a broad indication of the financial viability of commercial development 
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in different locations across the Borough.  The method used in this appraisal is 

explained in paragraphs 5.6 to 5.12 of the 2018 ELR.  Discussion of some of the 

interventions used by Gateshead Council to support commercial development activity 

is set out in paragraph 5.11 of the 2018 ELR. 

 

Joint-working:  

7.1.27 None of the proposed employment land allocations in policy MSGP1 is considered by 

the Council to have significant cross-boundary implications, and no adjoining local 

authorities have commented on the policy during consultation on the emerging plan. 

 

7.1.28 The CSUCP was prepared jointly between Gateshead Council and Newcastle City 

Council, with the gross employment land requirements of 150ha agreed and shared 

between both local authority areas.  The joint evidence prepared for the CSUCP 

considers the inter-relationships between Gateshead and Newcastle’s economy, and 

in defining a joint employment land requirement, the CSUCP acknowledges that the 

combined area demonstrates many characteristics of a functional economic market 

area, including those associated with travel to work area, housing market area, 

transport network and service market for consumers. 

 

7.1.29 The 2018 ELR should be considered alongside the 2016 Newcastle and Gateshead 

Employment Land and Property Demand Assessment (PDA); a jointly commissioned 

assessment of the market conditions associated with economic development in 

Gateshead and Newcastle.  The conclusions of the PDA endorsed the CSUCP’s 

requirement for a minimum requirement of 70ha employment land to be allocated in 

Gateshead to meet gross development needs over the plan period. 

 

Monitoring 

7.1.30 CSUCP monitoring indicators: 

8. Employment 

floorspace 

Amount of employment floorspace approved, completed and 

lost by size (m2), location (including allocated employment land 

/ employment area), type (use class) and greenfield / 

brownfield 

9. Employment land 

supply 

Amount of employment land (ha) available by type and location 

 

7.1.31 MSGP monitoring indicators: 

1.Take-up of land for 

employment uses 

Take-up of land for employment uses (ha), by location 

2.Employment land 

supply 

Supply of employment land that could be developed within the 

next five years, by location 
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Consistent with national policy  

NPPF 

7.1.32 MSGP1 responds positively to the NPPF’s objectives of building a strong, competitive 

economy.  The policy forms an important element of the strategic approach to 

encouraging sustainable economic growth that is set out within Gateshead’s Local 

Plan.   

 

7.1.33 The allocation of sites for employment uses makes an important contribution to 

creating the conditions in which businesses can invest, expand and adapt (NPPF 

paragraph 80).  The allocation of a portfolio of employment sites in sustainable 

locations contributes to the NPPF’s requirements that planning policies should “set 

out a clear economic vision and strategy which positively and proactively encourages 

sustainable economic growth…” (paragraph 81). 

 

7.1.34 Environmental/physical constraints relating to each site have been carefully 

considered throughout the ELR process to ensure that any adverse effects of allocated 

sites can be appropriately mitigated (through the application of other Local plan 

policies).  The assessment of site suitability considered the environmental, physical 

and policy constraints relating to each site.  Where potential development was 

considered to have an impact that could not be mitigated to an appropriate extent, 

the site was considered unsuitable for development.  MSGP1 only allocates those sites 

considered suitable and available for development, and where development is 

considered achievable. 

 

7.1.35 MSGP1 allocates several sites in outer-urban / rural locations in Gateshead, thereby 

supporting the sustainable growth and expansion of businesses in rural areas 

(paragraph 83) and supporting the provision of employment opportunities across the 

Borough.   

 

7.1.36 The policy allocates sites for B1, B2 and B8 uses.  B1 uses include B1(a) office 

development, which is identified as a main town centre use in the NPPF.   Paragraph 

86 of the NPPF requires that a sequential test should be applied to planning 

applications for main town centre uses.  Accordingly, if any proposals for office use 

come forward on sites allocated in MSGP1, the policy would be applied in conjunction 

with NPPF paragraphs 86 to 88.  However, it should be noted that because of market 

demand and the characteristics of proposed site allocations, only a small number of 

sites are likely to provide a realistic opportunity for the development of offices.  As set 

out in the CSUCP (policies CS1, CS2, CS5 and CS6), the Urban Core provides the focus 

for the majority of office development in Gateshead. 
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7.1.37 Policy CS6 of the CSUCP identifies the Team Valley Key Employment Area and 

Metrogreen as being appropriate locations for a “limited amount” of office 

development.  Supporting text at paragraphs 9.16 and 9.17 make clear that around 

20% of the overall requirement for office provision is anticipated to be accommodated 

in Gateshead, with 75% anticipated to be accommodated in the Urban Core.  The 

CSUCP therefore allows for around 25,600sqm of office floorspace to be provided at 

Team Valley, and at Metrogreen. 

 

PPG 

7.1.38 The assessment of sites within the 2018 ELR follows the approach set out in PPG, 

within the Housing and economic land availability assessment guidance.  Parts of the 

guidance in this section relates specifically to housing (eg. windfall assessment, and 

five-year housing land supply), but nonetheless much of the guidance is relevant for 

the assessment of employment land (for example, stages one and two of the 

methodology: identification of sites and broad locations, and site / broad location 

assessment can be applied directly to the assessment of employment land).  Chapter 

2 of the 2018 ELR sets out the methodological approach adopted in the ELR, and 

explains in detail how it complies with PPG. 
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MSGP2 Key Employment Areas 

Team Valley Trading Estate and Follingsby Park are our Key Employment Areas which make 

a significant contribution to the economy of Gateshead, and to the wider region.  Their 

continued success will be supported by ensuring the provision and availability of a suitable 

range of land and premises. 

 

MSGP2.1 Team Valley Trading Estate Key Employment Area 

Development and change of use proposals within Team Valley Trading Estate will support 

the sustainable growth of Gateshead’s economy, particularly through advanced 

manufacturing, engineering, and the low carbon and renewable energy sectors.  

Development and change of use proposals for B1, B2 and B8 uses, and other business 

activities that complement industrial areas, will be permitted.  All development and change 

of use proposals for B1a office development must demonstrate an operational reason for 

locating in the Team Valley and be compatible with existing business activity on the estate. 

 

MSGP2.2 Follingsby Park Key Employment Area 

The Follingsby Park Key Employment Area will accommodate growth in the distribution and 

logistics sectors.  Development and change of use proposals for B8 uses within the Key 

Employment Area will be supported.  Within the northern part of the Key Employment Area 

(areas north of Follingsby Lane), proposals for B1b, B1c and B2 uses will be supported where 

it can be demonstrated that they would be compatible with Follingsby Park’s role as a 

strategically important distribution park. 

 

Purpose of the policy 

7.2.1 The proposed policy seeks to allocate Team Valley Trading Estate and Follingsby Park 

as Key Employment Areas (KEAs), suitable for development in the B use classes (as set 

out in the policy).  Both of these locations are identified as Key Employment Areas in 

the CSUCP (policies CS1, CS3, and CS4); MSGP2 seeks to allocate these sites within 

MSGP, clarifying the extent of the KEAs in the Policies Map, and defining which uses 

will be considered appropriate. 

7.2.2 MSGP2 identifies the two KEAs as making a significant contribution to the economy of 

Gateshead, and to the wider region.  The CSUCP makes clear that, outside of the Urban 

Core (the priority location for major office, retail, higher and further education, 

leisure, culture and tourism development), the two KEAs will make a significant 

contribution to economic growth in Gateshead.  Their allocation for B-use 

development supports economic development activity in KEAs by clarifying the uses 

and types of development activity that the Council will consider acceptable. 
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7.2.3 When considered alongside MSGP3, allocation of two KEAs can be considered to set 

out a hierarchy of employment areas, comprising KEAs, Main Employment Areas, and 

Local Employment Areas. 

 

7.2.4 The policy does not allocate specific sites for development, and in this respect should 

be considered separately to MSGP1, which allocates a portfolio of sites capable of 

meeting economic development needs over the plan period.  Rather, MSGP2 allocates 

employment areas, where B use development will, in principle, be considered 

acceptable.  The proposed policy allows for the development of ‘windfall’ sites for B 

uses and the expansion / redevelopment of existing business premises within KEAs.   

 

Positively prepared  

Local Plan vision and Objectives 

7.2.5 MSGP2 is focused on supporting economic growth in Gateshead.  The allocation of 

KEAs seeks to ensure that businesses locate in suitable locations, thus minimising 

potential adverse impacts on Gateshead’s residents, the environment and 

infrastructure, and maximising benefits for businesses, by encouraging the physical 

clustering of business sectors.  The policy also seeks to ensure the longer-term 

sustainability of Team Valley Trading Estate – one of the largest and best-established 

industrial locations in the region, and of Follingsby Park – a strategically important 

location for distribution and logistics industries. 

 

7.2.6 The proposed allocation of two KEAs will have a significant and direct contribution to 

the achievement of strategic objective SO2: To increase our economic performance, 

resilience, levels of entrepreneurship, skills and business formation by promoting 

Gateshead and Newcastle as the strong regional economic focus and by ensuring the 

supply of suitable, flexible and diverse business accommodation. 

  

Consultation / policy preparation 

Regulation 18 (Draft Plan – October 2017) 

7.2.7 Responses to consultation on the Draft Plan were broadly supportive of policy MSGP2.  

Only one change to the policy was considered necessary. 

 

7.2.8 Highways England’s response to consultation on the draft plan noted that they sought 

further engagement with the Council to consider the implications of proposed site 

allocations (in MSGP1) within KEAs for the Strategic Road Network, and the potential 

need for mitigation.  Further (and ongoing) engagement between the Council and 

Highways England has alleviated concerns, and no changes to MSGP2 were considered 

necessary. 
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7.2.9 A response from UK Land Estates expressed support for the focus on B1, B2 and B8 

uses within policy MSGP2.1.  However, the response noted that supporting facilities 

comprising food and drink / leisure uses can sometimes be appropriate within large 

industrial estates, and suggested these uses could be included within MSGP2.1.  It is 

the Council’s view that policy MSGP4 appropriately considers the potential for 

complementary supporting food and drink / retail uses, and accordingly no changes 

to MSGP2 were considered necessary. 

 

7.2.10 Sunderland City Council generally supported the policy, but questioned the 

compatibility between the draft policy’s wording that “…Their continued success will 

be supported by ensuring that a suitable range of land and premises in Key 

Employment Areas are available for businesses operating within the B1, B2 and B8 

uses.” and the allocation of land south of Follingsby Lane in policy KEA2 for B8 uses.  

To improve clarity on the relationship between MSGP2 and KEA2, the Submission 

Draft Plan removed reference to specific use classes from the first paragraph of the 

policy. 

 

Regulation 19 (Submission Draft Plan – October 2018) 

7.2.11 Area Management L.P. objected to policy at Submission Draft stage, seeking the 

removal of the former Minories site from the proposed Team Valley Key Employment 

Area allocation.  In further comments, Ares submitted that the site should be allocated 

for retail use, to provide an extension to Retail World. 

 

7.2.12 Following amendments made to the policy after the previous stage of consultation, 

Sunderland City Council noted their support for MSGP2.2. 

 

7.2.13 UK Land Estates objected to the requirement, in MSGP2.1, that proposals for B1a 

office use within Team Valley demonstrate an operational reason for locating within 

the estate.  Their representation to this policy also sought additional flexibility on 

potential uses, to allow supporting facilities within industrial estates (in the Council’s 

view, this is addressed within MSGP4). 

 

Sustainability Appraisal  

7.2.14 The SA considered policy MSGP2 to have neutral to positive effects, with a particularly 

strong contribution towards the achievement of economic sustainability objectives.  

The SA did not make any recommendations which resulted in amendments to the 

emerging policy. 

 

Justified  

Evidence 
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7.2.15 Policy MSGP2 takes forward the identification of Team Valley Trading Estate and 

Follingsby Park as KEAs in CSUCP policies CS1, CS3 and CS4.  The 2012 ELR recognised 

the significant contribution that Team Valley Trading Estate makes to the local 

economy – providing a regionally significant employment area comprising a total of 

290ha with over 18,000 jobs (paragraph 3.2 and 4.3, for example).  The importance of 

the estate was also recognised in the 2018 ELR (including at paragraph 7.5), and the 

2016 PDA (page 53). 

 

7.2.16 The importance of Follingsby Park, and its potential to support growth in the 

distribution and logistics sector (B8 use) is recognised in the 2012 ELR (paragraph 5.21 

and 7.28, for example), and in the 2013 Land to the South of Follingsby Lane 

Development Brief (section 4).  Conclusions regarding the estate’s role are also 

recognised in the 2018 ELR (including at paragraph 7.5). 

 

7.2.17 Paragraphs 7.4 and 7.5 of the 2018 ELR recommend the allocation of employment 

areas in Gateshead, to support sustainable economic growth. 

 

Alternatives 

7.2.18 Team Valley Trading Estate and Follingsby Park are identified as KEAs in the CSUCP.  

The decision to allocate these areas as KEAs in MSGP therefore responds to and is in 

keeping with the CSUCP.  The alternative option – to not allocate KEAs - would not be 

consistent with the CSUCP, and would not reflect evidence of demand for land and 

premises at Team Valley Trading Estate and Follingsby Park. 

 

7.2.19 The potential to allocate KEAs for a broader range of employment-generating uses 

could provide an alternative approach.  However, allowing for a broader range of uses 

at KEAs would not be compatible with the evidence of need for B1, B2 and B8 uses set 

out in the 2012 and 2018 ELRs (the KEAs provide a significant proportion of the 

proposed portfolio of employment land in Gateshead, with a requirement for a 

minimum of 70ha of net developable employment land to meet gross employment 

land requirements over the plan period).  Allowing for a broader range of uses also 

risks undermining the physical clustering of businesses in KEAs.  The non-B-use 

business activities that find industrial estates appealing are usually those uses defined 

as main town-centre uses in the NPPF.  Allowing for a broader range of uses to be 

located within KEAs would therefore potentially be incompatible with the 

requirements of the NPPF and of Gateshead’s Local Plan policies for supporting town 

centre development.  Notwithstanding this, policy MSGP4 sets out the circumstances 

where alternative uses may be considered appropriate within KEAs. 

 

Effective  

Deliverable 
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7.2.20 The two proposed KEA allocations set out in MSGP2 are, in addition to the Urban Core, 

the most significant locations for economic development activity in Gateshead.  Due 

to the wide range of variables involved in commercial development, it is difficult to 

estimate with accuracy the potential economic viability of development in the B-use 

classes.  However, strong evidence of demand for sites and premises at the two KEAs, 

with relatively high rental values indicate that the sites provide the most commercially 

attractive locations for industrial uses in the borough. 

 

7.2.21 The proposed employment site allocations within the KEAs are in private ownership, 

and their delivery is therefore largely dependent upon landowners / freeholders 

bringing sites forward for development.  However, there are some circumstances 

where the Council may support the development of strategically significant 

commercial premises, through direct investment or other means. 

 

7.2.22 Enterprise Zone status has been secured for Follingsby South and four undeveloped 

sites in Follingsby Park to support growth in the manufacturing and distribution 

sectors in Gateshead. Enterprise Zone benefits included 100% retention of business 

rate growth for LEPs, for 25 years, that has enabled investment through a Tax 

Increment Financing approach to support enabling infrastructure and development 

viability. 

 

Joint-working 

7.2.23 Both KEAs are strategically significant employment areas, which in consequence have 

implications for economic growth in the wider area – crossing local authority 

boundaries.  However, the council’s proposed policy approach, of supporting 

development and expansion of business activity at Team Valley Trading Estate and 

Follingsby Park is considered to complement, rather than detract from economic 

development activity in neighbouring areas. 

 

7.2.24 The identification of two KEAs in the CSUCP did not raise objection from neighbouring 

areas, and there have been no objections to the proposed allocation of KEAs within 

MSGP2. 

 

7.2.25 Sunderland City Council submitted comments on the draft plan which sought better 

clarification of the allocated uses at Follingsby South (discussed earlier in this 

statement).  Consequently, the proposed wording of policy MSGP2 set out in the 

submission draft plan has been revised, with the aim of removing potential ambiguity 

regarding the permitted uses at Follingsby South. 

 

Monitoring 

7.2.26 CSUCP monitoring indicators: 
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8. Employment 

floorspace 

Amount of employment floorspace approved, completed and 

lost by size (m2), location (including allocated employment land 

/ employment area), type (use class) and greenfield / 

brownfield 

9. Employment land 

supply 

Amount of employment land (ha) available by type and location 

 

7.2.27 MSGP monitoring indicators: 

1.Take-up of land for 

employment uses 

Take-up of land for employment uses (ha) for employment 

uses, by location 

2.Employment land 

supply 

Supply of employment land that could be developed within the 

next five years, by location 

 

Consistent with national policy  

NPPF 

7.2.28 MSGP2 responds positively to the NPPF’s objectives of building a strong, competitive 

economy.  The policy forms an important element of the strategic approach to 

encouraging sustainable economic growth that is set out within Gateshead’s Local 

Plan.   

 

7.2.29 The allocation of KEAs makes an important contribution to creating the conditions in 

which businesses can invest, expand and adapt (NPPF paragraph 80) and contributes 

to the NPPF’s requirements that planning policies should “set out a clear economic 

vision and strategy which positively and proactively encourages sustainable economic 

growth…” (paragraph 81). 

 

7.2.30 Team Valley Trading Estate and Follingsby Park provide sustainable locations capable 

of accommodating economic growth.  Inevitably, there are constraints affecting both 

sites, but they can be mitigated through the application of policies in Gateshead’s 

Local Plan.  More site-specific constraints were considered when preparing proposed 

site allocations in MSGP1. 
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MSGP3 Other Employment Areas 

The ability of Gateshead’s other Employment Areas to provide a range of land and premises 

capable of accommodating the needs of new and existing businesses operating within B1b, 

B1c, B2 and B8 uses will be supported.   

Main Employment Areas are identified at: 

MSGP3.1 Addison 

MSGP3.2 Blaydon / Derwenthaugh 

MSGP3.3 Durham Road, Birtley 

MSGP3.4 East Gateshead 

MSGP3.5 Felling 

MSGP3.6 Portobello, Birtley 

 

Local Employment Areas are identified at: 

MSGP3.7 Stargate 

MSGP3.8 Teams 

MSGP3.9 Whickham 

MSGP3.10 Whinfield 

 

Purpose of the policy 

7.3.1 The proposed policy seems to allocate Main and Local Employment Areas, suitable for 

development in the B use classes, as set out in the policy. 

7.3.2 Supporting text to the policy, at paragraph 4.7, sets out the context to the policy and 

makes clear the role of Main and Local Employment Areas.  When considered 

alongside MSGP2, the allocation of Main and local Employment Areas can be 

considered to set out a hierarchy of employment areas, comprising KEAs, Main 

Employment Areas, and Local Employment Areas. 

7.3.3 The policy does not allocate specific sites for development, and in this respect should 

be considered separately to MSGP1, which allocates a portfolio of sites capable of 

meeting economic development needs over the plan period.  Rather, MSGP3 allocates 

employment areas, where B use development will in principle, be considered 

acceptable.  The proposed policy allows for the development of ‘windfall’ sites for B 

uses and the expansion / redevelopment of existing business premises within Main 

and Local Employment Areas. 

 

Positively prepared  

Local Plan vision and objectives 

7.3.4 MSGP3 is focused on supporting economic growth in Gateshead.  The allocation of 

Main and Local Employment Areas seeks to ensure that businesses locate in suitable 

locations, thus minimising potential adverse impacts on Gateshead’s residents, the 
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environment and infrastructure, and maximising benefits for businesses, by 

encouraging the physical clustering of business sectors.  The policy also seeks to 

support economic growth and employment opportunities across the borough, by 

allocating employment areas (particularly Local Employment Areas) in the Rural and 

Village Area. 

 

7.3.5 The proposed allocation of Main and Local Employment Areas will have a significant 

and direct contribution to the achievement of strategic objective SO2: To increase our 

economic performance, resilience, levels of entrepreneurship, skills and business 

formation by promoting Gateshead and Newcastle as the strong regional economic 

focus and by ensuring the supply of suitable, flexible and diverse business 

accommodation. 

 

Consultation / policy preparation  

Regulation 18 (Draft Plan – October 2017) 

7.3.6 Responses to consultation on the Draft Plan were broadly supportive of MSGP3.  No 

changes to the policy were considered necessary as a result of consultation. 

 

7.3.7 Highways England’s response to consultation on the draft plan noted that they sought 

further engagement with the Council to consider the implications of proposed site 

allocations (in MSGP1) within Main and Local Employment Areas for the Strategic 

Road Network, and the potential need for mitigation.  Further (and ongoing) 

engagement between the Council and Highways England has alleviated concerns, and 

no changes to MSGP3 were considered necessary. 

 

Regulation 19 (Submission Draft Plan – October 2018) 

7.3.8 Taylor Wimpey supported the plan’s retention of Stargate Industrial Estate as an 

allocated employment area, and agreed with the relevant conclusions from the 2018 

ELR. 

 

Sustainability Appraisal 

7.3.9 The SA considered policy MSGP3 to have neutral to positive effects, with a particularly 

strong contribution towards the achievement of economic sustainability objectives.  

The SA did not make any recommendations which resulted in amendments to the 

emerging policy. 

 

Justified  

Evidence 

7.3.10 Policy MSGP3 proposes to implement the recommendations of the 2018 ELR.  Section 

5 of the 2018 ELR recommends changes to the boundaries of Gateshead’s 

employment areas, including the allocation of Main and Local Employment areas.  
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Paragraphs 7.4 and 7.5 of the 2018 ELR recommend the allocation of employment 

areas in Gateshead, to support sustainable economic growth. 

 

7.3.11 Employment Areas were allocated within policies JE1 (Primary Employment Areas) 

and JE3 (Secondary Employment Areas) of the 2007 Gateshead Unitary Development 

Plan (UDP)21.  The 2018 ELR considers the appropriateness of those employment area 

allocations, and recommends several changes to reflect development activity 

(including the ‘loss’ of employment land to alternative uses) and market conditions.  

Paragraphs 2.24 to 2.30 of the 2018 ELR explain the approach taken to reviewing 

Gateshead’s Employment Areas.  The proposed Main and Local Employment Area 

allocations take forward these recommendations to establish well-defined 

employment areas that are capable of supporting business growth, while avoiding the 

protection of land where there is no reasonable prospect of it being occupied by 

employment uses. 

 

7.3.12 The proposed allocation of employment areas in, and close to Gateshead’s Rural and 

Villages Area is compatible with recommendations from the 2016 PDA (page 76) 

regarding supporting local business growth. 

  

Alternatives 

7.3.13 The proposed allocation of Main and Local Employment Areas reflect evidence of 

areas of demand for employment land in Gateshead.  Allocation of areas of land for B 

uses will support economic growth in Gateshead, by giving landowners and businesses 

confidence regarding the types of business activity that will be acceptable in planning 

terms (in principle), and the likely future use of the area. 

 

7.3.14 The potential to allocate Main and Local Employment Areas for a broader range of 

employment-generating uses could provide an alternative approach.  However, 

allowing for a broader range of uses would not be compatible with the evidence of 

need for B1, B2 and B8 uses set out in the 2012 and 2018 ELRs (sites within Main and 

Local Employment Areas provide a significant proportion of the proposed portfolio of 

employment land in Gateshead, with a requirement for a minimum of 70ha of net 

developable employment land to meet gross employment land requirements over the 

plan period).  Allowing for a broader range of uses also risks undermining the physical 

clustering of businesses in Employment Areas.  The non-B-use business activities that 

find industrial estates appealing are usually those uses defined as main town-centre 

uses in the NPPF.  Allowing for a broader range of uses to be located within 

Employment Areas would therefore potentially be incompatible with the 

                                                           
21 https://www.gateshead.gov.uk/article/3006/Unitary-Development-Plan-UDP- 

https://www.gateshead.gov.uk/article/3006/Unitary-Development-Plan-UDP-
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requirements of the NPPF and of Gateshead’s Local Plan policies for supporting town 

centre development.   

 

7.3.15 Notwithstanding this, policy MSGP4 sets out the circumstances where alternative uses 

may be considered appropriate within Main Employment Areas.  The approach 

provides flexibility to allow for changing market circumstances.  The approach to Local 

Employment Areas allows a greater degree of flexibility, reflecting the relatively low 

levels of demand for employment land in these locations.  A more flexible approach 

to potential uses also allows greater potential for alternative uses (including other 

commercial uses) where proposals are compatible with other policies in the Local Plan, 

and with the provisions of the NPPF. 

 

Effective  

Deliverable 

7.3.16 The majority of land and premises in Main and Local Employment Areas is in private 

ownership, and their delivery is therefore largely dependent upon landowners / 

freeholders bringing sites forward for development.  However, there are some 

circumstances where the Council may support the development of commercial 

premises to achieve a strategic objective, through direct investment or other means.  

The Council has a strong track record of attracting funding that supports growth in the 

rural economy through the provision or expansion of business premises, and will 

continue to seek opportunities to secure funding and investment. 

 

Joint-working 

7.3.17 Main and Local Employment Areas are anticipated to predominantly attract local or 

regional business investment.  The scale and location of proposed Main and Local 

Employment Area allocations, and relatively low levels of market demand for land 

within them mean that they are not considered likely to have cross-boundary 

implications for neighbouring local authority areas.  It should also be noted that, with 

the exception of the proposed allocation of Portobello, Birtley, (which contains the 

relatively recently developed Portobello Trade Park) proposed Main and Local 

Employment Areas in Gateshead are well-established industrial areas which have 

accommodated business activity for many years. 

 

7.3.18 No neighbouring local authorities have objected to the proposed allocation of Main 

and Local Employment Areas, and the council does not consider that the policy raises 

any notable cross-boundary strategic matters. 

 

Monitoring 

7.3.19 CSUCP monitoring indicators: 
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8. Employment 

floorspace 

Amount of employment floorspace approved, completed and 

lost by size (m2), location (including allocated employment 

land / employment area), type (use class) and greenfield / 

brownfield 

9. Employment land 

supply 

Amount of employment land (ha) available by type and 

location 

 

7.3.20 MSGP monitoring indicators: 

1.Take-up of land for 

employment uses 

Take-up of land for employment uses (ha) for employment 

uses, by location 

2.Employment land 

supply 

Supply of employment land that could be developed within 

the next five years, by location 

 

Consistent with national policy  

NPPF 

7.3.21 MSGP3 responds positively to the NPPF’s objectives of building a strong, competitive 

economy.  The policy forms an important element of the strategic approach to 

encouraging sustainable economic growth that is set out within Gateshead’s Local 

Plan.   

 

7.3.22 The allocation of Main and Local Employment Areas makes an important contribution 

to creating the conditions in which businesses can invest, expand and adapt (NPPF 

paragraph 80) and contributes to the NPPF’s requirements that planning policies 

should “set out a clear economic vision and strategy which positively and proactively 

encourages sustainable economic growth…” (paragraph 81). 
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MSGP4 Loss of employment land  

1. Within Key Employment Areas development or change of use proposals for uses other 

than those set out in MSGP2 will not be permitted unless: 

a) The site is not currently occupied, and there is evidence of unsuccessful marketing 

for employment use with at least one recognised commercial agent at local market 

rental levels, over a continuous period of at least 30 months, and; 

b) The proposed use would not negatively affect the activities of other businesses 

within the Key Employment Area, and; 

c) The proposed use would not detract from the industrial character of the Key 

Employment Area, and;  

d) The proposed development would not prejudice the future development of 

employment uses in the area, and; 

e) The proposed development would not adversely affect the availability of a 

sufficient variety and quantity of employment land / premises necessary to 

accommodate short-term growth within the Key Employment Area 

2. Within Main Employment Areas development or change of use proposals for uses other 

than those set out in MSGP3 will not be permitted unless: 

a) The site is not currently occupied, and there is evidence of unsuccessful marketing 

for employment use with at least one recognised commercial agent at local market 

rental levels, over a continuous period of at least 24 months, and; 

b) The proposed use would not negatively affect the activities of other businesses 

operating within the Main Employment Area, and; 

c) The proposed development would not prejudice the future development of 

employment uses in the area.  

3. Exceptions may be made for development and change of use proposals that seek to: 

a) Provide complementary supporting retail/food and drink uses (A1, A2, A3, A4 and 

A5), creches, nurseries and gyms, with internal floor area of no more than 200sqm, 

where it can be demonstrated that there is a local need arising from workers at the 

Employment Area that cannot be satisfied by existing nearby facilities, and where 

the proposal would not negatively affect the activities of nearby businesses 

operating within B1, B2 or B8 uses  

b) Provide non-residential education or training centres, where providing such a 

facility within the Employment Area would be compatible with the activities of 

nearby businesses and there is an operational need for locating there. 

 

Purpose of the policy 

7.4.1 While policies MSGP2 and MSGP3 make clear that B1, B2 and B8 uses will, in principle 

be considered acceptable in allocated employment areas (notwithstanding specific 

restrictions applicable to B1a office use), MSGP4 sets out the circumstances whereby 

alternative (non B-use class) development may be considered acceptable within Key 

and Main Employment Areas. 
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7.4.2 The policy seeks to provide a degree of flexibility to the uses allocated within 

Employment Areas.  It allows for supporting uses such as retail and food and drink 

facilities (clause 3 of the policy) that contribute to an attractive working environment 

and reduce the need for workers within larger employment areas to travel to access 

facilities that meet their needs: a maximum floorspace threshold of 200sqm is applied 

to minimise the amount of land lost to non-employment uses and the potential impact 

on nearby allocated centres.   

7.4.3 The policy also provides flexibility to allow alternative uses on land that is allocated 

for employment uses, where there is no reasonable prospect that the land will be 

occupied for its allocated use.  It seeks to clarify what evidence the Council will expect 

to be provided to demonstrate that there is “no reasonable prospect of an application 

coming forward for the use allocated in a plan” (NPPF paragraph 120).  It is relevant 

to note that, following the review of employment areas carried out in the 2018 ELR, 

the Council considers that all proposed employment area allocations comprise land 

where there is a reasonable prospect that B-use development will come forward.  

Policy MSGP4 seeks to provide flexibility to adapt to changing market circumstances 

over the plan period.  

Positively prepared  

Local Plan Vision and Objectives 

7.4.4 MSGP4 seeks to support sustainable economic growth in Gateshead, by allowing a 

degree of flexibility to the range of uses that may be considered acceptable within 

employment areas.  This will allow employment areas to provide an attractive 

environment for businesses by accommodating facilities and services that workers 

expect within the employment area’s boundaries.  The policy also allows for the re-

use of land for non-employment uses where it can be demonstrated that the proposal 

meets the criteria set out in MSGP4.1 or MSGP4.2. 

 

7.4.5 The policy will make a direct contribution to the achievement of strategic objective 

SO2: To increase our economic performance, resilience, levels of entrepreneurship, 

skills and business formation by promoting Gateshead and Newcastle as the strong 

regional economic focus and by ensuring the supply of suitable, flexible and diverse 

business accommodation. 

  

Consultation / policy preparation 

Regulation 18 (Draft Plan – October 2017) 

7.4.6 There were several objections received to consultation on the proposed MSGP4.  

However, the Council did not consider that the comments raised issues which would 

justify amendments to the policy. 

 



51 

7.4.7 Story Homes objected to draft policy MSGP4, suggesting that the draft policy was not 

consistent with paragraph 14 of the 2012 NPPF, which stated that local planning 

authorities should positively seek opportunities to meet the development needs of 

their area.  Story Homes requested that the Council reviewed MSGP4 to ensure it does 

not present a hindrance to prospective residential developers whilst also working to 

meet the employment aspirations of the Borough.  In the Council’s view, the draft 

policy MSGP4, and the protection of land within allocated employment areas for 

employment provides a positive approach to meeting economic development needs 

in Gateshead, and in this respect is consistent with the requirements of the NPPF.  

Representations from Story Homes did not identify any specific locations which were 

thought to represent an inappropriate employment allocation, nor were any of the 

conclusions from the ELR questioned with regard to recommended employment area 

boundaries and employment site allocations. 

 

7.4.8 ARES Management L.P. made representations to MSGP requesting that the boundary 

of Retail World (located to the south west of TVTE) is expanded to include land 

adjoining the retail park.  ARES set out two principal concerns with policy MSGP4: land 

to the east of Dukesway (known as the former Minories site) should be excluded from 

the Team Valley Key Employment Area; and policy MSGP4 should be revised to allow 

a more flexible approach.  The Council considers that the inclusion of the former 

Minories site in the allocated Key Employment Area (MSGP2) is appropriate, and did 

not revise the boundary of the estate in the Submission Draft Plan.  The site provides 

one of only a few remaining vacant areas of land in Team Valley (see paragraph 10.59 

of the 2012 ELR).     

 

7.4.9 ARES recommends that the definition of employment uses in MSGP4 (the definition 

that is used in the rest of Gateshead’s Local Plan) is too narrow, and suggests it is 

widened to include town centre uses.  ARES also suggests that the requirement of 

clause (a) to demonstrate unsuccessful marketing activity for a period of 30 months is 

unduly restrictive. 

 

Regulation 19 (Submission Draft Plan – October 2018) 

7.4.10 Ares Management L.P. re-stated their objection to the definition of employment uses 

(restricted to B1, B2 and B8) in MSGP, suggesting a broader definition including retail, 

leisure, trade counter and sui generis would be appropriate.  Areas also objected to 

the requirement in criterion 1(a) that sites within Key Employment Areas should 

demonstrate that unsuccessful marketing for at least 30 months, suggesting this is an 

excessively long duration that would stymie development. 

 

7.4.11 The Environment Agency recommended minor modifications to MSGP4, which would 

reflect that some sections of the Team Valley Trading Estate, and Durham Road, Birtley 
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are located within flood zone 3a, and accordingly the exceptions test will need to be 

satisfied before ‘more vulnerable’ uses (criterion 3(a) of MSGP4 allows for 

complementary supporting uses in employment areas) can be developed in these 

areas.  The Council have proposed minor modification to address the Environment 

Agency’s comments. 

 

Sustainability Appraisal 

7.4.12 The draft policy was assessed by the SA to make a positive or neutral contribution 

towards sustainability objectives.  Recommendations from the SA were minor and did 

not require amendments to the policy.   

 

Justified  

Evidence 

7.4.13 The 2016 PDA (page 75), and 2018 ELR (paragraph 7.4) recommend that Gateshead 

sets out a policy which prevents alternative (non B-use class) uses on allocated 

employment sites.  These evidence base documents also advocate a hierarchical 

approach to protecting employment land, where Key Employment Areas (the most 

valuable and important employment areas) are given the highest degree of 

protection, Main Employment Areas are allowed some more flexibility to 

accommodate alternative uses, and Local Employment Areas are afforded greater 

flexibility (see page 76 of the 2016 PDA, and paragraph 7.5 of the 2018 ELR). 

 

7.4.14 The review of employment area boundaries carried out in the 2018 ELR (chapter 5) 

will make a significant contribution to the effectiveness of this policy.  The review of 

employment areas resulted in recommended boundaries (represented in the 

proposed employment area allocations of MSGP2 and MSGP3) that have excluded 

land where the Council considers there is no reasonable prospect of development 

coming forward for employment uses (the approach to reviewing employment area 

boundaries is set out in paragraphs 2.24 to 2.30 of the ELR).   

 

7.4.15 The cumulative policy approach of MSGP2, MSGP3 and MSGP4 is therefore considered 

to provide a balanced approach to the protection of employment land in Gateshead, 

which considers market demand, economic trends and site-specific factors to ensure 

the most strategically important employment land remains in, or available for 

employment use.  The proposed employment area allocations of MSGP2 and MSGP3 

effectively proposes to de-allocate some areas of employment land (that had been 

allocated for employment uses in the 2007 UDP), while policy MSGP4 allows for the 

re-use of land for alternative uses where there is no reasonable prospect of 

development coming forward for employment uses. 
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7.4.16 MSGP4 sets out a criteria-based approach to determining whether alternative uses on 

employment land can be considered acceptable in policy terms.  Criteria MSGP4.1(a), 

and MSGP4.2(a) specify that applicants will need to demonstrate evidence of 

unsuccessful marketing for employment uses at Key and Main Employment Areas.  

The minimum duration of marketing activity set out in these criteria has been 

determined through an assessment of marketing period for vacant employment land 

and premises in Gateshead (appendix 4 of the 2018 ELR).  Evidence from this 

assessment identified that the upper quartile marketing duration (i.e. the top 25% 

longest marketing period) for vacant premises in KEAs is 35 months, and around 23 

months at Main Employment Areas.  These findings have directly informed the 

recommended minimum marketing periods of 30 months for KEAs, and 24 months for 

Main Employment Areas. 

 

7.4.17 Other criteria in MSGP4.1 and MSGP4.2 seek to ensure that alternative uses within 

employment areas do not adversely affect the activities of other businesses in the 

employment areas, or reduce the attractiveness of other land and premises within the 

estate for prospective B1/B2/B8 occupiers. 

 

7.4.18 Recent proposals for small-scale complementary uses in Gateshead, and feedback 

from landowners and businesses have provided anecdotal evidence that supporting 

facilities make an important contribution to meeting the needs of businesses in 

industrial estates.  Such facilities can improve the amenity of industrial areas for 

workers (and thereby make them more attractive to investors), minimise the need for 

workers to travel, and reduces the likelihood that mobile catering and other ad-hoc 

facilities will establish in an unplanned basis (to the detriment to the character and 

function of the employment area).  However, it is important to ensure that provision 

of retail, food and drink and leisure uses in employment areas do not undermine the 

vitality and viability of town centres. 

 

7.4.19 MSGP4.3 therefore provides an ‘exceptions clause’ that allows for A1, A2, A3, A4 and 

A5 uses, in addition to creches, nurseries and gyms where local need is demonstrated, 

and where internal floorspace is no more than 200sqm.  The approach allows for 

facilities that are commonly used by workers.  The application of a maximum 

floorspace threshold of 200sqm minimises the adverse impacts on nearby allocated 

centres.  The 200sqm floorspace threshold has been used in the equivalent policy 

requirement of Gateshead’s 2007 UDP (within policy JE1), and in the absence of clear 

evidence on an appropriate maximum unit size, the 200sqm floorspace area is 

proposed to be retained in policy MSGP4. 

 

7.4.20 Policy CS14 includes the policy objective that “The wellbeing and health of 

communities will be maintained and improved by… controlling the location of, and 
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access to, unhealthy eating outlets”.  Gateshead’s Hot Food Takeaway Supplementary 

Planning Document (SPD)22, adopted in 2015 makes clear that “unhealthy eating 

outlets” relates to A5 hot food takeaway uses.  The SPD sets out the Council’s priorities 

and objectives in relation to planning control of hot food takeaways, elaborating on 

existing and emerging policy in relation to health and wellbeing.  Accordingly, 

proposals for A5 uses in employment areas will be assessed against the hot food 

takeaway SPD.  It is also relevant to note that proposals for alternative uses in 

Employment Areas will be assessed against other relevant Local Plan policies. 

 

7.4.21 Where proposals are able to demonstrate local need (from workers within the 

employment area), and meet the other requirements of MSGP4.3 the requirements 

of the exceptions clause will have been met.  In consequence, it is implicit that a 

sequential test (NPPF paragraph 86) would not be required, as the proposal has 

demonstrated that the proposed use can be sustained from workers within the 

employment area.  In addition, meeting the requirements of MSGP4.3 means the 

proposed use would be in accordance with an up-to-date plan, and it would not be 

appropriate to require a sequential test (NPPF paragraph 86 requires that “Local 

planning authorities should apply a sequential test to planning applications for main 

town centre uses which are neither in an existing centre nor in accordance with an up-

to-date plan”). 

 

7.4.22 Within Gateshead there is evidence of non-residential education or training centres 

locating within employment areas (examples include Newcastle College Rail Academy 

within Felling Main Employment Area, and two Gateshead College Skills Academies in 

Team Valley).  These facilities can benefit, and benefit from, nearby businesses by 

improving workers’ skills, and forging relationships between education institutions 

and industry.  The potential similarity between the activities involved with non-

residential education or training uses, and those of businesses operating in B1 and B2 

uses suggests that education and training facilities can be compatible with industrial 

uses: proposed policy MSGP4.3(b) seeks to assess this. 

 

Alternatives 

7.4.23 The proposed policy contains several separate criteria, which in principle present a 

wide range of opportunities for alternative approaches.  However, alternative 

approaches may be best considered to fall into two broad categories: the potential to 

apply a more flexible, or more restrictive approach to the range of uses that may be 

acceptable on allocated employment land. 

 

                                                           
22 https://www.gateshead.gov.uk/article/3089/Hot-food-takeaway-Supplementary-Planning-Document  

https://www.gateshead.gov.uk/article/3089/Hot-food-takeaway-Supplementary-Planning-Document
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7.4.24 Through consultation on the emerging plan, some objectors have suggested that a 

more flexible approach to the use of employment land could be achieved by allowing 

a greater range of uses  The council considers that such an approach would not reflect 

evidence of need for employment land in Gateshead: allowing a wider range of 

commercial uses on employment land would not be compatible with NPPF or Local 

plan policies for which seek to support the vitality and viability of allocated centres in 

Gateshead. 

 

7.4.25 The Council considers that a more restrictive policy approach to the range of uses on 

employment land – i.e. prevention of alternative uses – would not be compatible with 

NPPF paragraph 120 which allows for alternative uses where there is no reasonable 

prospect of an application coming forward for the use allocated in a plan.  Prevention 

of alternative uses could prevent the development of some sites for any use, making 

inefficient use of land. 

 

7.4.26 Criteria 1(a) and 2(a) of MSGP4 set out a minimum period of unsuccessful marketing 

that applications for non-employment uses will be expected to demonstrate.  

Alternative approaches could reduce, or extend the duration of this period.  However, 

the Council considers that the proposed marketing durations set out in the policy 

appropriately reflect evidence prepared in Appendix 4 of the 2018 ELR. 

 

Effective  

Deliverable 

7.4.27 The policy sets out a mechanism for determining proposals for non-B use 

development on allocated employment land.  It will be delivered through the 

Development Management process, implemented by the Council acting as Local 

Planning Authority. 

 

Joint-working 

7.4.28 The policy does not propose to allocate land, and is not considered to have specific 

cross-boundary issues.  Although the policy has been informed by the 2016 PDA, a 

report commissioned jointly with Newcastle City Council, recommendations from the 

PDA related to the broad principle of the policy, rather than its specific content.  No 

neighbouring authorities or other public bodies have raised issues with this policy 

through consultation. 

  

Monitoring 

7.4.29 CSUCP monitoring indicators: 

8. Employment 

floorspace 

Amount of employment floorspace approved, completed and 

lost by size (m2), location (including allocated employment land 
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/ employment area), type (use class) and greenfield / 

brownfield 

 

7.4.30 MSGP monitoring indicators: 

2.Employment land 

supply 

Supply of employment land that could be developed within the 

next five years, by location 

 

Consistent with national policy  

NPPF 

7.4.31 MSGP4 seeks to ensure that Gateshead’s employment areas continue to make a 

strong contribution to economic growth, by retaining sites and premises that can 

accommodate B1, B2 and B8 uses, while providing flexibility to allow for alternative 

uses, including other commercial uses.  Accordingly, the policy makes an important 

contribution to creating the conditions in which businesses can invest, expand and 

adapt (NPPF paragraph 80).  MSGP4, alongside other Local Plan policies concerning 

employment land sets out the Council’s strategic approach to economic growth which 

meets the requirements of NPPF paragraph 81, that planning policies should: “set out 

a clear economic vision and strategy which positively and proactively encourages 

sustainable economic growth…”. 

 

7.4.32 The proposed policy seeks to complement, and respond to NPPF paragraph 120, which 

states:  

“Planning policies and decisions need to reflect changes in the demand for land. They 

should be informed by regular reviews of both the land allocated for development in 

plans, and of land availability. Where the local planning authority considers there to 

be no reasonable prospect of an application coming forward for the use allocated in a 

plan: 

a) they should, as part of plan updates, reallocate the land for a more deliverable use 

that can help to address identified needs (or, if appropriate, deallocate a site which is 

undeveloped); and 

b) in the interim, prior to updating the plan, applications for alternative uses on the 

land should be supported, where the proposed use would contribute to meeting an 

unmet need for development in the area.” 

 

7.4.33 Proposed policy MSGP4 sets out a framework that the council will use to determine 

whether there is no reasonable prospect of an application coming forward for the use 

allocated in a plan.  Criteria 1(a) and 2(a) of the proposed policy require applicants to 

demonstrate that the site is not attractive to employment uses at current market 

value; unsuccessful marketing will indicate that there is no reasonable prospect of 

employment use coming forward.  Other criteria in the policy seek to ensure that 
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alternative uses do not adversely affect the activities of other B1/B2/B8 businesses in 

the area or prejudice the future development of employment uses in the area: this is 

in keeping with the Local Plan’s strategic approach of supporting economic growth in 

employment areas, specifically for B1, B2 and B8 uses.  The policy contains a larger 

number of criteria for KEAs than for Main Employment Areas, reflecting the important 

role of KEAs in supporting growth in employment uses. 
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MSGP5 Tyne Marshalling Yard 

Development of previously developed land at the Tyne Marshalling Yard for rail-related 

purposes will be supported, provided: 

1) The rail-related uses cannot be satisfactorily accommodated on a site which serves 

the North East Local Enterprise Partnership area and is not in the Green Belt; 

2) Very special circumstances supporting rail-related development clearly outweigh 

the harm to the Green Belt; 

3) Improvements to the road access and junction on to Lamesley Road are secured; and 

4) The proposals include a strong landscape framework 

Purpose of the policy 

7.5.1 Tyne Marshalling Yard is an area of land currently in use as a rail marshalling yard 

which, following a rationalisation of operations on the site, includes a considerable 

amount of surplus land.  The site’s location on the East Coast Main Line means it offers 

potential for rail-freight related development.  Such an opportunity is relatively rare 

in this part of the region, and the site therefore presents an opportunity for rail-freight 

related development that could be of strategic importance for the economy of 

Gateshead and for the wider region. 

7.5.2 The policy seeks to ensure that the site’s potential to accommodate rail-related uses 

is not lost, while taking full account of the site’s location in the Green Belt and the 

Government’s objectives for the use of land in Green Belts. 

7.5.3 Although there are no current proposals for the development of land at Tyne 

Marshalling Yard for rail-related uses, the policy provides flexibility within the Local 

plan to accommodate changing economic circumstances. 

Positively prepared  

Local Plan Vision and Objectives 

7.5.4 Retaining land at Tyne Marshalling Yards for rail-related purposes contributes to 

supporting economic growth in Gateshead.  The policy therefore contributes to the 

achievement of strategic objective SO2: To increase our economic performance, 

resilience, levels of entrepreneurship, skills and business formation by promoting 

Gateshead and Newcastle as the strong regional economic focus and by ensuring the 

supply of suitable, flexible and diverse business accommodation. 

 

7.5.5 The potential of the site to accommodate rail-related uses, including rail freight has 

potential to reduce reliance on road-based freight.  The policy can therefore make a 

positive contribution to strategic objective SO7: Manage and develop our transport 

system to support growth and provide sustainable access for all to housing, jobs, 

services and shops. 
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Consultation / policy preparation 

Regulation 18 (Draft Plan – October 2017)  

7.5.6 Consultation responses to MSGP5 were broadly supportive, and no changes to the 

emerging policy were made as a result of consultation.  A small number of responses 

from residents supported the principle of rail related uses at the site, including the 

contribution to jobs growth and reduced reliance on road-based freight. 

 

7.5.7 Highways England’s response to consultation included broad support for proposed 

MSGP5, noting the potential for the use of Tyne Marshalling Yard for rail freight to 

reduce the requirement for road-based freight. 

 

Regulation 19 (Submission Draft Plan  - October 2018) 

7.5.8 No comments regarding MSGP5 were received during consultation on the Submission 

Draft Plan. 

 

Sustainability Appraisal 

7.5.9 The draft policy was assessed by the SA to make a positive or neutral contribution 

towards sustainability objectives.  Recommendations from the SA were minor and did 

not require amendments to the policy. 

 

Justified  

Evidence 

7.5.10 Proposed policy MSGP5 effectively carried forward saved policy JE6 from the 2007 

UDP.  The inclusion of the policy was compatible with the objective of supporting the 

modal shift of freight from road to rail, set out in Policy EL7 and Policy T15 of the 2002 

Regional Planning Guidance for the North East23, and with Policy 57 of the 2008 North 

East Regional Spatial Strategy24 (subsequently revoked). 

 

7.5.11 The Tyne Marshalling Yard site was assessed within the 2012 ELR and the 2018 ELR, 

and was considered unsuitable for development due to its Green Belt status.  Both 

ELRs noted the potential development of the site if exceptional circumstances / very 

special circumstances can be demonstrated. 

 

Alternatives 

                                                           
23 http://regulations.completepicture.co.uk/help-documents/brochures-case-
studies/planning-legislation 
24 

https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20090414102117/http://www.communities.go
v.uk/planningandbuilding/planning/regionallocal/regionalspatialstrategies/regionalspatialst
rategies2/ 

http://regulations.completepicture.co.uk/help-documents/brochures-case-studies/planning-legislation
http://regulations.completepicture.co.uk/help-documents/brochures-case-studies/planning-legislation
https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20090414102117/http:/www.communities.gov.uk/planningandbuilding/planning/regionallocal/regionalspatialstrategies/regionalspatialstrategies2/
https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20090414102117/http:/www.communities.gov.uk/planningandbuilding/planning/regionallocal/regionalspatialstrategies/regionalspatialstrategies2/
https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20090414102117/http:/www.communities.gov.uk/planningandbuilding/planning/regionallocal/regionalspatialstrategies/regionalspatialstrategies2/
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7.5.12 An alternative approach could be provided if Local Plan was silent on Tyne Marshalling 

Yard by not including a specific policy related to the site.  This would allow proposals 

that come forward for its development to be assessed using NPPF and PPG.  However, 

such an approach would fail to recognise the potential significance of the site for the 

local and regional economy, potentially allowing alternative, non-rail-related uses 

provided that very special circumstances can be demonstrated.  This could undermine 

the potential for development of the site for rail-related uses, losing the opportunity 

for a strategically significant facility. 

 

Effective  

Deliverable 

7.5.13 The proposed policy does not allocate land for a specific use: rather, it establishes the 

circumstances (in keeping with national planning policy on Green Belts) where 

development may be considered acceptable.  The policy will be applied by the Council 

as Local Planning Authority, with proposals determined through its Development 

Management function. 

 

Joint-working 

7.5.14 Development of Tyne Marshalling Yard would have cross-boundary implications, most 

notably for Durham County Council, through the potential location of a rail-related 

use on the East Coast Main Line, around 2.5 miles from Gateshead’s boundary with 

County Durham.  Durham County Council submitted comments to October 2017 

consultation on the MSGP Draft Plan, asking for continued discussion regarding the 

future use of the site.  Any proposals for the site’s development would require 

engagement with neighbouring local authorities. 

 

7.5.15 Clause 1 of the policy requires an assessment to determine whether proposed rail-

related uses could be satisfactorily accommodated on a site which serves the North 

East LEP area and is not in the Green Belt.  Accordingly, the policy prescribes that any 

proposed rail-related uses on Tyne Marshalling Yard would necessitate cross-

boundary discussion with other local authorities in the North East LEP area.  

 

Monitoring 

7.5.16 CSUCP monitoring indicators: 

47. Protecting the Green 

Belt 

Planning applications and permissions advertised as departures 

from Green Belt policies 

 

7.5.16 The policy relates to a site and development type that are both clearly defined.  As 

such, monitoring of the policy can be achieved in a relatively straightforward manner 
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within a review of plan policies by determining whether any proposals have come 

forward for the site’s development, and what the outcome has been. 

 

Consistent with national policy  

NPPF 

7.5.17 The proposed approach set out in MSGP5 complies with the government’s approach 

to protecting Green Belt land, set out in NPPF (paragraphs 133 to 147). 

 

7.5.18 Criterion 1 of MSGP5 requires that proposals demonstrate that the rail-related uses 

cannot be satisfactorily accommodated on a site which serves the North East LEP area 

and which is not in the Green Belt.  This is compatible with the requirements of NPPF 

paragraph 137.c, which requires that exceptional circumstances for changes to Green 

Belt boundaries must be informed by discussions with neighbouring authorities about 

whether they could accommodate some of the identified need for development.  The 

requirement as set out in MSGP5.2, that very special circumstances supporting rail-

related development clearly outweigh the harm to the Green Belt, is consistent with 

NPPF paragraph 144. 

 

7.5.19 The proposed policy complies with the NPPF’s requirements to promote sustainable 

transport, including the requirements in paragraph 104 that planning policies should:  

(criterion c) “identify and protect, where there is robust evidence, sites and routes 

which could be critical in developing infrastructure to widen transport choice and 

realise opportunities for large scale development”, and; (criterion e) “provide for any 

large scale transport facilities that need to be located in the area (including 

interchanges for rail freight), and the infrastructure and wider development required 

to support their operation, expansion and contribution to the wider economy…” 

 

Permitted Development Rights 

7.5.20 The proposed policy recognises the permitted development rights of the railway 

undertakers, and the Council does not seek to compromise the existing operations of 

the rail marshalling yard.  A large number of activities can be carried out under 

Network Rail’s permitted development powers (as set out in the Town and Country 

Planning (General Permitted Development (England) Order 2015.  The proposed policy 

sets out the approach that will be taken if proposals come forward for development 

that does not fall within these permitted development rights. 
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MSGP6 Targeted recruitment and training requirements 

Targeted recruitment and training will be required to be delivered on all major 

developments, where appropriate, during the construction and occupation of 

development. 

 

Purpose of the policy 

7.6.1 Clause 7 of policy CS5 Employment and Economic Growth Priorities includes reference 

to targeted recruitment and training as a means of attracting and supporting a skilled 

labour force, and improving skills and access for local people to job opportunities.  

Policy MSGP6 seeks to ensure that targeted recruitment and training schemes are 

delivered, where appropriate through new developments. 

 

7.6.2 As noted at paragraph 4.14 of MSGP, the policy is consistent with the approach set 

out within the Planning Obligations Supplementary Planning Document25 (December 

2016). 

Positively prepared 

Local Plan Vision and Objectives 

7.6.3 MSGP6 seeks to improve skills in the local workforce, and improve access to job 

opportunities.  As such, the policy will contribute to the achievement of Strategic 

Objective SO2: To increase our economic performance, resilience, levels of 

entrepreneurship, skills and business formation by promoting Gateshead and 

Newcastle as the strong regional economic focus and by ensuring the supply of 

suitable, flexible and diverse business accommodation. 

  

Consultation / policy preparation 

Regulation 18 (Draft Plan – October 2017) 

7.6.4 Two respondents objected to the proposed policy at draft plan stage.  Persimmon 

Homes noted their concern with a perceived lack of clarity regarding how the policy 

would be applied in practice, and potential negative implications for development 

viability.  Ares also noted uncertainty regarding the policy’s objective and how the 

policy would be implemented. 

 

7.6.5 Five responses from members of the public were made in support of the policy. 

 

7.6.6 Following internal discussions with the Council’s Economic Development Service, 

supporting text (paragraph 4.13) was revised following regulation 18 consultation, to 

exclude residential schemes of 100 or fewer units from the requirements of this policy. 

 

Regulation 19 (Submission Draft Plan – October 2018) 

                                                           
25 https://www.gateshead.gov.uk/article/3094/Planning-Obligations-SPD  

https://www.gateshead.gov.uk/article/3094/Planning-Obligations-SPD
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7.6.7 At submission draft plan stage Ares repeated their objection to policy MSGP6, noting 

lack of clarity regarding the purpose and implementation of the policy. 

 

Sustainability Appraisal  

7.6.8 The SA considered policy MSGP2 to have neutral to positive effects, with a particularly 

strong contribution towards economic objectives of improving skills levels and access 

to the labour market.  The SA did not make any recommendations which resulted in 

amendments to the emerging policy. 

 

Justified  

Evidence 

7.6.9 There has been no new evidence prepared to support policy MSGP6.  The policy seeks 

to implement the aims of policy CS5.7, and is consistent with the Planning Obligations 

SPD26.   

 

7.6.10 The policy seeks to improve skills levels in Gateshead, and improve access to job 

opportunities: in this respect, evidence from ONS’ Annual Population Survey27 

including relatively low skills levels among Gateshead residents (compared to the 

Great Britain average), above-average unemployment, and a relatively high 

proportion of workless households suggest there is a need for policy intervention to 

address these issues. 

 

Alternatives 

7.6.11 There is potential to omit a policy on targeted recruitment and training requirements 

from MSGP.  However, given the content of policy CS5, and the Planning Obligations 

SPD, in practice this would be unlikely to have a significant effect on the Council’s 

activities in seeking to secure targeted recruitment and training from new 

development.  Providing a specific policy requirement for targeted recruitment and 

training presents a transparent policy requirement that can be applied consistently to 

new development. 

 

Effective  

Deliverable 

7.6.12 The proposed policy establishes a requirement for major developments (excluding 

residential schemes of 100 or fewer dwellings) to deliver targeted training and 

recruitment.  Supporting text, at paragraph 4.14 makes clear the expectation that 

qualifying developments will deliver the requirement through a Training and 

Employment Management Plan or through the developer’s existing recruitment 

programme. 

                                                           
26 https://www.gateshead.gov.uk/article/3094/Planning-Obligations-SPD  
27 https://www.nomisweb.co.uk/reports/lmp/la/1946157064/report.aspx 

https://www.gateshead.gov.uk/article/3094/Planning-Obligations-SPD
https://www.nomisweb.co.uk/reports/lmp/la/1946157064/report.aspx
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7.6.13 The Planning Obligations SPD28 (December 2016) sets out how requirements for 

targeted recruitment and training will be delivered and states:  

 

“The Council will work in partnership with developers to secure a reasonable and 

proportionate approach to targeted recruitment and training.  

 

Targeted recruitment and training requirements will be delivered by developers 

through a Training and Employment Management Plan for both the construction and 

end user phases of the development where appropriate. Alternatively, where a 

developer has an existing training and recruitment programme, this could be used. 

Where the developer is unable to deliver on site training or employment an equivalent 

financial contribution will be required.  

 

The Training and Employment Management Plan will normally be secured through a 

planning condition. The financial contribution will be secured through a planning 

obligation.” 

 

Joint-working 

7.6.14 The requirements of policy MSGP6 are consistent with CS5.7: a policy prepared jointly 

with Newcastle City Council.  However, the policy does not have cross-boundary 

implications, and no consultation responses were received from neighbouring local 

authorities regarding this policy. 

 

Monitoring 

7.6.15 CSUCP monitoring indicators: 

6. Training agreements Number of targeted recruitment and training agreements 

linked to development schemes, by type. 

Consistent with national policy  

NPPF 

7.6.16 The policy seeks to make a positive contribution to sustainable economic growth, 

through improving residents’ skills, and improving access to employment 

opportunities.  Improving resident’s skills will contribute to improving opportunities 

for local business growth, ensuring an appropriate supply of adequately skilled 

workers. 

 

Other policies 

7.6.17 Improving skills and access to employment opportunities for Gateshead’s residents 

will make a positive contribution to wider economic objectives, including those of the 

                                                           
28 https://www.gateshead.gov.uk/article/3094/Planning-Obligations-SPD  

https://www.gateshead.gov.uk/article/3094/Planning-Obligations-SPD
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North East Strategic Economic Plan29 (which includes targets to improve productivity 

of workers in the region, and improve the employment rate of local people).  The 

policy will also contribute to the Council’s objectives of supporting residents into 

employment. 

  

                                                           
29 https://www.nelep.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2019/03/nel404-sep-refresh-2018-web-new-
final.pdf 

https://www.nelep.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2019/03/nel404-sep-refresh-2018-web-new-final.pdf
https://www.nelep.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2019/03/nel404-sep-refresh-2018-web-new-final.pdf
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MSGP7 Retail and other uses in centres 

In considering proposals for changes of use from retail to other uses within District and 

Local Centres, particular regard will be had to the effect the loss of A1 retail units would 

have on the vitality and viability of the centre. Any proposal for a non-retail use should not 

dominate or fragment the centre. 

 

Purpose of the policy 

7.7.1 This policy sets out the approach the Council will take in considering proposals for 

change of use from retail to other uses within District and Local Centres in Gateshead. 

 

Positively prepared  

Local Plan Vision and Objectives  

7.7.2 This policy should be read in conjunction with policy CS7 Retail and Centres in the 

CSUCP, and will contribute to the achievement of the following strategic objectives: 

SO4 To ensure the provision of quality District and Local Centres with a diverse range 

of shops and services that are accessible to meet the needs of all residents; and SO5 

Expand leisure, culture and tourism providing for all age groups and diversifying the 

evening economy. 

 

Consultation / policy preparation  

7.7.3 The Reg. 18 consultation yielded 3 responses to the draft policy which did not result 

in any changes.  There was support from Ellandi (then owners of Blaydon Shopping 

Centre), and two comments from residents regarding potential negative impacts on 

residential amenity, and stating that the approach should prioritise retail 

development, including through the modernisation of outdated units. 

 

7.7.4 The Reg. 19 consultation yielded one response: UK Land Investments do not consider 

that the plan appropriately reflects latest evidence (objectively assessed needs) in 

relation to retail and town centres.  Accordingly, the plan does not take a positive 

approach to meeting identified needs, as stated in MSGP paragraph 2.10. 

 

Sustainability Appraisal  

7.7.5 The policy is judged as supporting CSUCP policy CS7 and having an overall positive 

impact on the social sustainability objectives. It will help to sustain district and local 

centres and should help promote strong and inclusive communities, maximise 

opportunities for all and provide health benefits. The policy supports improved access 

to jobs, facilities, goods and services and allows for flexibility to meet the needs of the 

local communities and changes in the economic climate. 
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7.7.6 The policy is judged as having an overall neutral to positive impact on the 

environmental objectives, indirectly leading to a reduction in travel as a result of 

mixed use centres. 

 

7.7.7 The policy will have a positive effect on economic sustainability objectives by 

considering the loss of A1 retail uses in the context of a centres vitality and viability 

but allowing for mixed-use centres which will support the development of diverse 

employment opportunities and vitality and viability of centres. 

 

Justified  

Evidence  

7.7.8 Policy MSGP7 is informed by the Retail Health Check Report (2015) and Addendum 

Report (2017), which provide an assessment of the health of centres in Gateshead, 

setting out specific recommendations on their status in the retail hierarchy along with 

changes to the boundary of some centres.  The Convenience Retailing: Commentary 

on Market Position Report (2016), and the report into District Centre Primary Retail 

Frontage Designations (2017) provide an overview of the changing nature of the retail 

market generally and in Gateshead and Newcastle specifically.  They assess the 

implications of recent trends including the rise of discount retailers and on-line 

shopping, and set out the need for planning policies to be more flexible to allow for 

businesses and wider town centres to adapt to modern consumer needs. The frontage 

report informs the approach to District Centres specifically, including the decision not 

to retain primary retail frontage in some District Centres as allowed for in saved UDP 

Policy RCL5. This recommendation takes into account relevant appeal decisions, 

changes to the Use Classes Order and changes to permitted development rights which 

all point to a more flexible approach.    

 

7.7.9 The policy does not allocate sites for new retail development considering the 

recommendations of the key evidence base documents for retail which underpin 

Gateshead’s Local Plan: NewcastleGateshead Strategic Comparison Goods Retail 

Capacity Forecasts Update (2012) includes strategic comparison goods retail capacity 

forecasts for comparison goods shopping in Newcastle City Centre, Gateshead Centre, 

Metrocentre and the retail parks and freestanding retail warehouses in Newcastle and 

Gateshead.  This considers identified shopping patterns (survey based) and 

information on population and expenditure growth, committed schemes and other 

parameters. Policies and proposals in the CSUCP reflect the report’s findings.  

 

7.7.10 NewcastleGateshead Convenience Goods District Centre Needs Study (2010) 

provides an updated convenience goods retail capacity forecast across the combined 

Newcastle and Gateshead area, and comparison goods forecasts for the main district 

centres within the joint area. It also includes qualitative assessments of the needs for 
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new retail development in each of the principal district centres. The capacity 

modelling takes account changes in expenditure growth rates; allowances for special 

forms of trading (SFT); new or committed retail floorspace; and the most recent 

information on retailers’ sales densities and other relevant forecasting parameters.  

 

7.7.11 In Gateshead, new superstores and other new retail floorspace are already committed 

at Gateshead Town Centre and Blaydon. These should be given every possible support. 

They will accommodate forecast growth in convenience goods and foodstore-related 

comparison goods expenditure for the next 5 to 10 years. Apart from in Birtley, where 

there is a (mainly qualitative) early need for a new supermarket to replace the former 

Somerfield store, and Felling, where there is a need to replace the vacant former 

KwikSave store, there will be no need to allocate any further sites for new foodstore 

development in the Borough in the period up to 2020. In the period 2020 to 2030 

additional food stores may be required, but this should be checked and validated 

nearer to that time; and there will be no need to allocate now sites for such possible 

long-term future developments.  

 

7.7.12 By 2015, there will be very little capacity for additional comparison goods floorspace 

in any of the district centres in Newcastle or Gateshead. Capacity will still be modest 

by 2020 (particularly in Gateshead), and probably not sufficient to support significant 

new retail development beyond the already committed developments.  There should 

be sufficient expenditure to support the relatively small amounts of comparison goods 

floorspace likely to be in new supermarkets in Birtley and Felling district centres. As 

indicated in our ‘Strategic Comparison Goods Retail Capacity Forecasts’ report, 

Gateshead Town Centre should be the main focus for new comparison goods retail 

development in the Borough In the longer term to 2030, there will be more significant 

expenditure capacity for new comparison goods retail floorspace, including in Blaydon 

District Centre in Gateshead. 

 

7.7.13 Convenience Retailing: Commentary on Market Position (2016) was prepared to 

provide a commentary on convenience retailing provision in the two local authority 

areas, to inform the preparation of Development and Land Allocations documents. It 

includes: an outline of the changing retail market position; an explanation of how this 

is reflected in the retail market in Newcastle and Gateshead; and recommendations 

on the potential planning policy implications for both Councils’ Development 

Management and Site Allocations Development Plan Documents. The reports main 

conclusions include: 

• the foodstore market has undergone significant change over the last five years or 

so. The expansion of large foodstore operators has been curtailed - the most 

significant growth is now in the discount sector and convenience stores; 
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• the most significant challenges will be to accommodate operators’ latest business 

models, in sustainable locations which most benefit existing town centres; 

• online shopping is growing in the food/convenience goods sector and planning 

policies should recognise the need for businesses and wider town centres to adapt  

• Operators are now seeking more varied opportunities including town/city centres, 

arterial routes, university campuses, new housing development, etc.. 

• any planning policy framework will need to:  

o support new retail development in the most appropriate locations, 

directing new proposals to existing centres in the first instances;  

o provide sufficient opportunities to meet the need identified for new 

convenience retailing, taking into account operator requirements; 

o identify the role that new development can perform in enhancing existing 

centres; and 

o recognise the role of convenience retail development in delivering 

regeneration, economic and sustainability objectives. 

 

7.7.13 The above have informed the strategic approach in the CSUCP, and the more detailed 

local approach in MSGP.  

 

Alternatives  

7.7.14 There are two potential alternative approaches: 

1. Retention of the approach of saved UDP policy RCL5 where primary retail frontage 

is designated, and a threshold set for the minimum amount of A1 retail frontage 

in that part of the centre – this option was discounted given evidence on the 

changing nature of centres where there is greater demand for a wider range of 

uses and not just retail; inconsistent appeal decisions; and changes to the use 

classes order and permitted development rights 

 

2. Dispense with the policy altogether and rely on policy CS7: The policy is considered 

to be necessary to supplement policy CS7, and to assist in the consideration of 

change of use proposals in district and local centres  

 

Effective  

Deliverable:  

7.7.15 The policy will be delivered through the development management process. The 

policy will influence decisions on planning applications and these, along with changes 

within centres, will be tracked through the annual monitoring report and the annual 

survey of District and Local centres. The policy will also be relevant to, and influence, 

development briefs written to assist in the regeneration of centres. 

 

Joint-working: 
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7.7.16 The policy doesn’t have cross-boundary implications as such, but a joint approach with 

Newcastle City Council has been taken in regard to the preparation of both the policy 

and the supporting evidence base. This follows on from joint working on retail policies 

and evidence for the CSUCP, which provides the strategic context for policy MSGP7. 

 

Monitoring:  

7.7.17 CSUCP monitoring indicators: 

10. Retail Development  approvals, completions and losses of retail developments, by 

location (in/edge/out-of-centre, and rural) and gross internal 

floorspace (m2) 

11. Performance of 

Retail  

vitality and viability health checks of centres, including: total 

units and total floorspace (m2), and % vacant units and % vacant 

floorspace 

 

7.7.18 Key triggers for further action include retail development not being in-keeping with 

the retail hierarchy, and/or there is a significant decline in the vitality and viability of 

centres. Remedial action would include an update in the evidence base, a review of 

the retail hierarchy and specific initiatives to improve centres. The AMR and the 

annual survey of centres will assist in this process. 

 

Consistent with national policy  

7.7.19 By adopting a flexible and positive approach to proposals for the change of use from 

retail within centres, policy MSGP7 is consistent with national policy and guidance. 

 

NPPF  

7.7.20 Para 85 states: “Planning policies should support the role that town centres play at the 

heart of local communities, by taking a positive approach to their growth, 

management and adaptation. Planning policies should:  

a) define a network and hierarchy of town centres and promote their long-term vitality 

and viability – by allowing them to grow and diversify in a way that can respond to 

rapid changes in the retail and leisure industries, allows a suitable mix of uses 

(including housing) and reflects their distinctive characters;  

b) define the extent of town centres and primary shopping areas, and make clear the 

range of uses permitted in such locations, as part of a positive strategy for the future 

of each centre…” 

 

PPG 

7.7.21 States that a positive vision or strategy for town centres, articulated through the Local 

Plan, is key to ensuring successful town centres which enable sustainable economic 

growth and provide a wide range of social and environmental benefits. Once adopted 
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a Local Plan including any town centre policy that it contains, will be the starting point 

for any decisions on individual developments. Any strategy should be based on 

evidence of the current state of town centres and opportunities to meet development 

needs and support their viability and vitality (reference ID: 2b-002-20140306). 
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MSGP8 Retail and leisure impact assessment 

A retail or leisure impact assessment proportionate to the scale and nature of a proposal 

will be required for: 

1. Retail proposals (A1-A5) of 500 square metres (net) or more outside of designated 

centres in the retail hierarchy, and 

2. Leisure proposals of 500 square metres (net) or more outside of the Urban Core, 

district and local centres 

 

Purpose of the policy 

7.8.1 The purpose of this policy is to set a lower development threshold for retail and leisure 

proposals than the default threshold set in the NPPF, above which a retail impact 

assessment would be required. CSUCP policy CS7 sets out the strategic approach to 

assessing retail impacts, and the supporting text (para 9.32) indicates that local 

threshold would be addressed in subsequent Local Plan documents. 

 

Positively prepared  

Local Plan Vision and Objectives  

7.8.2 This policy should be read in conjunction with policy CS7 Retail and Centres in the 

CSUCP, and will contribute to the achievement of strategic objective SO4 To ensure 

the provision of quality District and Local Centres with a diverse range of shops and 

services that are accessible to meet the needs of all residents; and SO5 Expand leisure, 

culture and tourism providing for all age groups and diversifying the evening economy. 

 

Consultation / policy preparation  

7.8.3 The Reg. 18 consultation yielded 4 responses to the draft policy: 

- ARES suggest that the proposed local threshold of 500sqm is too low at 20% of the 

NPPF default threshold, and will frustrate the development process and 

investment in Gateshead 

- Ellandi supports the principle of the policy but considers the proposed threshold 

to be too high and should be reduced to 200 or 300sqm, and sought clarification 

on the approach to food and drink uses 

- Highways England supports the proposed policy and threshold 

- Intu request that the policy and text be amended to require assessments which 

are proportionate to the scale and nature of the proposal 

 

7.8.4 The policy was amended to confirm that assessments would need to be proportionate 

to the scale and nature of a proposal and to stipulate more clearly the approach to 

retail and leisure uses.  The supporting text was also amended.   

 

7.8.5 The Reg. 19 consultation yielded the following comment: 
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- ARES Management LP state that weight must be given to the fact that the NPPF is 

concerned with ‘significant adverse impacts’ (paragraph 90) - all development will 

have an impact - the pertinent question is the impact is significant. If the Council 

does not consider a 2,500 sq. m threshold to be appropriate, Ares requests clear 

evidence demonstrating that a lower impact threshold than 2,500 sq. m is 

appropriate. 

 

Sustainability Appraisal  

7.8.6 The policy is judged as supporting CSUCP policy CS7 and likely to have a neutral or 

positive impact on the social sustainability objectives by supporting the vitality and 

viability of existing centres, which supports day to day lives of people and the local 

economy. 

 

7.8.7 In environmental terms the policy could have a neutral to negative effect as increased 

development in local centres may lead to increased congestion which could result in 

increased pollution and reduced air quality – however, the simultaneous application 

of policies MSGP 16 (Mitigating impacts of development on the transport network) 

and MSGP 17 (Transport aspects of the design of a new development) should reduce 

impacts and help ensure sustainable access to the centre for new developments that 

could result in the improvement or maintenance of air quality. Additionally, there is 

the opportunity to ensure the centres are mixed use, reducing the need to travel. 

 

7.8.8 The policy will have an overall positive effect on the economy by supporting economic 

growth as a result of enhancing the vitality and viability of existing centres. The 

threshold of 500 square metres or more could miss cumulative impact of smaller 

developments undermining the vitality of these centres. This size of development 

represents the most common size of development which is likely to be accommodated 

within centres and represents a locally defined threshold which accords with NPPF.  

 

7.8.9 The additional text relating to requiring an assessment ‘proportionate to the scale and 

nature of the proposal’ will help to reduce costs in producing a risk assessment which 

is particularly beneficial to smaller and local businesses.  Additionally, it encourages 

an active line of communication between developers and the council, further 

strengthening the policy. 

 

Justified  

Evidence  

7.8.10 Policy MSGP8 is informed by the Gateshead Retail Impact Report (2018) which 

confirms that approximately 70% of retail provision is located outside of existing 

centres, primarily at the Metrocentre and Team Valley Retail World. Gateshead’s 
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hierarchy of town, district and local centres make up the smaller proportion of overall 

floorspace, and other than the Town Centre, perform a distinctly local role. 

 

7.8.11 The report sets out information on average unit sizes in Gateshead’s centres which 

are generally below the 500 square metres threshold.  In terms of comparison and 

convenience floorspace respectively, as expected, the town centre has the largest 

average floorspace at 320 and 483 square metres, the district centres have an average 

of 64 and 263 square metres, whilst Local Centres have an average of 31 and 125 

square metres. 

 

7.8.12 The report also considers the approach taken by other LPAs in recommending a 

preferred approach in MSGP, including the following which have been updated where 

relevant):  

- Brent Development Management Policies (Nov 2016) - 500sqm  

- Doncaster, Retail, Leisure and Town Centres Study (2015) – 500sqm for proposal 

outside the town centre  

- Fenland Local Plan (2014) - 500sqm  

- Sunderland - Submission Core Strategy and Development Plan 2015-2033 – 

500sqm threshold for Local Centres; 750sqm threshold for District Centres… 

 

Alternatives  

7.8.13 There are two potential alternative approaches: 

1. Rely on the NPPF default threshold and the approach as set out in the CSUCP 

2. Retain the policy but with an alternative local threshold 

 

7.8.14 However, the approach set out in submission draft policy MSGP8 is felt to be justified 

in terms of the evidence referred to, and on the basis that the NPPF default threshold 

of 2,500sqm is felt to be too high and would not allow the impact of smaller 

developments which could be harmful to some of the more vulnerable centres in 

Gateshead. 

 

Effective  

Deliverable: 

7.8.15 The policy will be delivered through the development management process. The 

policy will influence decisions on planning applications and these, along with changes 

within centres, will be tracked through the annual monitoring report and the annual 

survey of District and Local centres.  

 

Joint-working: 

7.8.16 The policy doesn’t have cross-boundary implications as such, but a joint approach 

with Newcastle City Council has been taken in regard to the preparation of both the 
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policy and the supporting evidence base. This follows on from joint working on retail 

policies and evidence for the CSUCP, which provides the strategic context for policy 

MSGP7. 

 

Monitoring:  

7.8.17 CSUCP monitoring indicators: 

10. Retail Development approvals, completions and losses of retail developments, by location 

(in/edge/out-of-centre, and rural) and gross internal floorspace (m2) 

 

11. Performance of 

Retail  

vitality and viability health checks of centres, including: total units and 

total floorspace (m2), and % vacant units and % vacant floorspace 

 

7.8.17 Key triggers for further action include retail development not being in-keeping with 

the retail hierarchy, and/or there is a significant decline in the vitality and viability of 

centres. Remedial action would include an update in the evidence base, a review of 

the retail hierarchy and specific initiatives to improve centres. The AMR and the 

annual survey of centres will assist in this process. 

 

Consistent with national policy  

NPPF 

7.8.18 Proposed policy MSGP8 is consistent with the NPPF which states at paragraph 89 that, 

“When assessing applications for retail and leisure development outside town centres, 

which are not in accordance with an up-to-date plan, local planning authorities should 

require an impact assessment if the development is over a proportionate, locally set 

floorspace threshold (if there is no locally set threshold, the default threshold is 

2,500m2 of gross floorspace)…” 

 

PPG 

7.8.19 States: “It is for the applicant to demonstrate compliance with the impact test in 

support of relevant applications…The impact test should be undertaken in a 

proportionate and locally appropriate way, drawing on existing information where 

possible. Ideally, applicants and local planning authorities should seek to agree the 

scope, key impacts for assessment, and level of detail required in advance of 

applications being submitted.” (Reference ID: 2b-015-20140306). 

 

7.8.20 “In setting a locally appropriate threshold it will be important to consider the scale of 

proposals relative to town centres; the existing viability and vitality of town centres; 

cumulative effects of recent developments; whether local town centres are vulnerable; 

likely effects of development on any town centre strategy; and impact on any other 

planned investment.” (Reference ID: 2b-016-20140306).  
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MSGP9 Digital Infrastructure 

The necessary physical infrastructure to enable access to information and digital 

communication networks will be integrated into all appropriate new developments. 

 

Purpose of the policy 

7.9.1 This policy sets out the approach the Council will expect from developers in enabling 

their developments to be connected to information and digital communication 

networks. 

 

Positively prepared 

Local Plan Vision and Objectives 

7.9.2 This policy should be read in conjunction with policy DEL1 Infrastructure and 

Developer Contributions in the CSUCP, and will contribute to the achievement of 

strategic objectives SO2 To increase our economic performance, resilience, levels of 

entrepreneurship, skills and business formation by promoting Gateshead and 

Newcastle as the strong regional economic focus and by ensuring the supply of 

suitable, flexible and diverse business accommodation; SO6 Ensure that our residential 

offer provides a choice of quality accommodation in sustainable locations to meet 

people’s current and future needs and aspirations…; and SO10 Provide the opportunity 

for a high quality of life for everyone and enhance the wellbeing of people to reduce 

all inequalities. 

 

Consultation / policy preparation  

7.9.3 The Reg. 18 consultation yielded two responses to the draft policy.  Persimmon Homes 

objected to the policy stating that it places an additional burden on developers and 

relates to something which is outside their control not being a service provider.  A 

resident expressed support for the policy with a comment regarding the hilly terrain 

of Gateshead and the need to ensure measures are effective.  No changes were made 

to the policy as a result of regulation 18 consultation. 

 

7.9.4 The Reg. 19 consultation yielded the following response: 

Barratt David Wilson Homes (BDW) state that the inclusion of digital infrastructure is 

not within the direct control of housebuilders, and as such this policy could create 

deliverability issues and impact upon achieving Gateshead’s housing requirement.  

 

Sustainability Appraisal  

7.9.5 The policy will have a positive impact in relation to social objectives as it should help 

provide local communities with access to digital communications.  In general, the 

policy will have a broadly positive effect on the environmental objectives because it 

requires the installation of digital infrastructure with all new developments; this could 

prevent additional environmental impacts that may result from retrofitting ICT 
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requirements. The policy should have a positive effect on the economic objectives as 

the enhancement of digital infrastructure is crucial to economic growth. The SA does 

states that it’s not clear from the policy, how, what or where developers will be 

required to deliver the necessary digital infrastructure. 

 

Justified  

Evidence  

7.9.6 The North East Local Enterprise Partnership’s Strategic Economic Plan30 states at 

Page 38 that Local Plans support the North East’s economic ambitions, including 

setting out requirements that secure the best-in-class digital connectivity.  On Page 40 

the SEP states: “We also aim to deliver first class digital infrastructure that is forward 

focused. We want to ensure improved connectivity across the North of England and 

the rest of the UK and with key European and international markets” 

(https://www.nelep.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2019/03/nel404-sep-refresh-2018-

web-new-final.pdf) 

 

7.9.7 The Department for Digital, Culture, Media and Sport (DCMS) issued a consultation 

document in October 2018 - New Build Developments: Delivering gigabit-capable 

connections31. The consultation paper contains proposals for developers and 

operators to provide gigabit-capable connections to new homes.  The Executive 

Summary of the document states: 

• “It is important that new homes are designed and built with good connectivity from 

the outset, avoiding any requirement to install digital infrastructure after 

developments have been finished, which is costly and disruptive. 

• We believe that the construction of new homes is an opportunity for building 

developers and telecoms operators to deliver excellent connectivity. When homes 

are built without thought given to connectivity, new owners often experience 

delays, additional costs and frustration, at a time (having just moved) when access 

to online services is critical. Industry has the ability to ensure that consumers’ needs 

are met and for high quality connections to be available from the first day that a 

resident owns a new home.”  

 

7.9.8 The National Infrastructure Commission’s National Infrastructure Assessment32 

published in July 2018 states in Chapter 1 – Building a Digital Society: 

• “Digital connectivity is now an essential utility, as central to the UK’s society and 

economy as electricity or water supply. 

                                                           
30 https://www.nelep.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2019/03/nel404-sep-refresh-2018-web-new-
final.pdf 
31 https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/new-build-developments-delivering-gigabit-
capable-connections 
32 https://www.nic.org.uk/our-work/national-infrastructure-assessment/ 

https://www.nelep.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2019/03/nel404-sep-refresh-2018-web-new-final.pdf
https://www.nelep.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2019/03/nel404-sep-refresh-2018-web-new-final.pdf
https://www.nelep.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2019/03/nel404-sep-refresh-2018-web-new-final.pdf
https://www.nelep.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2019/03/nel404-sep-refresh-2018-web-new-final.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/new-build-developments-delivering-gigabit-capable-connections
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/new-build-developments-delivering-gigabit-capable-connections
https://www.nic.org.uk/our-work/national-infrastructure-assessment/
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• All new developments should have full fibre and telecoms duct capacity from the 

outset, as for other utilities such as electricity and water.” 

 

7.9.9 DCMS issued the Future Telecoms Infrastructure Review in July 201833 which states 

in the Executive Summary on Page 6: 

• “The Task Force has worked closely with industry to identify the biggest barriers 

that exist, and we are proposing new legislation and non-legislative approaches, 

to tackle them in the following areas: 

Ensuring fibre connectivity in new builds, so residents of new homes have full fibre 

technology. We welcome the efforts by operators and house builders to extend full 

fibre but further action is required as too many homes are still being built without 

fibre connections.” 

 

7.9.10 The Future Telecoms Infrastructure Review also states in Section 2.4.2 - New builds 

must be connected to fibre networks: 

“56. The majority of new build developments have historically been connected via 

either copper only connections – often with long line lengths to the nearest exchange 

– or more recently partfibre/part-copper connections. The telephony Universal Service 

Obligation required only functional internet access (effectively a dial-up connection). 

Connectivity to new build developments is not as good as it should be, with the 

majority of developments being supplied with connections which are at least part-

copper. This is an improving picture, due to the voluntary building sector agreements 

between Openreach, Virgin Media and GTC. However, it is clear that there will be some 

new developments that will not receive full fibre connectivity, as it is either too 

expensive for the operator to provide this alone, or because there is no compulsion on 

developers to provide connectivity. 

 

57. The Government is looking to improve the housing supply in the UK, and has an 

ambition of building 300,000 new homes a year over the next few years. We will ensure 

that the ambitions of significantly increasing the housing stock and world-class digital 

infrastructure are aligned. It makes practical sense to ensure that these new 

developments have future-proofed full fibre connectivity wherever possible. 

 

58. Therefore, we are proposing new legislation to ensure all new build developments 

where appropriate are connected with full fibre which offers choice at the retail level 

for homeowners. We will look at what can be done through existing legislation, for 

example building regulations, or whether new legislation may be required. We intend 

this new legislation to be a backstop provision, designed to ensure that the commercial 

negotiations between developers and operators (as evidenced by the voluntary 

                                                           
33 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/future-telecoms-infrastructure review 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/future-telecoms-infrastructure%20review
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agreements) are not affected. We propose to place a joint obligation on both operators 

and developers. We propose that lower and upper thresholds of cost per premises are 

applied, recognising that in some cases there are significant costs of building from the 

edge of the development to the network. We will consult on the detail of this measure 

in the autumn.” 

 

Effective  

Deliverable:  

7.9.11 The policy will be delivered through the development management process. The 

policy will influence discussions and decisions on planning applications which will 

tracked through annual monitoring processes. The policy will also be relevant to, and 

influence, development briefs written to assist in the regeneration of sites and areas 

within Gateshead.  

 

7.9.12 The Council will engage with providers in regard to the location of new development 

and future development, and will work with developers to ensure that infrastructure 

is incorporated within developments to allow residents access to information and 

digital communication networks.  

 

Joint-working: 

7.9.13 The North East Digital Leads is a group created by the seven north east councils for IT 

colleagues to share best practice and discuss common issues.  Through this group 

Northumberland County Council have offered to lead in developing planning policies 

aimed at ensuring digital infrastructure is considered in all planning applications.  Once 

Northumberland’s planning policies are approved it is anticipated they will be adopted 

by the remaining north east local authorities, providing a consistent approach to 

digital communications infrastructure planning in the region. 

 

Monitoring:  

7.9.14 The MSGP monitoring framework does not specify an indicator to monitor this policy, 

but notes that statements of common ground (between neighbouring local 

authorities, and/or digital infrastructure providers) provide an opportunity to identify 

and seek to address wider issues regarding the provision of digital infrastructure.    

 

Consistent with national policy 

NPPF  

7.9.15 The NPPF states at paragraph 112, “Advanced, high quality and reliable 

communications infrastructure is essential for economic growth and social well-being. 

Planning policies and decisions should support the expansion of electronic 

communications networks, including next generation mobile technology (such as 5G) 

and full fibre broadband connections. Policies should set out how high quality digital 
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infrastructure, providing access to services from a range of providers, is expected to be 

delivered and upgraded over time; and should prioritise full fibre connections to 

existing and new developments (as these connections will, in almost all cases, provide 

the optimum solution).” 
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Homes 

 

MSGP10 Housing Sites Allocation 

Provision is made for 104.17 hectares (gross) of housing land supply over the plan period, 

specified in Appendix 2. 

 

Purpose of the policy 

7.10.1 The policy, in conjunction with the schedule of allocated sites in Appendix 2, proposes 

to allocate land on 112 sites for housing over the Plan period in sites identified as 

suitable for 3 or more dwellings. Together with the strategic sites allocated by the Core 

Strategy and Urban Core Plan (CSUCP), those which will be identified in the 

forthcoming MetroGreen Area Action Plan, and a windfall sites assumption, these 

amount to sufficient housing capacity for the Plan period, and for each of the three 

periods within it shown in Appendix 2, to meet the target for new homes specified in 

the CSUCP.  The policy expresses the total as an area of land in hectares rather than 

an estimate of the total number of new homes that can be built on the land. However, 

the October 2018 Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) Update 

clarifies how the deliverable total is made up of each individual site. 

7.10.2 This policy supplements the CSUCP allocations and those anticipated to be allocated 

by the MetroGreen Area Action Plan, for the Borough as a whole outside the Urban 

Core and MetroGreen areas and in addition to the CSUCP Village and Neighbourhood 

Growth Areas. The SHLAA and SHLAA Update also take account of additional work 

done since the adoption of the CSUCP, and the latest available evidence, to refine the 

capacities of sites within the Urban Core and at MetroGreen. 

 

7.10.3 It replaces saved UDP policies H1, H2 and H3, replaces H4 in that the minimum 

capacity threshold for sites has been reduced from 5 to 3, and also replaces those 

saved Mixed Use policies which allocated the sites in question for residential 

development as part of a mix of uses (in two cases residential was the only remaining 

use included in the policy as saved). 

 

Positively prepared 

Local Plan Vision and Objectives 

7.10.4 MSGP10 is focused on ensuring that there is a sufficient supply of housing land over 

the plan period. The allocation of the sites seeks to ensure that new housing is 

provided in sustainable locations including the Urban Core and new neighbourhoods. 

  

7.10.5 The proposed allocation of housing land will make a significant and direct contribution 

to the achievement of strategic objective SO1: Encourage population growth in order 

to underpin sustainable economic growth. 
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7.10.6 The proposed allocation of housing land will also make a significant and direct 

contribution to the achievement of strategic objective SO6: Ensure that our residential 

offer provides a choice of quality accommodation in sustainable locations to meet 

people’s current and future needs and aspirations; improving opportunities to live in 

the Urban Core; and providing a broader range of accommodation including in new 

neighbourhoods. 

 

7.10.7 The allocated sites include sites which will contribute to the development of 

sustainable communities in the Neighbourhood Opportunity Areas identified by policy 

CS3.2 of the CSUCP. 

7.10.8 The Gateshead and Newcastle CSUCP requirement for Gateshead is 11,000 gross, or 

8,500 net, new homes over the Plan period 2010-30.  Section 2 (paragraphs 17 to 24) 

and Figure 5 of the 2018 SHLAA Update indicate the relationship between the CSUCP 

requirement and the sites identified by the SHLAA Update.  

Consultation / policy preparation 

Regulation 18 (Draft Plan – October 2017) 

7.10.9 Story Homes supported the housing strategy and housing target and scale of housing 

land. 

 

7.10.10 A number of responses commented that housing targets should be treated as a 

minimum, the Council is not achieving its housing targets, brownfield sites could be 

undeliverable and due to this, additional sites should be allocated and a slippage rate 

applied due to under delivery.  This included responses from home builders such as 

the Homebuilders Federation, Barratt David Wilson, Persimmon Homes and Story 

Homes and landowners and strategic land companies such as Gladman Developments 

and Hall Construction. 

 

7.10.11 Comments were also received on individual sites – positive and negative and the need 

for more policy on sites.  This included responses from organisations and businesses 

such as the Environment Agency, Historic England, Sport England, the Jewish 

Community Council for Gateshead, Persimmon Homes, BAE Systems and individual 

members of the public and individual businesses. 

 

7.10.12 Comments were received from Highways England on the need to plan for additional 

homes to be allocated in terms of the strategic road network. 

 

7.10.13 The consultation responses themselves did not result in any alterations to the policy 

as it was considered that sufficient housing land had been provided to meet the 
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targets in the CSUCP and some sites not included were not deliverable or had already 

been granted permission. 

7.10.14 However, based on the 2018 SHLAA update, an additional 14 housing sites have been 

added to Appendix 2 of the Submission Draft Plan. This includes sites which have 

recently been granted planning permission. Conversely, 20 housing sites have been 

deleted. Again, this is based on the 2018 SHLAA update and includes sites which have 

recently been completed and sites which are no longer considered to be deliverable 

within the plan period. 

 

7.10.15 As a result of the above, the provision of housing land has been reduced from 123.59 

hectares (gross) in the Draft Plan to 104.17 hectares (gross) in the Submission Draft 

Plan. Despite this, the number, capacity and range of sites is sufficient to exceed the 

CSUCP target. 

 

Regulation 19 (Submission Draft – November 2018) 

7.10.16 Responses to consultation on the Submission Draft Plan from a number of 

organisations in the housebuilding industry focused on the under-delivery of homes 

during the Core Strategy Plan period to date, the proportion of allocated sites which 

are unviable but proposed to be financially supported by the Council, whether there 

are sufficient sites in locations attractive to developers, whether all the sites are 

deliverable especially in the light of the new definition of deliverability introduced by 

the revised National Planning Policy Framework published in July 2018, and whether 

the Council has a five-year land supply.  Several representations called for the 

introduction of a 20% buffer on top of the Core Strategy requirement for the Plan 

period. Responses were received concerning the housing shortfall against delivery 

targets and that brownfield land and housing sites in lower value areas and sites just 

with outline permission may not be deliverable.  

 

7.10.17 Gladman Developments also considered that the list of allocated sites should be 

included within the wording of the policy rather than included at Appendix 2. 

 

7.10.18 Comments were received from Andrew Craig, Bill Quay Ltd, DAMF (NE Ltd), Simon 

Longshaw, Church Commissioners and BAE Systems seeking the allocation of 

additional sites (Kibblesworth East Farm, Fairfield Industrial Estate in Bill Quay, site at 

Highfield, land to the east of Manor Gardens in Wardley, land west of Mandela Way 

near the Metrocentre and BAE Systems in Birtley). 

 

7.10.19 There were a number of comments on negative impacts of housing, the need for more 

policy and information on sites and issues with individual sites (including need for 

infrastructure) both positive and negative. These included responses from 
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organisations such as Historic England, the Environment Agency, Transport England, 

the Jewish Community Council for Gateshead and individual members of the public 

and businesses. 

 

7.10.20 The above comments have not led to a revision of the portfolio of sites proposed for 

allocation.  

 

7.10.21 The SHLAA Update indicates in respect of a number of council-owned sites that the 

Council will financially support their development. The Council has an ongoing rolling 

programme of capital works to bring sites for new homes forward34, which includes 

projects totalling approximately £22 million in 2019-24.  In other cases housing 

associations have secured a package of funding to develop such sites. Unviable sites 

have not been included in the supply or the allocations unless there is evidence that 

they can be developed, in line with national guidance. 

 

7.10.22 The Council has been mindful of the need, in accordance with national policy, to 

maximise the use of brownfield land and land within the existing urban areas and to 

avoid, if possible, any further deletions from the Green Belt. The allocated sites, 

together with the other sites in the SHLAA supply, provide a broad range of types, sizes 

and locations of site. The Neighbourhood and Village Growth Area sites, allocated in 

the CSUCP and deleted from the Green Belt when it was adopted in 2015, 

overwhelmingly provide larger greenfield sites for development in the parts of the 

Borough with higher viability and amount to a total capacity of approximately 2400 

dwellings, approximately 34% of the remaining requirement within the Plan period. 

 

7.10.23 A new, more rigorous definition of deliverability was introduced by the revised 

National Planning Policy Framework published on 24th July 2018. This came too late 

to be taken account of in the work to prepare the SHLAA Update published in October.  

The 2018 SHLAA Update remains our evidence base for the allocations in MSGP10, as 

revising the allocations at this stage would be too late for the statutory consultation 

process.  However, a desktop review suggests that there are relatively few sites 

proposed for allocation and found deliverable which would not be found deliverable 

under the new definition, and it should be borne in mind that the allocations both 

include sites which are found to be deliverable and those which are developable.  

However, as there is a requirement in the NPPF (paragraph 67) for deliverable sites 

for the first five years of the Plan period, it is recognised that further evidence could 

be presented on this and a draft SHLAA Update for 2019, considering the deliverability 

of every site individually, is being prepared at the time of writing and could be 

available to the Inspector if required. 

                                                           
34 http://democracy.gateshead.gov.uk/documents/s18915/Capital%20Programme%202019-
20%20to%202023-24%20report.pdf (if this link does not work, you may need to paste it into your browser) 

http://democracy.gateshead.gov.uk/documents/s18915/Capital%20Programme%202019-20%20to%202023-24%20report.pdf
http://democracy.gateshead.gov.uk/documents/s18915/Capital%20Programme%202019-20%20to%202023-24%20report.pdf
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Sustainability Appraisal 

7.10.24 The SA considered policy MSGP10 to have neutral to positive effects, with a 

particularly strong contribution towards the achievement of economic and social 

sustainability objectives.  The SA did not make any recommendations which resulted 

in amendments to the emerging policy. 

 

7.10.25 Each site was assessed individually by the Sustainability Appraisal (Appendix G). 

Overall, all but eight of the sites were found to have either a positive or a neutral 

impact, and the eight sites were found to have only a minor negative impact. 

Individual findings against specific tests can be addressed, in many cases, by 

considering the detailed nature of proposed development. In no case did the 

assessment made by the Sustainability Appraisal lead to the conclusion that the site 

in question should not be allocated. 

 

Justified 

Evidence  

7.10.26 The justification for this policy is to ensure that the Plan minimises doubt by allocating 

those sites for housing which can be identified as contributing to meeting the 

requirement for housing identified for the Plan period. It does not in any way preclude 

other sites from coming forward and gaining permission where appropriate, following 

adoption. 

 

7.10.27 The evidence base for this policy is the 2017 SHLAA and 2018 SHLAA Update as 

described above, and the 2018 Viability and Deliverability Report. 

Alternatives 

7.10.28 An alternative would be to have no policy allocating housing sites, and rely solely on 

determining planning applications according to the NPPF and NPPG. This would 

increase uncertainty about the suitability of sites, risk sites suitable for housing being 

developed for other purposes, potentially deter housing development, and encourage 

challenge to the established extent of the Green Belt (as evidenced by some of the 

representations received in response to the consultation on this plan). Whilst the 

supply of sites will change over the Plan period, the regular updating and periodic 

replacement of the SHLAA, together with the at least annual Brownfield Register and 

the intended granting by the Council of Permissions in Principle for Brownfield 

Register Part 2 sites, will ensure that up-to-date information is available about all sites 

identified by the Council as suitable for housing. 
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7.10.29 Any alternative involving the allocation of a different set of sites would not be feasible 

given the evidence available, without re-opening issues included within the adopted 

Core Strategy. 

 

Effective   

Deliverable 

7.10.30 The allocations reduce uncertainty about the appropriate use of sites and assist in 

encouraging housing development on the sites allocated. The 2018 SHLAA Update 

establishes that all the sites allocated are either deliverable or developable, as 

appropriate, for the years within the Plan period during which the Appendix identifies 

them as able to come forward. Note that the issue regarding the new definition of 

deliverability is addressed in the Regulation 19 section above. 

 

Joint-working  

7.10.31 Gateshead and Newcastle worked jointly in the preparation of the CSUCP. All 

neighbouring authorities were consulted during consultation, and no concerns were 

raised regarding the policy or the individual sites proposed to be allocated. The 

viability work which underpins the identification of sites as deliverable has involved 

close working between Gateshead and Newcastle to design and refine the Viability 

and Deliverability Model. 

Monitoring 

7.10.32 CSUCP monitoring indicators: 

18. Housing developments (within trajectory) Housing approvals, completions and 

losses by location, type, affordable and greenfield/brownfield (within trajectory showing net 

additional dwellings per year from the start of the plan period). 

19. Housing land supply (within trajectory) Housing land supply (within trajectory showing 

projected net additional dwellings to the end of the plan period). 

In addition the SHLAA, which will be updated or replaced annually, will monitor the 

development of each site allocated. 

 

Consistent with National Policy: 

NPPF 

7.10.33 This policy complies with national guidance on the identification of land for new 

housing, as set out in the NPPF, paragraphs 65,67 and 68.  With regard to paragraph 

65, the CSUCP establishes the housing requirement figure for the area. Because the 

total could not be achieved without the deletions of land from the Green Belt made 

by the CSUCP, Gateshead has established in Duty to Co-operate discussions with its 

neighbouring authorities that it is unable to meet any of their needs for housing land. 

The SHLAA Update identifies all the sites from the several sources referred to above 



87 

(under “Purpose of the Policy”) which together provide sufficient capacity to meet the 

CSUCP requirement. There are no designated neighbourhood plan areas in Gateshead, 

but the allocated sites do include sites which will contribute to the development of 

sustainable communities in the Neighbourhood Opportunity Areas identified by policy 

CS3 2 of the CSUCP. There is no significant change in circumstances which would 

require re-testing the overall requirement established by the CSUCP, as demonstrated 

by the Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) and, in respect of the supply, by 

the SHLAA Update, especially Section 2 and Table 5 therein.  

    

7.10.34 With regard to paragraphs 67 and 68, the SHLAA Update demonstrates the analysis 

of each site which has taken place for potential inclusion in the supply, and its 

allocation, and that there is a mix of sites in terms of location, type and size, including 

many small sites (the latter being identified specifically by Appendix 3). Small sites, up 

to 1 hectare in size, account for 21.8% of the capacity (paragraph 32 of the SHLAA). 

Viability has been considered by the application of the Viability Model.   

 

7.10.35 The SHLAA identifies specific locations for housing development for the full Plan 

period (to 2030) and some sites where development will continue after that date. It 

identifies that many sites are deliverable and therefore contribute to the five-year 

land supply, although it is not anticipated that they will all be developed within 5 years. 

It identifies a 5-year land supply in excess of the requirement, amounting to 9.2 years 

(figure 6). The remaining requirement is met by sites which are as yet developable but 

not deliverable.   

 

PPG 

7.10.36 NPPG guidance (Reference ID: 3-001-20140306 to 027 Reference ID: 3-027-

20140306) was referred to throughout, and followed, with regard to housing and 

economic land availability assessment, by the method adopted for the 2017 SHLAA 

and the 2018 Update to it.  
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MSGP11 Accessible and adaptable dwellings 

On housing developments of 15 or more dwellings 25% of dwellings will be constructed to 

meet the Building Regulation M4(2) Category 2: Accessible and Adaptable Dwellings 

Standard or equivalent successor standards. 

 

Purpose of the policy 

7.11.1 The proposed policy sets out the approach that will be used to ensure that new 

residential development meets needs for the provision of accessible and adaptable 

dwellings.  It proposes to establish a set requirement for accessible and adaptable 

dwellings (as established within Building Regulations), in response to local evidence of 

need.   

 

Positively Prepared 

Local Plan Vision and Objectives 

7.11.2 The policy seeks to ensure that the housing stock within Gateshead meets the needs 

of residents now and in the future.  It makes a significant contribution to the 

achievement of Strategic Objective SO6: Ensure that our residential offer provides a 

choice of quality accommodation in sustainable locations to meet people’s current and 

future needs and aspirations; improving opportunities to live in the Urban Core; and 

providing a broader range of accommodation including in new neighbourhoods. 

 

7.11.3The provision of appropriate housing makes an important contribution towards quality 

of life: accordingly, the policy contributes to achieving Strategic Objective SO10: 

Provide the opportunity for a high quality of life for everyone and enhance the 

wellbeing of people to reduce all inequalities. 

 

Consultation / policy preparation 

Regulation 18 (Draft Plan – October 2017) 

7.11.4 Community support was identified through consultation comments which endorsed 

the proposed policy of setting out housing standards although the same consultee 

response highlighted potential impact on viability. All the policies within MSGP have 

been subject to viability testing to ensure that they are deliverable. Community 

support also requested specific reference to best practice architecture and solar 

heating as part of the policy. This aspect of the house design is already covered by 

Core Strategy policy CS16 and MSGP policy 29, so this policy will remain unchanged in 

this respect. 

 

7.11.5 Bellway Homes objected to the policy stating that as drafted the policy was unclear as 

to whether the 25% M4(2) standards applied to affordable or private market housing 

or both. The policy has been amended to provide flexibility to enable the decision to 
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how it is applied on private or affordable housing to be determined on a site by site 

basis. 

 

7.11.6 Bellway Homes, Persimmon Homes, Story Homes and the Home Builders Federation 

object on the basis of perceived insufficient evidence to demonstrate the requirement 

for 25% of dwellings to meet the M4(2) requirement in light of national planning 

guidance. The policy requirement remains unchanged and is based upon the evidence 

provided through the Strategic Housing Market Assessment and the plan viability 

testing. 

 

Regulation 19 (Submission Draft – November 2018) 

7.11.7 Gladman states that the 2018 Viability and Deliverability Report highlights that the 

25% accessible and adaptable homes standard is not viable for any scheme in the 

low0mid, low urban and low suburban and therefore potentially could hinder delivery. 

 

7.11.8 Barratt David Wilson Homes North East (BDW) state that it is unclear how the ageing 

population profile identified in the SHMA and potential future needs reflects the need 

for 25% of all new homes on sites 15 or more to be provided at M4(2) standard.  

Furthermore the policy should only be implemented on a “need to have” rather than 

a “nice to have” basis.  It is asserted that the policy is not justified and will make some 

sites unviable.  BDW requests that their comments should be read in conjunction with 

those on calculating BLV – which does not take into account planning obligations and 

S106 and CIL. The testing of the policy for sites over 100 dwellings make all unviable 

with the exceptions of high, high mid and mid value areas in non-urban areas.  BDW 

requests further testing at 10% and the need for transitional arrangements. 

 

7.11.9 Bellway Homes states the policy will have a negative impact on marginal schemes and 

further disagrees with the Viability Deliverability Report (VDR) that 25% does not 

undermine the viability and deliverability of the plan.  Bellway homes requests that 

that the Council make explicitly clear that a transition period is in place as per MSGP13 

and the policy will not be retrospectively applied to schemes already benefitting from 

outline planning permission prior the adoption of the plan. 

 

7.11.11 Bill Quay Ltd question whether the evidence is sufficient to justify the need for the 

policy. Also state that the evidence presented in the SHMA lacks sufficient detail in 

the appraisal of assessing the accessibility and adaptability of the existing stock and 

how this is reflected in the policy requirement. 

 

7.11.12 Gleeson Regeneration Ltd states that the Council’s evidence does not support the 

policy due to its impact on viability. 
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7.11.13 The Home Builders Federation states that where sites already have viability issues any 

addition to the cost will be detrimental to the delivery of the scheme.  Furthermore if 

the policy is retained site specific factors that might reduce suitability for accessible 

home delivery should be considered. Additionally, an appropriate transition period 

should be applied. 

 

7.11.14 Persimmon Homes states there are outstanding objections to the viability 

assumptions used in supporting evidence as well as a lack of dialogue. Furthermore 

states that the policy is not sound, not compliant with NPPG and is not justified on its 

own merits or that in line with CS11. 

 

7.11.15 Taylor Wimpey states that concern over evidence underpinning this policy including 

the SHMA and the conclusions of the Viability and Deliverability Report that 25% 

requirement would not undermine viability.  It requests a transitional period for the 

policy which reflects that of MSGP13 and that overall the policy is contrary to NPPF 

paragraph 34 – deliverability of the plan.  

 

Sustainability Appraisal 

7.11.16 The policy has a positive or neutral impact on the SA objectives. There was a 

suggestion to make better links between this policy and environmental objectives, 

however the Council is of the view that policies should not make cross references 

between the Local Plan documents or other policies as it is implicit that all elements 

of the Local Plan will be read in conjunction. 

 

Justified 

Evidence 

7.11.17 The evidence for this policy is held within the 2017 Gateshead and Newcastle upon 

Tyne Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) which was produced in line with 

NPPF and NPPG and the 2019 Gateshead and Newcastle upon Tyne Housing for 

People with Disabilities.  Specifically, SHMA paragraph 6.148 confirms that 

assessment of need recommends that at least 90% of all dwellings in Gateshead 

should meet M4(2) and is based on NNPF and NPPG requirements.  As set out in 

paragraph 6.165 of the SHMA there is a need to provide M4(2) to be delivered through 

a programme of new housing alongside adaptations of existing homes through 

Disability Facilities Grants (DFGs).  Due to DFGs only eligible for existing dwellings 

reliance on this as a means of providing M4(2) homes to meet future need would be 

insufficient.  Paragraph 1.22 of the Gateshead and Newcastle upon Tyne Housing for 

People with Disabilities report suggests that by 2030 there will be an additional need 

of 9,984 households in Gateshead either already experiencing health problems or 

likely to develop health problems within 10 years.  Therefore, considering the needs 

of households resident at the start of the plan period together with the projected 
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household growth and changing demographics (in particular the ageing population), 

there will be a total of 14,324 households in Gateshead either needing adaptations to 

the existing housing or suitable new housing to be provided.  This is in addition to the 

households needing to move or needing adaptations based on their current health at 

the start of the plan period.  

 

7.11.18 This policy directly facilitates the adopted strategic policy CS1 (8)I of the CSUCP which 

requires all development to being fully inclusive, irrespective of cultural background, 

ethnicity and age, to meet the diverse needs of all residents and communities. 

Furthermore CS1 (8)I all developed is required to well designed to promote 

community cohesion, wellbeing, and to reflect and enhance the area’s character and 

natural environment. 

 

7.11.19 Additionally, CS14 of the CSUCP states that wellbeing and health of communities will 

be maintained and improved by measures including: “creating an inclusive built and 

natural environment” and “promoting and facilitating active and healthy lifestyles”.  

The approach taken in policy MSGP11 is consistent with policy CS14 and increasing 

recognition of the role of planning in creating health promoting environments and 

reducing health inequalities (see, for example, PPG Reference ID: 53-002-20140306).  

Local evidence (including that published within the Gateshead Joint Strategic Needs 

Assessment35) indicates Gateshead has pronounced inequalities in health indicators, 

with lower performance against health indicators compared to the England average. 

 

Alternatives 

7.11.20 The alternatives to the current policy would be to have no policy and rely solely on 

NPPF and NPPG.  It is felt this option would reduce the opportunity to ensure that new 

homes meet the changing needs of the current and future population of Gateshead. 

Additionally, the option of implementing a higher percentage requirement from new 

development was identified to be unviable, whilst a lower requirement would be 

incapable of meeting needs identified in the SHMA.  

 

Effective 

Deliverable 

7.11.21 This policy will only be triggered for schemes for 15 or more homes as a means to 

ensure viability of developments are not detrimentally affected.  The 2018 Viability 

and Deliverability Report, at paragraph 7.3.6 concludes the overall impact of M4(2) 

standards is considered to be relatively small when applied to 25% of the dwellings. 

For a scheme of 15 dwellings the overall cost impact is likely to be in the region of 

£5,000 in total, for a 50 dwelling scheme circa £17,500 overall and for a 100 dwelling 

                                                           
35 https://www.gatesheadjsna.org.uk/article/5094/Joint-Strategic-Needs-Assessment 

https://www.gatesheadjsna.org.uk/article/5094/Joint-Strategic-Needs-Assessment
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scheme approximately £35,000 in total.  As set out in paragraph 7.3.8 if the proportion 

of M4(2) standards adopted on new development is increased this would start to have 

a greater impact in terms of costs and viability outcomes. 

 

Joint working 

7.11.22 Gateshead and Newcastle councils have worked jointly in the preparation of the 2017 

Strategic Housing Market Assessment which provided the evidence based for the 

policy.  As part of the development of the SHMA, workshops were held with north east 

local authorities as part of the ‘Duty to Co-operate’ requirements and good practice 

guidance.  The requirements of policy MSGP11 are not considered to have specific 

cross-boundary implications for neighbouring authorities (other than Newcastle City 

Council). 

 

7.11.23 A workshop was also held with house builders as part of the development of the 

SHMA.  The policy was written in conjunction with the Housing Strategy and Growth 

team within Gateshead Council. 

 

Monitoring 

7.11.24 CSUCP monitoring indicators: 

18. Housing 

developments (within 

trajectory) 

Housing approvals, completions and losses by location, type, 

affordable and greenfield / brownfield (within trajectory 

showing net additional dwellings per year from the start of the 

plan period) 

 

7.11.25 MSGP monitoring indicators: 

3.Adaptable and 

accessible housing 

Approvals for dwellings (units) that are required to be 

constructed to the general adaptable and accessible standard 

(M4(2) 

 

Consistent with national policy 

7.11.26 This policy is in line with national guidance on delivering a delivering a wide choice of 

high quality homes. 

 

NPPF  

7.11.27 Para 60. “To determine the minimum number of homes needed, strategic policies 

should be informed by a local housing need assessment, conducted using the standard 

method in national planning guidance – unless exceptional circumstances justify an 

alternative approach which also reflects current and future demographic trends and 

market signals. In addition to the local housing need figure, any needs that cannot be 

met within neighbouring areas should also be taken into account in establishing the 

amount of housing to be planned for.”  
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7.11.28 Para 61. “Within this context, the size, type and tenure of housing needed for different 

groups in the community should be assessed and reflected in planning policies 

(including, but not limited to, those who require affordable housing, families with 

children, older people, students, people with disabilities, service families, travellers, 

people who rent their homes and people wishing to commission or build their own 

homes.”  

 

NPPG 

7.11.29 Reference ID: 2a-020-20180913 states: “The National Planning Policy Framework 

(NPPF) is clear that local planning authorities should plan to create safe, accessible 

environments and promote inclusion and community cohesion. This includes buildings 

and their surrounding spaces. Local planning authorities should take account of 

evidence that demonstrates a clear need for housing for people with specific housing 

needs and plan to meet this need.” 

 

7.11.30 Reference ID: 56-007-20150327 states: “Based on their housing needs assessment 

and other available datasets it will be for local planning authorities to set out how they 

intend to approach demonstrating the need for Requirement M4(2) (accessible and 

adaptable dwellings), and/or M4(3) (wheelchair user dwellings), of the Building 

Regulations. There is a wide range of published official statistics and factors which 

local planning authorities can consider and take into account, including: 

• the likely future need for housing for older and disabled people (including 

wheelchair user dwellings). 

• size, location, type and quality of dwellings needed to meet specifically evidenced 

needs (for example retirement homes, sheltered homes or care homes). 

• the accessibility and adaptability of existing housing stock. 

• how needs vary across different housing tenures. 

• the overall impact on viability.” 

 

7.11.31 Reference ID: 56-008-20160519 states: “Where a local planning authority adopts a 

policy to provide enhanced accessibility or adaptability they should do so only by 

reference to Requirement M4(2) and/or M4(3) of the optional requirements in the 

Building Regulations and should not impose any additional information requirements 

(for instance provision of furnished layouts) or seek to determine compliance with 

these requirements, which is the role of the Building Control Body. They should clearly 

state in their Local Plan what proportion of new dwellings should comply with the 

requirements. There may be rare instances where an individual’s needs are not met by 

the wheelchair accessible optional requirement… 

Local Plan policies should also take into account site specific factors such as 

vulnerability to flooding, site topography, and other circumstances which may make a 

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/local-plans--2
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specific site less suitable for M4(2) and M4(3) compliant dwellings, particularly where 

step free access cannot be achieved or is not viable.  Where step-free access is not 

viable, neither of the Optional Requirements in Part M should be applied.”  
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MSGP12 Housing for specific groups 

Specialist and supported accommodation and care schemes will be expected to:  

1) provide on-site, or have good accessibility to, shops, services, community facilities and 

open space appropriate to the needs of the intended occupiers, their carers and visitors; 

and/or  

2) have good accessibility to public transport routes.  

In determining whether the accessibility to shops, services, community facilities, open 

space and public transport routes is good, the Council will have regard to the distance, 

gradient, simplicity of navigation and the security and safety of the route taking into 

account the extent to which it is overlooked or has other natural surveillance and the need 

to cross roads. 

 

Purpose of the policy 

7.12.1 This policy sets out the approach Gateshead Council will take when assessing planning 

applications for the provision of housing for specific groups. 

 

Positively Prepared 

Local Plan Vision and Objectives 

7.12.2 This policy provides a positive approach to the provision of new homes for the for the 

communities of Gateshead. It will help to ensure that the housing stock within 

Gateshead meets the needs of residents now and in the future.  The policy contributes 

to sustainability objective SO6 Ensure that our residential offer provides a choice of 

quality accommodation in sustainable locations to meet people’s current and future 

needs and aspirations; improving opportunities to live in the Urban Core; and providing 

a broader range of accommodation including in new neighbourhoods; and SO10 

Provide the opportunity for a high quality of life for everyone and enhance the 

wellbeing of people to reduce all inequalities. 

 

Consultation / policy preparation 

Regulation 18 (Draft Plan – October 2017) 

7.12.3 Community support was received for the policy objective of meeting the needs of 

differing groups: in particular bungalows and specialist housing.  A resident’s objection 

was received to the policy suggesting that more housing means more pressure on 

public services.  

 

7.12.4 Comments from the Jewish Community Council for Gateshead highlighted the 

omission of a specific reference to Jewish community needs for large homes.  The 

policy has not been amended as it is believed that the CSCUP policy CS11 requirement 

for 60% of new private housing to be family housing, together with the development 
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of the Exemplar Neighbourhood, neighbourhood renewal in Bensham/Saltwell and 

the Council working to secure larger family housing in the developments it is directly 

involved in, would be more effective in meeting the needs of the Jewish community 

than attempting to specify a proportion of larger family homes within each private 

development in a given area. 

 

7.12.5 Northumberland County Council generally supported the policy but questioned the 

quantum of sufficiently attractive sites to deliver the policy. The comments are noted 

but the policy does not set a quantitative policy target or identify specific sites. 

 

Regulation 19 (Submission Draft Plan – October 2018) 

7.12.6 Support from Gladman on the inclusion of a policy on housing for specialist groups, 

although alternative wording is suggested. 

 

7.12.7 The Jewish Community Council for Gateshead point out that there is no mention of 

the larger family sized housing (i.e. 4 and 5 bed) that recent and previous survey data 

has robustly evidenced the need for, from within the Jewish Community.  MSGP 

should create a presumption of support for larger affordable housing development 

where opportunities exist, now or in the future. 

 

Sustainability Appraisal 

7.12.8 The policy has been assessed as having a positive or neutral impact on the SA 

objectives.  There was a suggestion to make better links between this policy and 

environmental objectives, particularly relating to climate change.  The suggested 

change was not implemented, as the council considers it is implicit that all elements 

of the Local Plan will be read in conjunction with each other.  

 

Justified 

Evidence 

7.12.9 The evidence for this policy is held within the 2017 Gateshead and Newcastle upon 

Tyne Strategic Housing Market Assessment which was produced in line with NPPF 

and NPPG.  Paragraph 6.4 of the SHMA identifies that most age groups within 

Gateshead are projected to increase over the plan period.  In particular the dominant 

area of population growth in Gateshead will be for people aged over 60 years. 

Paragraph 6.8 holds that in terms of house hold growth in the 65+ years age range 

accounts for 92% of growth in Gateshead. In view of the aging population it is 

therefore important that the provision of future homes meets the needs of local 

communities that reside within the locality. 

 

7.12.10 This policy directly facilitates the adopted strategic policy CS1 (8)I of the CSUCP which 

requires all development to being fully inclusive, irrespective of cultural background, 



97 

ethnicity and age, to meet the diverse needs of all residents and communities. 

Furthermore CS1 (8)i all developed is required to well designed to promote 

community cohesion, wellbeing, and to reflect and enhance the area’s character and 

natural environment. 

 

7.12.11 Additionally, CS14 of the CSUCP states that wellbeing and health of communities will 

be maintained and improved by measures including: “creating an inclusive built and 

natural environment” and “promoting and facilitating active and healthy lifestyles”.  

The approach taken in policy MSGP11 is consistent with policy CS14 and increasing 

recognition of the role of planning in creating health promoting environments and 

reducing health inequalities (see, for example, PPG Reference ID: 53-002-20140306).  

Local evidence (including that published within the Gateshead Joint Strategic Needs 

Assessment36) indicates Gateshead has pronounced inequalities in health indicators, 

with lower performance against health indicators compared to the England average. 

 

Alternatives 

7.12.12 The alternative would be to have no policy, and rely solely on NPPF and NPPG through 

the development management process.  It is felt these options could lead to 

inconsistency and the inability to plan longer term for the investment in services and 

community facilities. It is deemed that the introduction of the policy will facilitate 

development in sustainable locations over the plan period. 

 

Effective 

Deliverable 

7.12.13 This policy will be expected for all developments proposals for specialist and 

supported accommodation and extra care schemes in Gateshead. 

 

Joint working 

7.12.14 Gateshead and Newcastle worked jointly in preparing the SHMA which provided the 

evidence base for the policy.  As part of the development of the SHMA, workshops 

were held with north east local authorities as part of the ‘Duty to Co-operate’ 

requirements and good practice guidance. 

 

7.12.15 A workshop was also held with house builders as part of the development of the 

SHMA.  The policy was written in conjunction with the Housing Growth Team within 

Gateshead Council. 

 

Monitoring 

7.12.16 CSUCP monitoring indicators: 

                                                           
36 https://www.gatesheadjsna.org.uk/article/5094/Joint-Strategic-Needs-Assessment 

https://www.gatesheadjsna.org.uk/article/5094/Joint-Strategic-Needs-Assessment
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18. Housing 

developments (within 

trajectory) 

Housing approvals, completions and losses by location, type, 

affordable and greenfield / brownfield (within trajectory 

showing net additional dwellings per year from the start of the 

plan period) 

 

7.12.17 MSGP monitoring indicators 

4. Specialist and 

supported housing 

Number of units provided in specialist and supported 

accommodation 

 

Consistent with national policy 

NPPF  

7.12.18 Para 60. “To determine the minimum number of homes needed, strategic policies 

should be informed by a local housing need assessment, conducted using the standard 

method in national planning guidance – unless exceptional circumstances justify an 

alternative approach which also reflects current and future demographic trends and 

market signals. In addition to the local housing need figure, any needs that cannot be 

met within neighbouring areas should also be taken into account in establishing the 

amount of housing to be planned for.”  

 

7.12.19 Para 61. “Within this context, the size, type and tenure of housing needed for different 

groups in the community should be assessed and reflected in planning policies 

(including, but not limited to, those who require affordable housing, families with 

children, older people, students, people with disabilities, service families, travellers, 

people who rent their homes and people wishing to commission or build their own 

homes).”  

  

NPPG  

7.12.20 Reference ID: 2a-020-20180913: “The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) is 

clear that local planning authorities should plan to create safe, accessible 

environments and promote inclusion and community cohesion. This includes buildings 

and their surrounding spaces. Local planning authorities should take account of 

evidence that demonstrates a clear need for housing for people with specific housing 

needs and plan to meet this need.” 

 

7.12.21 Reference ID: 56-007-20150327 “Based on their housing needs assessment and other 

available datasets it will be for local planning authorities to set out how they intend to 

approach demonstrating the need for Requirement M4(2) (accessible and adaptable 

dwellings), and/or M4(3) (wheelchair user dwellings), of the Building Regulations. 

There is a wide range of published official statistics and factors which local planning 

authorities can consider and take into account, including: 
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• the likely future need for housing for older and disabled people (including 

wheelchair user dwellings). 

• size, location, type and quality of dwellings needed to meet specifically evidenced 

needs (for example retirement homes, sheltered homes or care homes). 

• the accessibility and adaptability of existing housing stock. 

• how needs vary across different housing tenures. 

• the overall impact on viability.” 

 

7.12.22 Reference ID: 56-008-20160519: “Where a local planning authority adopts a policy to 

provide enhanced accessibility or adaptability they should do so only by reference to 

Requirement M4(2) and/or M4(3) of the optional requirements in the Building 

Regulations and should not impose any additional information requirements (for 

instance provision of furnished layouts) or seek to determine compliance with these 

requirements, which is the role of the Building Control Body. They should clearly state 

in their Local Plan what proportion of new dwellings should comply with the 

requirements. There may be rare instances where an individual’s needs are not met by 

the wheelchair accessible optional requirement – see paragraph 011 below. 

Local Plan policies should also take into account site specific factors such as 

vulnerability to flooding, site topography, and other circumstances which may make a 

specific site less suitable for M4(2) and M4(3) compliant dwellings, particularly where 

step free access cannot be achieved or is not viable. Where step-free access is not 

viable, neither of the Optional Requirements in Part M should be applied.” 

 

  

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/housing-optional-technical-standards#wheelchair-accessible-optional-requirement
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/local-plans--2
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MSGP13 Housing Space Standards 

New homes should be built in accordance with the Nationally Described Space Standards 

(NDSS), or equivalent successor standards, as a minimum.  

 

Purpose of the policy 

7.13.1 This policy sets out the approach Gateshead Council will take when assessing planning 

applications for new homes in regard to proposed spacing standards. 

 

Positively Prepared: 

Local Plan Vision and Objectives 

7.13.2 This policy provides a positive approach to adoption of minimum space standards for 

new housing proposals in Gateshead. The policy makes a significant contribution to 

the achievement of Strategic Objective SO6: Ensure that our residential offer provides 

a choice of quality accommodation in sustainable locations to meet people’s current 

and future needs and aspirations; improving opportunities to live in the Urban Core; 

and providing a broader range of accommodation including in new neighbourhoods. 

 

7.13.3 The provision of appropriate housing makes an important contribution towards 

quality of life: accordingly, the policy contributes to achieving Strategic Objective 

SO10: Provide the opportunity for a high quality of life for everyone and enhance the 

wellbeing of people to reduce all inequalities. 

 

Consultation / policy preparation 

Regulation 18 (Draft Plan – October 2017) 

7.13.4 Barrett David Wilson Homes submitted support for the spacing standards policy. 

 

7.13.5 Gladman Developments submitted that “proper evidence” was required in accordance 

with PPG on need, viability and timing. Gladman Developments suggested the term 

“where viable” should be inserted into the policy.  Persimmon Homes, Story 

Homes, Bellway Homes all challenge the policy and the supporting evidence base for 

MSGP13. 

 

7.13.6 Additional evidential work has been undertaken to inform the NDSS policy in the form 

of the ‘Nationally Described Space Standards Supplementary Evidence Framework and 

Gateshead and ‘Newcastle upon Tyne Compliance with NDSS targets and 

implementation of the standard’, however no policy wording amendments were made 

as a result of the representations received or the additional evidential work. 

 

7.13.7 Community support for the policy was submitted which included the request that the 

policy was implemented immediately without a transitional period. 
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Regulation 19 (Submission Draft – November 2018) 

7.13.8 Responses were received from Barrett David Wilson Homes North East (BDW), 

Bellway Homes, Bill Quay Ltd, Church Commissioners, DAMF, Gleeson Regeneration 

Ltd, Home Builders Federation, Story Homes, Taylor Wimpey, Persimmon Homes, 

Gladman objected to the introduction of the policy citing the policy is not sufficiently 

evidenced for need or viability in line with national guidance. 

 

7.13.9 Sunderland City Council supported the policy stating that it aligns with their emerging 

Core Strategy and Development Plan.   

 

Sustainability Appraisal 

7.13.10 The policy has been assessed as having a positive or neutral impact on the SA 

objectives.  The policy will assist in the development of lifetime neighbourhoods and 

improved health and well-being. There is limited interrelationship with environmental 

and economic objectives for the Plan. 

 

Justified 

Evidence 

7.13.11 This justification of this policy is to ensure that future new build housing meets the 

needs for the growing population which is projected to be overall an aging 

demographic. This policy expands on guidance found in NPPF and NPPG without 

duplication and sets out the requirement to be provided when assessing planning 

applications for schemes of 15 or more new homes. 

 

7.13.12 Underpinning evidence for this policy is set out within An Analysis of Space Standards 

in Gateshead, the 2017 Gateshead and Newcastle upon Tyne Strategic Housing 

Market Assessment, Gateshead Council Nationally Described Space Standards 

Supplementary Evidence Framework and the 2019 Gateshead and Newcastle upon 

Tyne Compliance with NDSS targets and implementation of the standard. 

 

7.13.13 Paragraph 7.13 of the SHMA alongside the report findings of the ‘Gateshead Council 

NDSS Supplementary Evidence Framework’ set out the need for the introduction of 

the policy. 

 

Alternatives 

7.13.14 The alternative would be to have no policy, and rely solely on NPPF and NPPG within 

the development management process.  It is felt this option would reduce the 

opportunity to ensure that new homes meet the changing needs of the current and 

future population by providing appropriately sized homes. 

 

Effective 
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Deliverable 

7.13.15 This policy will be implemented for all new planning applications for new homes. The 

2018 Viability and Deliverability Report (para 7.1.2.1) confirms that when taken as a 

whole, the overall internal space assumptions for a scheme using the NDSS averages 

are similar to what was applied in previous Newcastle / Gateshead viability studies. 

The report acknowledges that there is flexibility in the application of the NDSS through 

the range of dwelling sizes provided, whilst for viability testing average figures are 

considered appropriate. Whilst this increases the density in some value locations, this 

is not to the extent to undermine scheme delivery or to require net developable areas 

to be adjusted. Paragraph 11.12 identifies that in terms of site-specific appraisals 

undertaken (29 in total) most sites remained viable. Those sites that were not viable 

had other external factors that had a greater bearing on viability. Further paragraph 

11.13 concludes that the NDSS can be viably provided and would not undermine 

overall plan deliverability.   

 

Joint working 

7.13.16 Gateshead and Newcastle worked jointly in the preparation on policy of the Strategic 

Housing Market Assessment which provided the evidence based for the policy. As part 

of the development of the SHMA workshops were held with north east local 

authorities as part of the ‘Duty to Co-operate’ requirements and good practice 

guidance.  

 

7.13.17 A workshop was also held with house builders as part of the development of the 

SHMA.  The policy was written in conjunction with the Housing Strategy and Growth 

team within Gateshead Council. 

 

Monitoring 

7.13.18 MSGP monitoring indicators 

5. Housing space 

standards 

Approvals for dwellings (units) that meet or exceed NDSS (or 

equivalent successor standards), as a proportion of total 

approved dwellings 

 

Consistent with national policy 

NPPF 

7.13.19 Paragraph 61 of the NPPF states: “the size, type and tenure of housing needed for 

different groups in the community should be assessed and reflected in planning policies 

(including, but not limited to, those who require affordable housing, families with 

children, older people, students, people with disabilities, service families, travellers, 

people who rent their homes and people wishing to commission or build their own 

homes).” 
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NPPG 

7.13.21 Reference ID: 56-003-20150327states: “Local planning authorities should consider the 

impact of using these standards as part of their Local Plan viability assessment. In 

considering the costs relating to optional Building Regulation requirements or the 

nationally described space standard, authorities may wish to take account of the 

evidence in the most recent Impact Assessment issued alongside the Housing 

Standards Review.” 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/housing-standards-review-final-implementation-impact-assessment
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MSGP14 Housing density 

New housing developments will have a net density of at least 20 dwellings per hectare, 

unless there is evidence of a shortage of lower-density housing to meet demand or there 

are over-riding townscape, heritage or amenity considerations indicating a lower density. 

 

Purpose of the policy 

7.14.1 The proposed policy seeks to ensure that housing sites contribute sufficiently to 

meeting need and that land is used efficiently given that it is a finite resource, ensuring 

that there is not a further shortage of housing land during the Plan period.  The policy 

also seeks to strike an appropriate balance in certain situations where there are 

overriding reasons to justify a lower density. 

 

Positively prepared 

Local Plan Vision and Objectives 

7.14.2 MSGP14 is focused on ensuring that land for housing is developed efficiently 

acknowledging that land is a finite resource and to ensure that there is sufficient 

housing land during the plan period. The policy allows a flexible approach to be taken 

where there are overriding reasons to justify a lower density – for example to ensure 

that there is no shortage of lower-density housing to meet demand or important 

townscape, heritage or amenity considerations.  

 

7.14.3 The proposed efficient development of housing land will contribute to the 

achievement of strategic objective SO1: Encourage population growth in order to 

underpin sustainable economic growth. It will also contribute to strategic objective 

SO6: Ensure that our residential offer provides a choice of quality accommodation in 

sustainable locations to meet people’s current and future needs and aspirations; 

improving opportunities to live in the Urban Core; and providing a broader range of 

accommodation including in new neighbourhoods. Finally, the flexibility of the policy 

in being able to apply a lower density where there are over-riding circumstances will 

contribute to strategic objective SO9: Ensure the development and use of land 

protects, sustains and enhances the quality of the natural, built and historic 

environment, making the Urban Core a high quality exemplar for Gateshead and 

Newcastle, and ensuring our communities are attractive, safe and sustainable. 

  

Consultation / policy preparation 

Regulation 19 (Submission Draft – November 2018) 

7.14.4 There was a mixed response to the consultation from homebuilders and members of 

the public. Some respondents supported the policy.  However, some homebuilders 

objected to the policy and queried certain aspects of the policy and requested that 

minimum density of developments should take account of open space requirements, 

requirements for certain internal space standards and requirements for parking 
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provision, and questioned how the policy would affect viability and the number of 

deliverable sites. Consideration should be given to gross density over net density. 

More flexibility was required. 

 

7.14.5 Responses also queried the wording of the policy, such as what would qualify as a 

shortage of lower density housing and that more guidance is required on what would 

constitute over-riding townscape, heritage or amenity considerations. Gladman 

Developments questioned some of the wording of the supporting text and considered 

that confusion could be caused by the reference to low density development and the 

efficient use of land. Story Homes requested amendments to the policy to refer to 

flexibility over density requirements with regard to market demand, viability issues 

and local site characteristics.  How the figure of 20 dwellings per hectare had been 

arrived at was also questioned. 

 

7.14.6 Highways England considered that the 20 dwellings per hectare requirement was 

appropriate but set out that there was an opportunity to encourage higher density 

developments within sustainable locations in existing centres with good public 

transport access and routes. 

 

7.14.7 Some members of the public objected to the policy as they considered that it would 

result in more housing being built without the infrastructure to cope. 

 

Regulation 18 (Draft Plan – October 2017) 

7.14.8 There was a mixed response to the consultation with some comments being identical 

to the later consultation responses. Some respondents including some homebuilders 

and members of the public supported the policy. However, some homebuilders were 

uncertain over aspects of the policy and requested that density should take account 

of open space requirements, requirements for certain internal space standards and 

how this would affect viability and the number of deliverable sites. More flexibility 

should be applied.  

 

7.14.9 Some homebuilders and members of the public also questioned how the standard of 

20 dwellings per hectare was evidenced and what would qualify as a shortage of low 

density housing, who would determine the flexible approach and what would qualify 

as over-riding townscape, heritage or amenity considerations.  

 

7.14.10 Highways England considered that 20 dwellings per hectare was appropriate but that 

there may be opportunities to encourage higher density developments within 

sustainable locations in existing centres with good public transport access and routes. 
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7.14.11 Some members of the public objected to the policy as they believed it would mean 

more housing being built without the infrastructure to cope. 

 

7.14.12 No alterations are proposed to the wording of the policy as it is considered that it 

already strikes the correct balance between ensuring efficient use of land and 

individual site characteristics and is consistent with national policy. However, minor 

alterations are proposed to the supporting text to clear up any confusion on the issues 

raised by Gladman Developments. It is considered that the 20 dwellings per hectare 

standard is appropriate to ensure efficient use of land and ensure that housing targets 

are met without having an adverse impact on other factors such as amenity and design 

quality. It is considered that the policy offers sufficient flexibility to increase or 

decrease density in certain circumstances. The SHLAA sets out how net densities have 

been calculated and the density standard also takes account of other requirements 

for land on larger sites. 

 

Sustainability Appraisal  

7.14.13 The SA considered policy MSGP14 to have neutral and uncertain to positive effects, 

with a particularly strong social contribution towards the promotion of strong and 

inclusive communities and meeting the needs of a growing population.  The SA did not 

make any recommendations which resulted in amendments to the emerging policy. 

 

Justified  

Evidence 

7.14.14 There is no specific evidence base for the policy.  Existing saved policy H12 does not 

refer to a minimum below 30 hectares, but indicates that “Developments with a 

density below 30 dwellings per hectare will not be permitted except where higher-

density proposals would have an unacceptably detrimental impact on the existing 

amenity and character of the area”. 

 

7.14.15 Experience in Gateshead is that it is rare for questionably low densities to be 

proposed, but it has been thought advisable to include such a policy as a safeguard 

against any proposals that would endanger the efficient use of the housing land 

supply. 

  

Alternatives 

7.14.16 The alternatives would be to omit the policy or set a different threshold. On balance 

the view was taken that it is a safeguard to include such a policy but to set the 

threshold at this low level to protect the housing land supply against any serious loss 

of land to low-density development if there is no valid justification.   

Effective 
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Deliverable 

7.14.17 The policy will be delivered, if it is necessary for it to be used, though the development 

management process, and will inform the Development Briefs which the Council 

intends to prepare for sites to be granted Permission in Principle. 

 

Joint-working 

7.14.18 The proposed policy has not been subject to any detailed joint working discussions. 

Newcastle City Council does not propose a similar policy. The view was taken that each 

authority could determine the approach most appropriate to its circumstances, 

provided that the overall CSUCP requirement for each authority was being met. 

However, making efficient use of land potentially benefits the other local authorities 

within the housing market area and no authority has raised any concerns. 

 

Monitoring 

7.14.19 CSUCP monitoring indicators: 

18. Housing 

developments 

(within 

trajectory) 

Housing approvals, completions and losses by location, type, 

affordable and greenfield/brownfield (within trajectory 

showing net additional dwellings per year from the start 

of the plan period). 

19. Housing land supply 

(within 

trajectory) 

Housing land supply (within trajectory showing projected net 

additional dwellings to the end of the plan period). 

 

Consistent with national policy 

NPPF 

7.14.20 MSGP14 reflects paragraph 122 of the NPPF which requires policies to support 

development that makes efficient use of land but take into account (amongst other 

factors) the desirability of maintaining an area’s prevailing character and setting, and 

the importance of securing well-designed, attractive and healthy places. Paragraph 

123 of the NPPF sets out that where there is an existing or anticipated shortage of land 

for meeting identified housing needs, it is especially important that planning policies 

and decisions avoid homes being built at low densities and ensure that developments 

make optimal use of the potential of each site. Plans should contain policies to 

optimise the use of land in their area and meet as much of the identified need for 

housing as possible.  

 

7.14.21 Paragraph 123 incorporates material new to the NPPF as from 24th July 2018. This 

came at a very late stage in the preparation of the Submission Draft and it is 

considered that had we sought to introduce policies requiring a significant uplift in 

densities in specific parts of the Borough, this would have been a major policy change 

which would have required renewed consultation and also required a re-examination 
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of the entire housing supply, site by site, as it might have resulted in different 

conclusions on viability and the need to make judgments on what would be a realistic 

threshold and where to apply it, and raised questions on whether to exclude, from the 

larger supply that might have resulted, sites previously included on the basis that they 

were less attractive.  In this context it should be noted that there are many urban core 

sites where very high densities are anticipated, but the CSUCP requires 60% family 

housing, including in the Exemplar Neighbourhood which is in the Urban Core. 
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MSGP15 Student housing schemes 

Student housing schemes will be acceptable: 

1) Within Gateshead Centre; or 

2) Within reasonable walking distance of the relevant higher education institution; or 

3) Close to good public transport routes serving the higher education institution. 

 

Purpose of the policy 

7.15.1 The proposed policy seeks to deal with the need to accommodate students from 

Newcastle and Northumbria Universities and the Jewish higher education institutions 

in Bensham in sustainable locations in relation to their places of study to maximise the 

opportunities for using public transport and pedestrian routes. 

 

Positively prepared 

Local Plan Vision and Objectives 

7.15.2 MSGP15 is focused on ensuring that student housing schemes are in sustainable 

locations in relation to the higher education institutions, either in Gateshead Centre, 

which is within easy and direct public transport communication with the universities 

in Newcastle and within walking distance of the Jewish higher education 

establishments in Bensham, or otherwise within reasonable walking distance of, or 

close to, public transport links serving them – this would include the Bensham/Saltwell 

area for the Jewish institutions. This is to ensure convenient access and encourage 

sustainable methods of travel.    

 

7.15.3 It will contribute to the achievement of strategic objective SO8: Improve sustainable 

access to, within and around the Urban Core by promoting fast and direct public 

transport links to the heart of the Urban Core increasing walking and cycling and 

minimising through traffic. 

  

Consultation / policy preparation 

Regulation 18 (Draft Plan – October 2017) 

7.15.4 Highways England expressed their support for locating student housing where it is 

sustainably accessible and a member of the public representing a community group 

also supported the policy (no reasons given). 

 

7.15.5 A member of the public partly supported the policy but requested that students are 

kept away from people who require peace and quiet.  Another member of the public 

objected to the policy as more people will put extra pressure on services. 

 

7.15.6 The consultation responses themselves did not result in any alterations to the policy. 

It was not considered practicable to segregate students completely from the general 

population but the impact on nearby residents would be taken account of on a case 
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by case basis, as would be normal practice through the development management 

process.  

 

Regulation 19 (Submission Draft – November 2018) 

7.15.7 Only two responses to this policy were received during the consultation on the 

Submission Draft.  Both were from individual members of the public with one partly 

supporting the policy but requesting that students are kept away from people who 

require peace and quiet.  The other response objected to the policy as more people 

will put extra pressure on services. 

 

Sustainability Appraisal 

7.15.8 The SA considered policy MSGP15 to have mainly positive effects, across social, 

environmental and economic objectives including improving educational achievement 

and skill levels across Gateshead, ensuring equality, diversity and integration are 

embedded in future development, promoting strong and inclusive communities, 

ensuring good accessibility to jobs, facilities, goods and services, adaptation and 

mitigation to climate change, living within environmental limits and strengthening our 

economy. The SA did not make any recommendations which resulted in amendments 

to the emerging policy. 

 

Justified  

Evidence  

7.15.9 There is no specific local evidence base for this policy. The policy is intended to provide 

greater clarity in the operation of the development management process as to how 

national guidance and the relevant strategic objective of the CSUCP should be applied. 

 

Alternatives  

7.15.10 Not including such a policy would leave greater uncertainty about where such 

developments would be acceptable. Alternative criteria would be less effective in 

promoting sustainable modes of transport.  

 

Effective   

Deliverable  

7.15.11 The policy will be delivered through the development management process. 

 

Joint-working 

7.15.12 The policy was not considered to give rise to cross-boundary implications; in respect 

of the universities in Newcastle, there are excellent public transport connections 

between central Gateshead and the universities, and in respect of the Jewish 

institutions there are no cross-boundary implications because the students live on or 

very close to the institutions concerned and it was evident from other representations 
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made to the Plan that it is clearly intended by the Jewish community that this will 

continue to be the case.      

 

Monitoring 

7.15.13 CSUCP monitoring indicators: 

7. Education and skills Proportion of working age qualified to at least NVQ level 3 

equivalent. 

 

 

26. Public transport 

patronage 

Number of passengers boarding and alighting the Metro and 

number of passengers boarding buses in the Urban 

Core. 

 

 

Consistent with national policy 

NPPF 

7.15.14 MSGP15 responds positively to the NPPF’s objectives of promoting sustainable 

transport.  Paragraph 102 of the NPPF sets out the need to promote walking, cycling 

and public transport.  Paragraph 103 sets out that significant development should be 

focused on locations which are or can be made sustainable through limiting the need 

to travel and offering a genuine choice of transport modes. 

 

PPG 

7.15.15 The guidance sets out that one example of mitigating climate change by reducing 

emissions is reducing the need to travel and providing for sustainable transport: a 

principle which this policy seeks to contribute towards. 
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Transport and Accessibility 

 

MSGP16 Mitigating the impacts of development on the transport network 

Where a development is likely to have a significant impact on the transport network, 

its acceptability will need to be demonstrated by: 

1. Transport Assessment in line with the scope agreed with the Planning Authority 

including, but not limited to: 

a. an assessment of the impact of the proposals on traffic movements and 

b. highway safety; 

c. an assessment of the accessibility of the site by sustainable modes; and 

d. an action plan setting out how and when issues highlighted by the 

accessibility and transport assessments will be addressed. 

2. A travel plan for all users of the development which includes provision for its 

continuing development, and the setting and monitoring of targets for sustainable 

travel use. 

A Transport Statement will be required where a development is likely to have a lesser 

impact on the transport network. Developments subject to a Transport Statement may still 

require a Travel Plan. 

 

Purpose of the policy 

7.16.1 This policy sets out the approach that Gateshead Council will require from developers 

when assessing the transport impacts, and their potential mitigations, of 

development.  This policy should be read in conjunction with policy CS13 Transport. 

 

Positively prepared 

Local Plan vision and Objectives 

7.16.2 MSGP16 is focused on supporting sustainable growth in Gateshead.  It supports a 

number of the Core Strategy Objectives: SO2: To increase our economic performance, 

resilience, levels of entrepreneurship, skills and business formation by promoting 

Gateshead and Newcastle as the strong regional economic focus and by ensuring the 

supply of suitable, flexible and diverse business accommodation; SO7: Manage and 

develop our transport system to support growth and provide sustainable access for all 

to housing, jobs, services and shops; and SO8: Improve sustainable access to, within 

and around the Urban Core by promoting fast and direct public transport links to the 

heart of the Urban Core, increasing walking and cycling and minimising through traffic. 

 

Consultation / policy preparation 

Regulation 18 (Draft Plan – October 2017) 

7.16.3 Highways England were supportive of the policy. 
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7.16.4 A member of the public objected on the grounds that the Council should be 

encouraging car use, but the Council feels that this is against local and national policy.  

Another member of the public objected that the policy did not identify transport 

infrastructure in the A695 corridor, but the Council feels that the mitigation measures 

fall outside the scope of this document. 

 

7.16.5 Bellway Homes, Story Homes, and Persimmon Homes objected that the policy deals 

with the requirement for, or scope of, a transport assessment.  The Council feels that 

the policy and supporting text allow for an open and proportional approach to 

assessment. 

 

Regulation 19 (Pre-submission draft October 2018)  

7.16.6 Bellway Homes commented that the policy essentially replicates para 111 of the NPPF 

and guidance would be more appropriate on the validation checklist.  Persimmon 

Homes objected on the current wording and suggested that it has a direct link to the 

Tyne and Wear Validation checklist.  Indicates that provision of electric charging points 

as required by part C of the policy should be administered through negotiation and 

conditions rather than policy.  Concern also raised over the time scaling of highways 

mitigation schemes might reduce flexibility and make schemes contrary to policy.  

 

7.16.7 Story Homes suggested changing part 2 of the policy to remove the phrase “continuing 

development” to prevent transport obligations being open ended. Also indicates any 

SPD guidance within the policy should have been made available in parallel with 

MSGP. 

 

Sustainability Appraisal 

7.16.8 The policy was assessed to have a positive or neutral impact on the SA objectives.  No 

changes were made to the policy as a result of the SA. 

 

Justified 

Evidence 

7.16.9 There has been no new evidence base for the development of this policy. 

 

Alternatives 

7.16.10 The alternative would be to have no policy and rely solely on NPPF.  It is felt this option 

would provide less clarity. 

 

Effective 

Deliverable 

7.16.11 This policy is required to establish the approach that Gateshead Council will require 

from developers when assessing the transport impacts, and their potential mitigations, 
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of development.  It will be delivered through the Council’s Development Management 

process. 

 

Joint-working 

7.16.12 Regular meetings have been held with neighbouring authorities and Highways 

England through the development of MSGP.  None have objected to this policy. 

 

Monitoring 

7.16.13 CSUCP monitoring indicators 

21 Accessibility of 

residential development 

Amount of new residential development within 10, 20 and 

30mins travel time by public transport to a GP, hospital, 

primary school, secondary school, large employer, food stores, 

major retail. 

23 Traffic flows Weekday traffic flows, river crossings and inner and outer 

Newcastle cordons 

24 Commitment from 
new development to 
modal shift 

Planning permissions granted with implementation of a travel 
plan as a condition of development, by location, type and size 
of development 

 

 

Consistent with National Policy: 

NPPF 

7.16.14 This policy is in line with national guidance on transport.  Paragraphs 108 to 111 of 

the NPPF are of particular relevance to this policy.  They state: 

  

“In assessing sites that may be allocated for development in plans, or specific 

applications for development, it should be ensured that: 

a) appropriate opportunities to promote sustainable transport modes can be – or 

have been – taken up, given the type of development and its location; 

b) safe and suitable access to the site can be achieved for all users; and 

c) any significant impacts from the development on the transport network (in 

terms of capacity and congestion), or on highway safety, can be cost effectively 

mitigated to an acceptable degree. 

 

Development should only be prevented or refused on highways grounds if there would 

be an unacceptable impact on highway safety, or the residual cumulative impacts on 

the road network would be severe. 

 

Within this context, applications for development should: 

a) give priority first to pedestrian and cycle movements, both within the scheme 

and with neighbouring areas; and second – so far as possible – to facilitating 
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access to high quality public transport, with layouts that maximise the 

catchment area for bus or other public transport services, and appropriate 

facilities that encourage public transport use; 

b) address the needs of people with disabilities and reduced mobility in relation 

to all modes of transport; 

c) create places that are safe, secure and attractive – which minimise the scope 

for conflicts between pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles, avoid unnecessary 

street clutter, and respond to local character and design standards; 

d) allow for the efficient delivery of goods, and access by service and emergency 

vehicles; and 

e) be designed to enable charging of plug-in and other ultra-low emission vehicles 

in safe, accessible and convenient locations. 

All developments that will generate significant amounts of movement should be 

required to provide a travel plan, and the application should be supported by a 

transport statement or transport assessment so that the likely impacts of the proposal 

can be assessed.” 
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MSGP17 Transport aspects of the design of new development 

New development will be required to: 

1. secure safe access to the site for all people and provide adequate servicing facilities; 

2. not have an adverse impact on the safe operation of the transport network, or a severe 

residual impact on the efficient operation of the road network, or levels of congestion; 

3. give priority to access by sustainable travel including the improvement of existing 

links and the removal of barriers to sustainable means of access and; 

4. protect, and where necessary, enhance the public right of way and cycle networks.  

Where it is necessary to disturb either network, suitable replacement sections of 

route will be required; and 

5. provide the level of parking necessary to secure the safe and effective operation 

of the development by: 

a. providing car parking for residential development to the levels set out in the 

Council’s parking standards (Appendix 3a) 

b. limiting car parking for non-residential development in line with the Council’s 

parking standards(Appendix3b) 

c. providing electric vehicle charging points in line with the Council’s parking 

standards (Appendices3a&3b) 

d. providing motorcycle parking facilities in line with the Council’s parking standards 

(Appendix 3b) 

e. providing cycle parking facilities in line with the standards set out in the Council’s 

cycle parking standards(Appendix4) 

 

Purpose of the policy 

7.17.1 This policy sets out the principles that Gateshead Council will require from developers 

regarding the transport elements of development.  This policy should be read in 

conjunction with policy CS13 Transport. 

 

Positively prepared 

Local Plan vision and Objectives 

7.17.2 MSGP17 is focused on supporting economic growth in Gateshead.  It supports a 

number of the Core Strategy Objectives: SO2: To increase our economic performance, 

resilience, levels of entrepreneurship, skills and business formation by promoting 

Gateshead and Newcastle as the strong regional economic focus and by ensuring the 

supply of suitable, flexible and diverse business accommodation.  SO7: Manage and 

develop our transport system to support growth and provide sustainable access for all 

to housing, jobs, services and shops.  SO8: Improve sustainable access to, within and 

around the Urban Core by promoting fast and direct public transport links to the heart 

of the Urban Core, increasing walking and cycling and minimising through traffic. 

 

Consultation / policy preparation 



117 

Regulation 18 (Draft Plan – October 2017) 

7.17.3 The British Horse Society suggested reference to rights of way users in the policy, but 

the Council felt that was already covered by the policy. 

 

7.17.4 Bellway Homes objected on the grounds that sections 2 and 4 of the were uncompliant 

with NPPF.  Consequently, the Council have amended the wording where necessary. 

 

7.17.5 The Environment Agency suggested that this policy should reference run-off from 

highways but the Council felt that it would be more appropriate to deal with this 

through an amendment to MSGP31. 

 

7.17.6 Highways England were partially supportive of the policy.  Northumberland County 

Council welcomed the policy. 

 

7.17.7 Persimmon Homes largely accepted the policy but thought that more detail should be 

provided regarding the application of clauses 1) & 2).  However, the Council felt that 

prescriptive guidance on these points would be counter-productive.  Persimmon also 

felt that Electric Vehicle charging facilities shouldn’t be provided for visitors in 

residential development, but the Council feels that both are justified and reasonable.  

Story Homes questioned the levels of parking for residential development set out by 

the policy and the requirements for visitor EV charging points and cycle parking.  The 

Council felt that all he points of the policy are justified and reasonable. 

 

7.17.8 A member of the public questioned the number of parking spaces provided for 

residential development which highlighted an error in the draft Plan which has now 

been amended. 

 

7.17.9 Nexus requested reference to their own planning document, but the Council cannot 

require developers to follow third party guidance without its adoption as part of the 

plan.  However, a reference was added to the supporting text advising early 

consultation with Nexus. 

 

Regulation 19 (Submission Draft - October 2018)  

7.17.10 Bill Quay LTD sought more flexibility from the policy for sustainably located 

developments, and suggested a requirement to adhere to minimum car requirement 

is not consistent with para 103 of the NPPF.  

 

7.17.11 Persimmon Homes objects on current wording of policy and believes it adds 

additional costs and complication.  Representations also request clarity on cycle 

parking provision. Further, it is suggested the car parking standard is contrary to MSGP 

19. 
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7.17.12 Story Homes request that the policy wording should be changed from “adverse 

impact” to “unacceptable residual impact”.  Story Homes also indicates the maximum 

parking standards of 2 per dwellings will cause on-street parking issues and  is contrary 

to the NPPF para 105. 

 

Sustainability Appraisal 

7.17.13 The policy was assessed to have a positive or neutral impact on the SA objectives.  No 

changes were made to the policy as a result of the SA. 

 

Justified  

Evidence 

7.17.14 There has been no new evidence base for the development of this policy. It is based 

on best practice. 

 

Alternatives 

7.17.15 The alternative would be to have no policy and rely solely on NPPF.  It is felt this option 

would provide less clarity. 

 

Effective 

Deliverable 

7.17.16 This policy will be applied through the Council’s development management process 

ensuring that sustainable travel is a key consideration of development in Gateshead. 

 

Joint-working 

7.17.17 Regular meetings have been held with neighbouring authorities and Highways 

England through the development of MSGP.  None have objected to this policy. 

 

Monitoring 

7.17.18 CSUCP monitoring indicators. 

21 Accessibility of 

residential development 

Amount of new residential development within 10, 20 and 

30mins travel time by public transport to a GP, hospital, 

primary school, secondary school, large employer, food stores, 

major retail. 

23 Traffic flows Weekday traffic flows, river crossings and inner and outer 

Newcastle cordons 

24 Commitment from 
new development to 
modal shift 

Planning permissions granted with implementation of a travel 
plan as a condition of development, by location, type and size 
of development 

26 Public transport 
patronage 

Number of passengers boarding and alighting the Metro and 
number of passengers boarding buses in the Urban Core 
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Consistent with National Policy: 

7.17.19 This policy is in line with national guidance on transport.  Paragraphs 108 to 110 of 

the NPPF are of particular relevance to this policy.  They state: 

  

“108. In assessing sites that may be allocated for development in plans, or specific 

applications for development, it should be ensured that: 

d) appropriate opportunities to promote sustainable transport modes can be – or 

have been – taken up, given the type of development and its location; 

e) safe and suitable access to the site can be achieved for all users; and 

f) any significant impacts from the development on the transport network (in 

terms of capacity and congestion), or on highway safety, can be cost effectively 

mitigated to an acceptable degree. 

 

109. Development should only be prevented or refused on highways grounds if there 

would be an unacceptable impact on highway safety, or the residual cumulative 

impacts on the road network would be severe. 

 

110. Within this context, applications for development should: 

f) give priority first to pedestrian and cycle movements, both within the scheme 

and with neighbouring areas; and second – so far as possible – to facilitating 

access to high quality public transport, with layouts that maximise the 

catchment area for bus or other public transport services, and appropriate 

facilities that encourage public transport use; 

g) address the needs of people with disabilities and reduced mobility in relation to 

all modes of transport; 

h) create places that are safe, secure and attractive – which minimise the scope 

for conflicts between pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles, avoid unnecessary 

street clutter, and respond to local character and design standards; 

i) allow for the efficient delivery of goods, and access by service and emergency 

vehicles; and 

j) be designed to enable charging of plug-in and other ultra-low emission vehicles 

in safe, accessible and convenient locations. 

 

111. All developments that will generate significant amounts of movement should 

be required to provide a travel plan, and the application should be supported by a 

transport statement or transport assessment so that the likely impacts of the proposal 

can be assessed.” 
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MSGP18 Safeguarded land for transport improvements.   

Development on land safeguarded for the following transport improvements (identified on the 

Policies Map), will be permitted where it does not threaten or hinder the 

project: 

MSGP18.1 Sunderland Road Link 

MSGP18.2 Eighton Lodge Park & Ride 

MSGP18.3 Follingsby Park & Ride 

MSGP18.4 Dunston Hill Park & Ride 

MSGP18.5 A1 Birtley to Coalhouse 

MSGP18.6 Heworth Roundabout Improvements 

MSGP18.7 Leamside Line 

MSGP18.8 Mill Road/Hawks Road Car Park.  

 

Purpose of the policy 

7.18.1 This policy safeguards land for a number of transport projects.  This policy should be 

read in conjunction with policy CS13 Transport. 

 

Positively prepared 

Local Plan vision and Objectives 

7.18.2 MSGP18 supports a number of the Core Strategy Objectives: SO2: To increase our 

economic performance, resilience, levels of entrepreneurship, skills and business 

formation by promoting Gateshead and Newcastle as the strong regional economic 

focus and by ensuring the supply of suitable, flexible and diverse business 

accommodation.  SO7: Manage and develop our transport system to support growth 

and provide sustainable access for all to housing, jobs, services and shops.  SO8: 

Improve sustainable access to, within and around the Urban Core by promoting fast 

and direct public transport links to the heart of the Urban Core, increasing walking and 

cycling and minimising through traffic. 

 

Consultation / policy preparation 

Regulation 18 (Draft Plan – October 2017) 

7.18.3 Highways England supported the policy. 

7.18.4 Other responses to consultation on this policy at Draft Plan stage were from members 

of the public.  Comments included two objections: that the policy does not go far 

enough in terms of rail or metro improvements; and conversely, that the Council 

should be encouraging car use.  Another member of the public supported the policy 

but expressed concern that it did not safeguard transport improvements in the A695 

corridor.   

 

Regulation 19 (Submission Draft - October 2018)  
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7.18.5 Sunderland City Council and South Tyneside Council both noted their support for the 

policy.  South Tyneside Council highlighted the proposed safeguarding of the Leamside 

Line as supporting a sub-regional ambition to re-instate the route. 

 

Sustainability Appraisal 

7.18.6 The SA concluded that the policy would have positive, neutral and negative 

implications.  The Council disagrees with some of the SA’s conclusions that the policy 

could have negative impacts, and has not made changes to the policy. 

 

Justified  

Evidence 

7.18.7 There has been no new evidence base for the development of this policy. It is based 

on previous feasibility work. 

 

Alternatives 

7.18.8 The alternative would be to have no policy, and deal with applications on a case by 

case basis.  This would provide less clarity for both developers and the Council, and 

would risk undermining the delivery of transport improvements. 

 

Effective 

Deliverable 

7.18.9 This policy will be applied through the Council’s development management process.  

There are likely to be infrequent proposals for development on the land required for 

these schemes, but the policy will provide clarity while not denying all development. 

 

Joint-working 

7.18.10 Regular meetings have been held with neighbouring authorities and Highways 

England through the development of MSGP.  None have objected to this policy. 

 

Monitoring 

7.18.11 The policy relates to the safeguarding of specific sites.  It can be effectively monitored 

through a narrative-based appraisal of the implementation of transport improvement 

schemes, and will be reported through reviews of the Local Plan, updates to the 

Infrastructure Delivery Plan, or other reporting on transport infrastructure. 

 

Consistent with National Policy: 

NPPF  

7.18.12 The proposed policy complies with the NPPF’s requirements to promote sustainable 

transport, including the requirements in paragraph 104 (criterion c) that planning 

policies should: “identify and protect, where there is robust evidence, sites and routes 
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which could be critical in developing infrastructure to widen transport choice and 

realise opportunities for large scale development”. 
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People and Place 

 

MSGP19 Residential Amenity  

Development will be required to provide a high-quality environment and a good standard 

of amenity for existing and future occupants of land and buildings. Planning permission will 

be granted for new development where it: 

1) does not have an adverse impact on amenity or character of an area, and does not 

cause unacceptable disturbance to nearby residents, through an increase in noise, 

disturbance, traffic and parking congestion, smells, fumes or other harmful effects, or 

conflict with other adjoining uses; 

2) safeguards the enjoyment of light and privacy for existing residential properties; and 

3) ensures a high quality of design and amenity for existing and future residents.  

 

Purpose of the policy 

7.19.1 This policy sets out the considerations that the Council will make in considering 

development proposals which could impact on the surrounding residential amenity. 

 

Positively prepared  

Local Plan Vision and Objectives  

7.19.2 This policy should be read in conjunction with policy CS14 Wellbeing and Health in the 

CSUCP, and will contribute to the achievement of the following strategic objectives: 

SO9 Ensure the development and use of land protects, sustains and enhances the 

quality of the natural, built and historic environment, and ensuring our communities 

are attractive, safe and sustainable; SO10 Provide the opportunity for a high quality of 

life for everyone and enhance the wellbeing of people to reduce all inequalities. 

 

Consultation / policy preparation  

Regulation 18 (Draft Plan October 2017) 

7.19.3 The Reg. 18 consultation yielded three responses, which resulted in no changes to the 

draft policy.  Bellway Homes objected to the policy considering it to be setting the bar 

too high suggesting that character or amenity damage should be weighed against 

contributions to amenity from development.  The Jewish Community Council for 

Gateshead suggested that the policy could be supplemented with a specific reference 

to larger households and minority ground where needs are applicable.  There was in 

part a comment of support from two residents in Ryton concerned about the impact 

of the development/construction process.  

 

Regulation 19 (Submission Draft October 2018) 

7.19.4 Bellway Homes support the aspirations of the policy however, expressed concern that 

any development proposal that could have an adverse impact on the area will be 

refused, and suggested this is not compatible with the NPPF. 
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7.19.5 The Environment Agency welcome the inclusion of this policy.  However, it is 

recommended that the policy takes into consideration new residential developments 

which are built in close proximity to existing permitted facilities. 

 

7.19.6 The Jewish Community Council of Gateshead state that the policy could be 

strengthened by reference to due consideration for the specific amenity needs of 

larger households and minority groups, where such needs are identifiable, and 

evidence based.  

 

Sustainability Appraisal  

7.19.7 The policy was assessed to have effects ranging from neutral to very positive on the 

social sustainability objectives. The policy will indirectly support living in decent and 

suitable housing as well as resident well-being and happiness supporting CSUCP policy 

CS9 Existing Communities and CS10 Delivering New Homes. The policy also directly 

enables individuals to live healthily and independently thus supporting CSUCP policy 

CS14.  In general, the policy will have a broadly positive effect on the environmental 

objectives as it supports improvements in air quality, reduction in CO2 and pollution 

and improving quality of place.  The policy does not have any clear relationship or 

influence on the economic sustainability objectives and is therefore considered to 

have a broadly neutral effect. 

 

Justified  

Evidence  

7.19.8 Whilst policy MSGP19 is not supported by a specific evidence base study, its inclusion 

will help to replicate the approach adopted under saved UDP policy DC2, which will 

be superseded on adoption of MSGP.  It will also assist in ensuring that guidance set 

out in our Placemaking Guide SPD (2012)37, and our Making it Happen SPD (2014)38, 

can continue to be referred to and implemented through the planning process. 

 

7.19.9 Where people live has a major effect on their lives.  The quality of life that individuals 

enjoy can be directly related to the quality of place they live in. In recent decades the 

process of mass housing construction has led to increasingly bland and standardised 

solutions. 

 

7.19.10 Our plan for Gateshead seeks to promote sustainable neighbourhoods and ensure 

that everyone has the opportunity to live in a high quality, well designed home in 

sustainable, inclusive and mixed communities. The Council’s corporate priority is to 

                                                           
37 https://www.gateshead.gov.uk/article/3093/Gateshead-Placemaking-SPD  
38 https://www.gateshead.gov.uk/media/1911/Gateshead-Design-Code-SPD/pdf/Gateshead-Design-CodeSPD-
versionJan2015-reduced.pdf?m=636669002180370000  

https://www.gateshead.gov.uk/article/3093/Gateshead-Placemaking-SPD
https://www.gateshead.gov.uk/media/1911/Gateshead-Design-Code-SPD/pdf/Gateshead-Design-CodeSPD-versionJan2015-reduced.pdf?m=636669002180370000
https://www.gateshead.gov.uk/media/1911/Gateshead-Design-Code-SPD/pdf/Gateshead-Design-CodeSPD-versionJan2015-reduced.pdf?m=636669002180370000
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make Gateshead a place where everyone thrives including through the creation of a 

more healthy and equitable environment for residents. 

 

Effective  

Deliverable:  

7.19.11 The policy will be delivered through the development management process.  The 

policy will influence discussions and decisions on planning applications which will 

tracked through annual monitoring processes.  The policy will also be relevant to, and 

influence, development briefs written to assist in the regeneration of sites and areas 

within Gateshead. 

 

Joint-working: 

7.19.12 The policy is Gateshead specific without any cross-boundary implications although 

joint working with Newcastle City Council has contributed to the drafting of this policy. 

 

Monitoring:  

7.19.13 CSUCP monitoring indicators: 

32 Quality of place, 

including public realm 

Significant buildings and housing scheme audit 

 

Consistent with national policy  

NPPF 

7.19.14 The NPPF at para 180 states: “Planning policies and decisions should ensure that new 

development is appropriate for its location taking into account the likely effects 

(including cumulative effects) of pollution on health, living conditions and the natural 

environment, as well as the potential sensitivity of the site or the wider area to impacts 

that could arise from the development…”  
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MSGP20 Noise  

1. Noise-sensitive development will be assessed for its compatibility with existing land uses 

and activities.  

2. Noise-generating development will not be permitted if the rating level would exceed the 

pre-existing background noise levels by 10dB(A) or more for existing noise–sensitive land 

uses and this cannot be mitigated. Where the increase in noise level would be between 

5dB(A) and 10dB(A) the applicant will be expected to demonstrate that acceptable noise 

levels will be achieved, or can be achieved through appropriate mitigation and a noise 

assessment may be required. Where the increase in noise levels would be below 5dB(A) the 

application will be judged on its merits.  

 

Purpose of the policy 

7.20.1 The policy sets out the considerations that the Council will apply in assessing the 

acceptability of development proposals which would bring people to noise (new noise 

sensitive developments) and those which would bring noise to people (new noise 

generating development).  This policy should be read in conjunction with policy CS14 

Wellbeing and Health. 

 

Positively prepared  

Local Plan Vision and Objectives  

7.20.2 The policy will contribute to the achievement of the following strategic objectives: S09 

Ensure the development and use of land protects, sustains and enhances the quality of 

the natural, built and historic environment….and ensuring our communities are 

attractive, safe and sustainable; and S010 Provide the opportunity for a high quality of 

life for everyone and enhance the wellbeing of people to reduce all inequalities.  

 

Consultation / Policy Preparation  

Regulation 18 (Draft Plan October 2017) 

7.20.3 Historic England recommended for MSGP20 and MSGP21 adding that noise and air 

polluting activities can have negative effects on heritage assets.  The recommendation 

did not result in a change to MSGP20 

 

Regulation 19 consultation (Submission Draft October 2018) 

7.20.4 Newcastle Airport objects, as the airport already receives noise complaints from 

within the plan area as the NW part of the plan area is underneath the airport’s main 

westerly departure route.  Newcastle Airport therefore requests that MSGP20 is 

amended to reflect para 182 of the NPPF and the duty to mitigate being placed on the 

'agent of change'. 
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Sustainability Appraisal  

7.20.5 The policy was assessed to have mostly neutral, with some positive, impacts; 

particularly in relation to health and wellbeing (social objectives).  No 

recommendations from the SA resulted in a change to the policy. 

 

Justified 

Evidence  

7.20.6 This policy is underpinned by national policy and guidance on noise, and is a 

continuation of the approach set out in saved UDP policies ENV60 and ENV61.  The 

policy relates to BS8233:2014 Guidance on sound insulation and noise reduction for 

buildings39; BS4142:2014 Methods for rating and assessing industrial and 

commercial sound; Noise Policy Statement for England (DEFRA 2010)40; Aviation 

Policy Framework, 201341; World Health Organisation Guidelines for Community 

Noise 199942. 

 

Alternatives  

7.20.7 The alternative to the current policy would be to have no policy, and rely solely on 

NPPF and NPPG.  It is considered this option would provide less clarity.   

 

Effective 

Deliverable 

7.20.8 The policy will be delivered through the development management process.  The 

policy will influence the processing and determination of planning applications.   

 

Joint-working  

7.20.9 The policy is Gateshead specific without any cross-boundary implications although 

joint working with Newcastle City Council has been undertaken in drafting policies.  

 

Monitoring  

7.20.10 There are no specific monitoring indicators for this policy.  The Council’s 

Environmental Health Officers will determine whether the policy remains appropriate 

(enables the Council to meet its statutory obligations) on an ongoing basis, based on 

evidence from recent proposals. 

 

Consistent with national policy  

NPPF 

                                                           
39 http://bailey.persona-pi.com/Public-Inquiries/M4-Newport/C%20-
%20Core%20Documents/Copyright%20Documents/14.2.14.pdf 
40 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/noise-policy-statement-for-england 
41 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/aviation-policy-framework 
42 https://apps.who.int/iris/handle/10665/66217 

http://bailey.persona-pi.com/Public-Inquiries/M4-Newport/C%20-%20Core%20Documents/Copyright%20Documents/14.2.14.pdf
http://bailey.persona-pi.com/Public-Inquiries/M4-Newport/C%20-%20Core%20Documents/Copyright%20Documents/14.2.14.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/noise-policy-statement-for-england
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/aviation-policy-framework
https://apps.who.int/iris/handle/10665/66217
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7.20.11 The approach set out in MSGP20 is consistent with the NPPF which, at paragraph 170 

states: “Planning policies and decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural 

and local environment by… (e) preventing new and existing development from 

contributing to, being put at unacceptable risk from, or being adversely affected by, 

unacceptable levels of soil, air, water or noise pollution or land instability. 

Development should, wherever possible, help to improve local environmental 

conditions such as air and water quality, taking into account relevant information such 

as river basin management plans…” 

 

7.20.12 NPPF Paragraph 180 states: “Planning policies and decisions should also ensure that 

new development is appropriate for its location taking into account the likely effects 

(including cumulative effects) of pollution on health, living conditions and the natural 

environment, as well as the potential sensitivity of the site or the wider area to impacts 

that could arise from the development. In doing so they should: a) mitigate and reduce 

to a minimum potential adverse impacts resulting from noise from new development 

– and avoid noise giving rise to significant adverse impacts on health and the quality 

of life…”  

 

7.20.13 NPPF paragraph 182 states: “Planning policies and decisions should ensure that new 

development can be integrated effectively with existing businesses and community 

facilities (such as places of worship, pubs, music venues and sports clubs). Existing 

businesses and facilities should not have unreasonable restrictions placed on them as 

a result of development permitted after they were established. Where the operation 

of an existing business or community facility could have a significant adverse effect on 

new development (including changes of use) in its vicinity, the applicant (or ‘agent of 

change’) should be required to provide suitable mitigation before the development has 

been completed.”    

 

NPPG 

7.20.14 The policy takes account of Planning Practice Guidance (Reference ID: 30-001-

20140306) which states that plan-making and decision taking should take account of 

the acoustic environment.  Local planning authorities working with local communities 

and business may decide to develop and include in their Local Plans specific standards 

to apply to various forms of proposed development and locations in their area…..Noise 

standards developed through Local Plans only need to be concerned with the 

management of noise to and from the local environment.   
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MSGP21 Air Quality 

1. Development that has the potential to:  

a) increase air pollution levels that would exceed National Air Quality Objective thresholds, 

or  

b) lead to an increase in exposure where high levels of air pollution already exist 

will only be permitted where it can be demonstrated, through an air quality assessment, 

that acceptable air quality levels will or can be achieved.  

 

2. Where proposed development includes a polluting process prescribed under the 

Environmental Permitting Regulations 2016 (or equivalent), or new sensitive development 

is proposed in proximity to an existing process regulated under those regulations, the 

applicant will be required to demonstrate through an air quality assessment that acceptable 

air quality levels will be achieved.  

 

Purpose of the policy 

7.21.1 The policy sets out the approach the Council will take to ensure acceptable air quality 

levels are achieved in Gateshead.  

 

Positively prepared  

Local Plan Vision and Objectives  

7.21.2 This policy should be read in conjunction with policy CS14 Wellbeing and Health in the 

CSUCP, and will contribute to the achievement of the following strategic objectives: 

S09 Ensure the development and use of land protects, sustains and enhances the 

quality of the natural, built and historic environment….and ensuring our communities 

are attractive, safe and sustainable; S010 Provide the opportunity for a high quality of 

life for everyone and enhance the wellbeing of people to reduce all inequalities; and 

S011 To reduce CO2 emission from development and future growth while adapting to 

the issues, mitigating adverse impacts and taking advantage of the opportunities 

presented by climate change. 

 

Consultation / Policy Preparation  

Regulation 18 (Draft Plan – October 2017) 

7.21.3 Bellway Homes and Persimmon Homes objected to the draft policy and requested its 

amendment to clarify when air quality assessment(s) would be needed.  Persimmon 

also noted the potential impact on development viability. 

 

7.21.4 Northumberland County Council suggest the council should define ‘additional traffic’ 

 

7.21.5 Consultation resulted in removal of “approach upon” from MSGP21.1(a).   

 

Regulation 19 consultation (Submission Draft – October 2018) 
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7.21.6 There were no responses relating to policy MSGP21 from the submission draft 

consultation. 

 

Sustainability Appraisal  

7.21.7 The policy was assessed to have mostly neutral, with some positive, impacts; 

particularly in relation to health and wellbeing (social objectives).  No 

recommendations from the SA resulted in a change to the policy. 

 

Justified 

Evidence  

7.21.8 The policy is underpinned by national policy and guidance on air quality, in particular: 

The Air Quality Strategy for England, Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland (2007)43; 

Land Use Planning & Development Control: Planning for Air Quality (2017)44; and 

Design Manual for Roads and Bridges (Volume 11, Section 3, Part 1 May 2007)45.  

 

Alternatives  

7.21.9 The alternative to the current policy would be to have no policy, and rely solely on 

NPPF and NPPG.  It is considered this option would provide less clarity. 

 

Effective  

Deliverable 

7.21.10 The policy will be delivered through the development management process.  The 

policy will influence the processing and determination of planning applications to 

ensure acceptable air quality levels in Gateshead are achieved. 

 

Joint-working  

7.21.11 The policy is Gateshead specific although Gateshead Council is working with 

neighbouring Councils in Newcastle and North Tyneside to look at how to deal with 

traffic related pollution in the three local authority areas. 

 

Monitoring  

7.21.12 CSUCP monitoring indicators 

31 Air Quality Mean reading (24hr / annual average) for NO2 within AQMAs 
 

7.21.13 The policy will also be will be monitored through the Council’s Environmental Health 

Officers advising as to whether the policy remains appropriate and enables the Council 

                                                           
43 https://www2.gov.scot/resource/doc/1052/0051687.pdf 
44 http://www.iaqm.co.uk/text/guidance/air-quality-planning-guidance.pdf 
45 

http://www.standardsforhighways.co.uk/ha/standards/dmrb/vol11/Section3/ha20707.pdf 
 

https://www2.gov.scot/resource/doc/1052/0051687.pdf
http://www.iaqm.co.uk/text/guidance/air-quality-planning-guidance.pdf
http://www.standardsforhighways.co.uk/ha/standards/dmrb/vol11/Section3/ha20707.pdf
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to meet its statutory obligations on an ongoing basis, based on evidence from the 

Council’s continuous reviews and assessments of the air quality in Gateshead and 

development proposals. 

 

Consistent with national policy  

NPPF 

7.21.14 The policy will ensure that planning decisions will sustain and contribute towards 

compliance with the relevant national objectives for pollutants, taking into account 

the presence of Air Quality Management Areas and Clean Air Zones, and the 

cumulative impacts from individual sites in local areas in accordance with NPPF 

paragraph 181. 

 

7.21.15 Developments requiring an air quality impact assessment will be required to identify 

opportunities to improve air quality or mitigate impacts, such as through traffic and 

travel management, and green infrastructure provision and enhancement in 

accordance with NPPF paragraph 181. 

 

NPPG 

7.21.16 The NPPG states that it is important that the potential of impact of new development 

on air quality is taken into account in planning where the national assessment 

indicates that relevant limits have been exceeded or are near the limit (Reference ID: 

32-001-20140306) 
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MSGP22 Land Contamination and Land Instability  

1. Development that would cause, or have a significant possibility of causing, 

significant contamination of the ground which cannot be mitigated will not be 

permitted. Where development would be likely to cause less severe contamination 

of the ground, appropriate conditions will be imposed to limit such contamination and 

to ensure its removal and treatment when the contaminating use ceases. 

 

2. Development on land that is or may be affected by contamination and/or land 

instability will be permitted if the developer can show that the land is suitable for the 

proposed use or can be made so through remediation. A site will be suitable for the 

proposed use if it does not result in unacceptable risk or harm to human health, the 

environment, property or significantly pollute controlled waters. 

 

Purpose of the policy 

7.22.1 This policy sets out the considerations that will be used in determining proposals on 

land affected by contamination/land instability, or which have the potential to result 

in land contamination.  It will enable the Council to carry out its statutory duties in 

respect of contaminated land in accordance with related legislation.  This policy should 

be read in conjunction with policy CS14 Wellbeing and Health. 

 

Positively prepared  

Local Plan Vision and Objectives  

7.22.2 The policy will contribute to the achievement of the following strategic objectives: SO9 

Ensure the development and use of land protects, sustains and enhances the quality of 

the natural, built and historic environment… and ensuring our communities are 

attractive, safe and sustainable; and SO10 Provide the opportunity for a high quality 

of life for everyone and enhance the wellbeing of people to reduce all inequalities. 

 

Consultation / policy preparation  

Regulation 18 (Draft Plan October 2017) 

7.22.3 The Coal Authority requested more detail and coverage on land instability given the 

coal mining legacy in Gateshead. 

 

7.22.4 The Environment Agency welcomed the policy and requested reference in the 

supporting text to the Local Authority role under Part 2A of the Contaminated Land 

Regime. They also recommended additional text to state that sites that are potentially 

contaminated should follow the CLR 11 Model procedures for the Management of 

Contaminated Land and refer to the Environment Agency's technical guidance for land 

contamination. 

 

Regulation 19 (Submission Draft October 2018) 
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7.22.5 The Coal Authority supports this policy as it now relates to land instability and 

identifies that developers will need to demonstrate to the LPA that the site is suitable 

for the proposed use.   

 

Sustainability Appraisal  

7.22.6 The policy was assessed as having positive, neutral and negative impacts on social and 

environmental objectives, and neutral impacts on economic objectives.  In particular, 

the policy’s approach to potential ‘less severe contamination of the ground’ was 

considered to have negative effects on social (public health) and environmental 

objectives. 

 

7.22.7 Comments received during consultation on the draft plan (regulation 18) and through 

the SA process resulted in several amendments to the policy wording and supporting 

text.  The submission draft policy includes reference to ground instability, while 

supporting text (paragraph 7.7) refers to the Council’s obligations under Part 2A of the 

Environmental protection Act 1990 (following comments received from the 

Environment Agency). 

  

Justified  

Evidence  

7.22.8 All planning applications (including prior approval applications) have to be considered 

for potential contamination issues to ensure compliance with the Town and Country 

Planning Act 1990, the NPPF and the Council’s Local Plan.  

 

7.22.9 The primary legislation related to this policy is contained in Part 2A of the 

Environmental Protection Act 1990, which was subsequently amended by the Water 

Act 2003. The primary legislation is complemented by the Contaminated Land 

(England) Regulations 2006, and the Statutory Guidance laid out within DEFRA’s 

Contaminated Land Statutory Guidance 201246. 

 

7.22.10 All Local Authorities are obliged to develop a Contaminated Land Strategy. The 

Strategy is required to outline how each authority will identify historic sources of 

contamination and undertake its statutory duties with regard to the management of 

contaminated land. The authority can then work with landowners to prevent, remedy 

or lessen any harm or pollution that may have resulted.  Gateshead’s Contaminated 

Land Strategy47 describes how it will be used together with the Council’s overarching 

                                                           
46 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file
/223705/pb13735cont-land-guidance.pdf 
47 https://www.gateshead.gov.uk/media/2500/Contaminated-Land-Strategy-Adopted-April-
2013/pdf/contaminatedlandstrat.pdf?m=636391700889470000 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/223705/pb13735cont-land-guidance.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/223705/pb13735cont-land-guidance.pdf
https://www.gateshead.gov.uk/media/2500/Contaminated-Land-Strategy-Adopted-April-2013/pdf/contaminatedlandstrat.pdf?m=636391700889470000
https://www.gateshead.gov.uk/media/2500/Contaminated-Land-Strategy-Adopted-April-2013/pdf/contaminatedlandstrat.pdf?m=636391700889470000
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strategic objectives, local plan and planning system to ensure that land within the 

borough is suitable for its intended end use.  The best practice guidance for the 

management of contaminated land is set out in DEFRA Contaminated Land Report 11 

(CLR11, 2004) ‘Model Procedures for the Management of Land Contamination’48. 

 

Effective  

Deliverable:  

7.22.11 Land contamination is a material consideration for the purposes of decision 

making.  Local authorities must consider its implications in preparing development 

plans and dealing with planning applications. Some remediation activities may require 

planning permission.  Following the “suitable for use” approach, risks should be 

assessed, and remediation requirements set on the basis of the current use of the land 

and any proposed new use.  

 

7.22.12 It is considered that the planning regime, including Local Plans and development 

management, will remain the principal means by which contamination is dealt with in 

Gateshead.  In certain circumstances, regardless of the existence of a planning 

permission with conditions requiring the remediation of a site, a remediation notice 

may still need to be served. 

   

7.22.13 When dealing with land that may be affected by contamination, the planning system 

works alongside a number of other regimes including: Part 2A of the Environmental 

Protection Act 1990; Building Regulations; and Environmental Permitting Regulations, 

under which an Environmental Permit from the Environment Agency is normally 

required to cover the treatment and/or redeposit of contaminated soils if the soils are 

‘waste’. 

 

7.22.14 Where a development is proposed, it is the responsibility of the developer to ensure 

that issues of land contamination are appropriately considered, that remediation 

takes place (where necessary) and that the land is safe and ‘suitable for use’ i.e. the 

site is cleaned up to a level which is appropriate for the proposed end use.  

 

Joint-working: 

7.22.15 The policy is Gateshead specific without any cross-boundary implications although 

joint working with Newcastle City Council has been undertaken in drafting policies.  

 

Monitoring:  

7.22.16 CSUCP monitoring indicators 

                                                           
48 https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140328160926/http:/cdn.environment-
agency.gov.uk/scho0804bibr-e-e.pdf 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1990/43/part/IIA
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1990/43/part/IIA
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/site-preparation-and-resistance-to-contaminates-and-moisture-approved-document-c
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/check-if-you-need-an-environmental-permit
https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140328160926/http:/cdn.environment-agency.gov.uk/scho0804bibr-e-e.pdf
https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140328160926/http:/cdn.environment-agency.gov.uk/scho0804bibr-e-e.pdf
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44. Water Quality % of river length assessed as fairly food or very good for 
chemical quality, and biological quality, by river 

 

7.22.17 The policy does not relate to specific targets.  The Council’s contaminated land officer 

will determine whether the policy remains appropriate (enables the Council to meet 

its statutory obligations) on an ongoing basis, based on evidence from development 

proposals. 

 

Consistent with national policy  

7.22.18 The approach set out in policy MSGP22 is consistent with the NPPF and in particular 

para 178 which states: that planning policies and decisions should ensure that: “(a) a 

site is suitable for its proposed use taking account of ground conditions and any risks 

arising from land instability and contamination. This includes risks arising from natural 

hazards or former activities such as mining, and any proposals for mitigation including 

land remediation (as well as potential impacts on the natural environment arising from 

that remediation); (b) after remediation, as a minimum, land should not be capable of 

being determined as contaminated land under Part IIA of the Environmental Protection 

Act 1990; and (c) adequate site investigation information, prepared by a competent 

person, is available to inform these assessments.” 

 

7.22.19 Paragraph 179 states: “Where a site is affected by contamination or land stability 

issues, responsibility for securing a safe development rests with the developer and/or 

landowner.” 

  



136 

MSGP23 Hazardous installations 

Development proposals within the consultation zone of a pipeline or installation storing or 

handling hazardous substances will only be granted planning permission where, following 

consultation with the Health and Safety Executive, it is determined that there would be no 

increase in the population potentially at risk. Consents for new or extended installations 

which would require a new or enlarged consultation zone will only be granted if the risk to 

existing and potential users of land is acceptable, and if the proposal does not prejudice 

future development in the area concerned. 

 

Purpose of the policy 

7.23.1 This policy sets out how we will address the risk associated with existing /proposed 

hazardous installations, in the context of existing users of land or development 

proposals. This policy should be read in conjunction with policy CS14 Wellbeing and 

Health. 

 

Positively prepared  

Local Plan Vision and Objectives  

7.23.2 The policy will contribute to the achievement of the following strategic objectives: SO9 

Ensure the development and use of land protects, sustains and enhances the quality of 

the natural, built and historic environment…and ensuring our communities are 

attractive, safe and sustainable; and SO10 Provide the opportunity for a high quality 

of life for everyone and enhance the wellbeing of people to reduce all inequalities. 

 

Consultation / policy preparation  

Regulation 18 consultation (Draft Plan – October 2017) 

7.23.3 The Environment Agency noted their support for the policy 

 

7.23.4 The Regulation 19 consultation (Submission Draft – October 2018) yielded no 

responses.  

 

Sustainability Appraisal  

7.23.5 The policy was assessed to have broadly positive effects on sustainability objectives, 

particularly those related to environmental sustainability. 

 

Justified  

Evidence 

7.23.6 The policy relates to the procedure of consulting the Health and Safety Executive (HSE) 

on certain planning proposals around major hazard establishments and major hazard 

pipelines and taking into account HSE’s representations when determining associated 

applications.  This procedure is set out in Section 16 of the Town and Country Planning 
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(Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2010.  In consequence, the 

policy has not been informed by new locally prepared evidence. 

 

Effective  

Deliverable:  

7.23.7 The policy will be delivered through the development management process. The 

policy will influence the processing of planning applications and when the HSE will be 

consulted, in addition to decisions on planning applications which will be tracked 

through annual monitoring processes. 

 

Joint-working: 

7.23.8 The policy is Gateshead specific without any cross-boundary implications although 

joint working with Newcastle City Council has been undertaken in drafting policies.  

 

Monitoring:  

7.23.9 This policy does not relate to specific targets – the Council in consultation with the 

HSE will determine whether the policy remains appropriate and enables the Council 

to meet its statutory obligations on an ongoing basis, based on evidence from 

development proposals. 

 

Consistent with national policy  

NPPF 

7.23.10 The approach set out in policy MSGP23 is consistent with the NPPF and in particular 

para 45 which states: “Local planning authorities should consult the appropriate 

bodies when considering applications for the siting of, or changes to, major hazard 

sites, installations or pipelines, or for development around them.” 

 

NPPG 

7.23.11 Planning Practice Guidance (Reference ID: 39-002-20161209) states: “When 

considering development proposals around hazardous installations the local planning 

authority is expected to seek technical advice on the risks presented by major accident 

hazards affecting people in the surrounding area and the environment. This advice is 

sought from the Control of Major Accident Hazards (COMAH) competent authority. 

This allows those making planning decisions to give due weight to those risks, when 

balanced against other relevant planning considerations…”  

 

7.23.12 NPPG also states: “Local planning authorities should know the location of hazardous 

installations as they will have been informed of consultation zones by the COMAH 

competent authority. When taking public safety into account in planning decisions and 

formulating local plans they will need to take conscious account of the total number 

of people that will be present in these consultation zones. Plan preparation can be 

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/hazardous-substances#comah-competent-authority
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/hazardous-substances#comah-competent-authority
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/hazardous-substances#comah-competent-authority
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informed by taking into account the likely advice on applications within these 

zones…This will also enable the local planning authority to have regard to the objective 

of preventing major accidents and limiting their consequences” (Reference ID: 39 065-

20161209). 
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MSGP24 Areas of Special Character 

A high level of importance must be given to the design of development within, or affecting 

the setting of, the following Areas of Special Character – development will maintain or 

enhance the character of the area and inappropriate development will be resisted: 

MSGP24.1 Stella, Crookhill and Hedgefield  

MSGP24.2 Winlaton  

MSGP24.3 Lime and Ash Streets area, Blaydon  

MSGP24.4 Barlow  

MSGP24.5 High Spen  

MSGP24.6 Chopwell  

MSGP24.7 Kibblesworth  

MSGP24.8 Crawcrook  

MSGP24.9 Greenside  

MSGP24.10 Bensham and Saltwell  

MSGP24.11 Shields Road, Pelaw/Heworth  

MSGP24.12 Felling  

MSGP24.13 Eighton Banks  

MSGP24.14 Deckham/North Low Fell  

MSGP24.15 Cedars Green, Low Fell  

MSGP24.16 Station Lane area, Birtley  

MSGP24.17 Leyburn Place, Birtley  

MSGP24.18 Bedford Avenue, Barley Mow  

MSGP24.19 Bog House Estate, Felling  

MSGP24.20 Broom Lane/Whaggs Lane, Whickham  

MSGP24.21 Beech Avenue, Whickham  

MSGP24.22 Riverside Park, Gateshead (part outside the Urban Core)  

MSGP24.23 Harlow Green  

MSGP24.24 Allerdene  

MSGP24.25 Moss Side, Wrekenton  

MSGP24.26 Windmill Hills 

 

Purpose of the policy 

7.24.1 The proposed policy designates certain areas of the Borough, which although not 

susceptible to protection as Conservation Areas or worthy of submission as potential 

Listed Buildings or for inclusion on the Local List, display positive and unique 

characteristics, and requires that development maintains or enhances the character 

of the area and inappropriate development will be resisted. 

 

Positively prepared  

Local Plan Vision and Objectives 
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7.24.2 MSGP24 is focused on protecting certain areas of the Borough that have positive and 

unique characteristics.  The policy does not necessarily seek to prevent development 

in these areas but to ensure that it is well designed and maintains or enhances the 

character of the area.  The Gateshead Placemaking SPD sets out the important 

characteristics of the areas which are worthy of protection. 

 

7.24.3 The proposed policy will make a contribution to the achievement of strategic objective 

SO9: Ensure the development and use of land protects, sustains and enhances the 

quality of the natural, built and historic environment, and ensuring our communities 

are attractive, safe and sustainable. 

  

Consultation / policy preparation 

Regulation 18 (Draft Plan – October 2017) 

7.24.4 There were some positive responses to the policy. Two members of the public 

supported the policy and another member of the public partially supported the policy 

but stated that it does not go far enough.  However, further members of the public 

objected to the policy or stated that they did not support the policy (no reasons given).  

 

7.24.5 The consultation responses themselves did not result in any alterations to the policy. 

 

Regulation 19 (Submission Draft – November 2018) 

7.24.6 An objection to the policy was received from Taylor Wimpey who were concerned that 

the Kibblesworth Area of Special Character is adjacent to an allocated housing site 

within the CSUCP and that the policy could affect the allocated site. 

 

7.24.7 A member of the public partially supported the policy but stated that not enough is 

being done to protect and enhance heritage. 

 

Sustainability Appraisal 

7.24.8 The SA considered policy MSGP24 to have mainly positive effects, across social and 

economic objectives with a particular positive social effect on promoting, enhancing 

and respecting culture, heritage and diversity.  In terms of environmental objectives 

effects were either neutral or unknown.  As a result of the SA some supporting text to 

the policy was added as follows: Where the type or degree of change resulting from a 

proposal would have significant adverse impact on these unique characteristics, 

permission will normally be refused. 

 

Justified  

Evidence  

7.24.9 The identification of the general location and approximate extent of Areas of Special 

Character, carried forward with one exception from the list of eight areas protected 
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by saved UDP policy ENV25 which it is proposed will be replaced by this policy, was 

made by the Gateshead Placemaking SPD (2012)49.  Detailed street-by-street and 

building-by-building consideration was carried out to identify the exact boundaries 

which were appropriate to protect the aspects of character already highlighted by the 

SPD, and three additional areas added which also demonstrated a distinctive and 

positive character.  At this point consideration was given to other areas displaying 

positive and distinctive characteristics in terms of building material, design and layout, 

and some ostensibly similar areas were rejected as not possessing sufficient quality, 

consistency or distinctiveness (for example, other areas of older housing or distinctive 

planned layouts, including some of the other areas of pre-1914 terraced housing and 

twentieth century council estates).  As stated in paragraph 7.12 of MSGP it remains 

the intention to update the SPD to reflect the refined boundaries and publish the 

justification for the additional areas.  

 

Alternatives 

7.24.10 Not having such a policy, or not extending it to cover the additional areas, would fail 

to protect, to the fullest extent appropriate, those areas which display positive 

characteristics, whether already protected by the saved policy, or regarded for 

consistency and in accordance with national guidance as worthy of such protection.   

 

Effective 

Deliverable 

7.24.11 The policy will be applied via the development management process, taking full 

account of the Placemaking SPD as updated. 

 

Joint-working  

7.24.12 The policy was not regarded as having cross-boundary implications and was not 

subject to joint working discussions.  The policy was not identified by neighbouring 

local authorities in responses to consultation on the emerging plan. 

 

Monitoring 

CSUCP monitoring indicators: 

32. Quality of place, 
including public realm. 

Significant buildings and housing scheme audit. 
 
 

 

Consistent with national policy  

 

NPPF 

                                                           
49 https://www.gateshead.gov.uk/article/3093/Gateshead-Placemaking-SPD 

https://www.gateshead.gov.uk/article/3093/Gateshead-Placemaking-SPD
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7.24.13 MSGP24 responds positively to the NPPF’s objectives of achieving well-designed 

places.  Paragraph 127 of the NPPF seeks to ensure that planning policies and decisions 

should ensure that amongst other criteria, developments “are sympathetic to local 

character and history, including the surrounding built environment and landscape 

setting, while not preventing and discouraging appropriate innovation and change 

(such as increased densities); and establish or maintain a strong sense of place, using 

the arrangement of streets, spaces, building types and materials to create attractive, 

welcoming and distinctive places to live, work and visit.”  

 

7.24.14 In addition, paragraph 185 of the NPPF (in relation to conserving and enhancing the 

historic environment) sets out that plans should set out a positive strategy for the 

conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment and this should (amongst 

other things) take account of “the desirability of new development making a positive 

contribution to local character and distinctiveness”. MSGP 24 is consistent with this 

requirement. 

 

PPG 

7.24.15 The guidance (reference ID 18a-004-20140306) sets out that local authorities should 

set out in their Local Plan a positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of 

the historic environment. This strategy may require the development of specific 

policies (including the design of new development). MSGP24 is consistent with this 

requirement as a policy which identifies specific areas of the Borough displaying 

positive and unique features which should be retained, enhanced and protected. 

Whilst the locations concerned have been considered in terms of their townscape 

value rather than their historic significance, all are at least 50 years old. 
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MSGP25 Design quality 

1) The design quality of new proposals will be assessed with regard to the following 

criteria: 

a. The proposal’s compatibility with local character including relationship to existing 

townscape and frontages, scale, height, massing, proportions and form; 

b. Layout and access; 

c. Space between buildings and relationship to the public realm; 

d. Detailing and materials; 

e. The use of a high-quality landscaping scheme, structural landscaping and boundary 

treatment to enhance the setting of any development; and 

f. The incorporation of living roofs and walls. 

2) Particular regard will be given to design solutions proposed for sites within the Tyne 

Gorge, and adjoining, or having a significant visual impact on, the following key 

routeways: 

a. A1 corridor 

b. Durham Road 

c. Old Durham Road / Gateshead Highway 

d. Felling By Pass / Gateshead Highway / Askew Road / A184 

e. Metro Line 

f. East Coast / Durham Coast Rail Line 

Purpose of the policy 

7.25.1 The proposed policy seeks to promote a good standard of design through new 

developments.  The policy supports the Gateshead Placemaking SPD50, and 

Householder Alterations and Extensions SPD51, which promote high quality 

sustainable architecture and good urban design practice.   The policy provides 

additional detail and context to the requirements of CS15. 

 

Positively prepared  

Local Plan Vision and Objectives 

7.25.2 MSGP25 will provide one of the key policies that support high-quality built 

development in Gateshead.  The policy will contribute to the achievement of strategic 

objective SO9: Ensure the development and use of land protects, sustains and 

enhances the quality of the natural, built and historic environment, and ensuring our 

communities are attractive, safe and sustainable. 

  

Consultation / policy preparation 

Regulation 18 (Draft Plan – October 2017) 

                                                           
50 https://www.gateshead.gov.uk/article/3093/Gateshead-Placemaking-SPD 
51 https://www.gateshead.gov.uk/article/3095/Householder-Alterations-and-Extensions-SPD  

https://www.gateshead.gov.uk/article/3093/Gateshead-Placemaking-SPD
https://www.gateshead.gov.uk/article/3095/Householder-Alterations-and-Extensions-SPD
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7.25.3 The proposed policy received support from Historic England and Durham County 

Council during consultation on the Draft Plan.  Volume housebuilders: Bellway Homes, 

Persimmon Homes, Story Homes; and the Home Builders Federation noted their 

concern with the inclusion of living roofs and walls in the assessment criteria of 

MSGP25.1.   

 

Regulation 19 (Submission Draft Plan October 2018) 

7.25.4 Several housebuilders made representations to the submission draft plan objecting to 

the inclusion of living roofs and walls within the assessment criteria of MSGP25.1.  

Support for the policy was again received from Durham County Council, particularly 

with regard to the design quality of development with potential impact on the East 

Coast / Durham Coast Main Line. 

 

Sustainability Appraisal  

7.25.5 The SA considered policy MSGP25 to have broadly positive effects, with particularly 

positive effects for the environment, but potential neutral effects for the economy.  

The SA did not make any recommendations which resulted in amendments to the 

emerging policy. 

 

Justified  

Evidence 

7.25.6 Policy MSGP25 seeks to ensure a high standard of design quality in new developments.  

It is positioned between policy CS15 Place-Making and the Council’s adopted 

Placemaking SPD and Householder Alterations and Extensions SPD.  Although the 

application of the policy will have regard to assessments of local character and design 

(including Made in Gateshead: Urban Character Assessment 2011, and the 2014 

Historic Landscape Characterisation Study), there has been no specific additional 

evidence prepared to support this policy.  It has also been prepared with regard to 

best practice and design guidance documents. 

 

Alternatives 

7.25.7 The potential to omit a policy on design quality would miss the opportunity to ensure 

the delivery of a high quality of design from new development.  It would also risk 

adverse impacts on development within the Tyne Gorge, or on key routeways in 

Gateshead.  Defining specific assessment criteria, and identifying locations in 

Gateshead where particular regard will be had to design solutions makes a positive 

response to NPPF requirements for achieving well-designed places, particularly 

paragraphs 124 to 127. 

 

Effective  

Deliverable 
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7.25.8 The policy sets out the approach that will be used to assess the design quality of new 

developments.  It will be delivered through the Development Management process, 

implemented by the Council acting as Local Planning Authority.  It will also provide an 

important tool in guiding new development at the early evolution of schemes. 

 

Joint-working 

7.25.9 The policy includes reference to development that could have a visual impact on the 

Tyne Gorge, or on key routeways.  Development in the Tyne Gorge has cross boundary 

implications for Gateshead Council and Newcastle City Council, while several of the 

key routeways identified in part (2) of MSGP25 have cross boundary implications for 

Gateshead’s neighbouring areas – most notably Durham County Council. 

 

7.25.10 Gateshead Council and Newcastle City Council worked collaboratively with English 

Heritage and CABE to prepare the 2003 Urban Landscape Study of the Tyne Gorge.  

The local authorities consult closely on new development that could affect the 

character or setting of the Tyne Gorge. 

 

7.25.11 Durham County Council have supported the policy’s inclusion of the East Coast / 

Durham Coast Rail Line within MSGP25. 

 

Monitoring 

7.25.12 CSUCP monitoring indicators: 

32. Quality of place Significant buildings and housing scheme audit 

 

Consistent with national policy  

NPPF 

7.25.13 MSGP25 responds positively to the NPPF’s Achieving well-designed places chapter.  

The policy, in combination with the Gateshead Placemaking SPD and the Householder 

Alterations and Extensions SPD provides a clear design vision for Gateshead, and sets 

out expectations for the design of new development, in keeping with the 

requirements of paragraph 125. 

 

7.25.14 The criteria set out in part (1) of MSGP25 are consistent with those established in 

paragraph 127.  The policy will be key in assessing the design of proposals, and 

therefore supports the decision-making process by providing local context, 

responding to the expectations of NPPF paragraph 130. 
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MSGP26: Conservation and Enhancement of Heritage Assets 

1. The alteration, extension or restoration of heritage assets will be permitted where 

it sustains, conserves and, where appropriate, enhances the significance, 

appearance, character and setting of the identified heritage assets in a manner 

appropriate to their conservation, and the surrounding historic environment. Where 

appropriate, with regard to the nature and significance of the heritage asset, 

development will: 

a) conserve built fabric and architectural detailing that contributes to the heritage 

asset’s significance and character; 

b) repair damaged features or reinstate missing features and architectural detailing 

which contribute to the heritage asset’s significance; 

c) conserve and enhance the spaces between and around buildings including 

gardens, boundaries, driveways and footpaths; 

d) remove additions or modifications which are considered harmful to the 

significance of the heritage asset;  

e) ensure that additions to heritage assets are appropriate in scale, mass, footprint, 

materials and architectural detailing and do not harm the significance of the heritage 

asset;  

f) bring vacant floorspace back into use in a flexible and innovative manner which is 

sensitive to the significance of the heritage asset;  

g) only consider the use of facadism of built heritage assets as a last resort, where 

the internal features have been lost or significantly altered, and the exterior of the 

building makes a positive contribution to the street scene and character of the 

surrounding area; 

h) be accompanied by a Buildings Recording exercise to inform the design of any 

conversion or demolition scheme, where appropriate; and  

i) submit any heritage reports for inclusion in the Tyne and Wear Historic 

Environment Record (HER).  

 

2. Development within the setting of a heritage asset will not be permitted if the 

development: dominates the asset or its setting in scale, massing, materials or as a 

result of siting; or is harmful to its significance.  

 

3.  Development which results in the sub-division of gardens and grounds within 

Conservation Areas will be permitted where: 

a) there is historic evidence to demonstrate that the garden or ground was 

previously sub-divided into physically separate plots; or  

b) the development will not harm the historic environment; or  

c) the development contributes to the restoration of a historic garden or parkland. 

 

Purpose of the policy 
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7.26.1 This policy sets out the approach Gateshead Council will take when assessing planning 

applications or applications for listed building consent for development which affects 

designated and non-designated heritage assets. This policy is drafted in line with 

CSUCP policies CS15 and UC14. 

 

Positively prepared  

Vision and objectives 

7.26.2 The policy will contribute to the achievement of strategic objective SO9: Ensure the 

development and use of land protects, sustains and enhances the quality of the 

natural, built and historic environment, and ensuring our communities are attractive, 

safe and sustainable 

 

Consultation / policy preparation  

Regulation 18 consultation (Draft Plan October 2017) 

7.26.3 Historic England supported the approach set out but advised that reference to enabling 

development should be omitted.  The policy wording and supporting text was 

amended to reflect this. 

 

Regulation 19 consultation (Submission Draft October 2018) 

7.26.4 Gladman objected to the approach stating that it does not align with the NPPF para 

195-197 with regard to the setting of heritage assets (designated and non-designated 

assets) and the potential to weigh harm against public benefit. 

 

Sustainability Appraisal  

7.26.5 The policy will have a neutral to positive contribution to social and environmental 

sustainability, and positive effect on economic objectives. 

 

Justified  

Evidence:  

7.26.6 There has been no new evidence base for the development of this policy.  It is based 

on best practice.  This justification for this policy is to ensure that the effects of 

development on the significance of heritage assets are properly understood and 

managed. 

 

7.26.7 This policy expands on guidance found in NPPF and NPPG without duplication.  It 

includes a local issue of sub-division within gardens and grounds, that needs to be 

considered when assessing planning applications for new development in 

conservation areas. 

 

Alternatives: 
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7.26.8 The alternative would be to have no policy and rely solely on NPPF and NPPG.  It is felt 

this option would reduce the ability to properly manage the effects of development 

on the significance of heritage assets. 

  

Effective  

Deliverable: 

7.26.9 A large number of planning applications and applications for listed building consent 

affect designated and non-designated heritage assets.  This policy will be implemented 

through the Development Management process, and ensure that significance is 

conserved and enhanced through appropriate development. 

 

Joint-working: 

7.26.10 The policy was written in conjunction with the Historic Environment Team within 

Gateshead Council and supported by the Tyne and Wear County Archaeology Officer.  

 

Monitoring; 

7.26.11 CSUCP monitoring indicators 

33. Historic Built 
Environment. 

Change in the extent and quality of the historic built environment: 

• Number of scheduled monuments, grade I, II*, II listed buildings, 
battlefields, historic parks and gardens, conservation areas and 
other heritage assets; 

• Loss of, or addition to heritage assets; 

• Additions or removals from the risk register 

• Recorded damage to heritage assets 
 

Consistent with national policy  

NPPF  

7.26.12 The policy responds to the requirements of NPPF chapter 16 (paragraphs 184 to 202 

 

NPPG 

7.26.13 Paragraph reference ID 18a-004-20140306 states: “In line with the National Planning 

Policy Framework, local authorities should set out their Local Plan a positive strategy 

for the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment. Such as a strategy 

should recognise that conservation is not a passive exercise. In developing their 

strategy, local planning authorities should identify specific opportunities within their 

area for the conservation and enhancement of heritage assets. This could include, 

where appropriate, the delivery of development within their settings that will make a 

positive contribution to, or better reveal the significance of, the heritage asset. 

 

The delivery of the strategy may require the development of specific policies, for 

example, in relation to use of buildings and design of new development and 
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infrastructure. Local planning authorities should consider the relationship and impact 

of other policies on the delivery of the strategy for conservation.” 

 

Other 

7.26.14 The policy has been prepared with regard to Historic England Advice Note 2 – Making 

Changes to Heritage Assets52 

 

                                                           
52 https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/making-changes-heritage-assets-
advice-note-2/heag023-making-changes-to-heritage-assets/ 

https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/making-changes-heritage-assets-advice-note-2/heag023-making-changes-to-heritage-assets/
https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/making-changes-heritage-assets-advice-note-2/heag023-making-changes-to-heritage-assets/
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MSGP27: Heritage at risk 

1. Development proposals which affect heritage assets included on the National or Local 

Heritage at Risk register, and which are at risk or vulnerable to risk, will demonstrate how 

they will bring that heritage asset into repair and, where possible re-use. Schemes will 

provide phasing information to ensure that works to the heritage asset are commenced in 

a timely manner to ensure there is a halt to the rate of decline.  

2. Development proposals which leave heritage assets vulnerable to risk will not be 

supported.  

3. Proposals to remove trees and shrubs which are causing, or have the potential to cause, 

direct damage to heritage assets will be supported  

4. The following sites are included on the national Heritage at Risk register and considered 

the highest priority: 

 

MSGP27.1 Newburn Ford Battlefield  

The significance of the Battlefield will be protected, sustained and enhanced by: a) 

protecting it against development which results in changes to the landscape which 

adversely affect the interpretation of the course of events during the battle; and b) 

requiring development to enhance the appearance of the Battlefield though the careful 

design of landscaping, use of materials, and provision of public access and interpretation. 

c) protecting significant views into, and out of, the Battlefield, which contribute to the 

interpretation and understanding of the course of events during the battle.  

 

MSGP27.2 Dunston Staiths  

The conservation and enhancement of Dunston Staiths will be secured through 

development which:  

a) brings the remaining structure of the Staiths into a good state of repair, having regard to 

the Conservation Plan, Feasibility Study and Condition/Structural Surveys; and  

b) provides public access to the Staiths, taking account of the designation as a scheduled 

ancient monument, listed building and Local Wildlife Site, and promotes links between the 

Staiths and the Keelman’s Way and Saltmarsh Garden.  

 

MSGP27.3 Bowes Railway  

Development affecting the Black Fell Hauler House, on the Bowes Railway, will be 

supported where it:  

a) brings the building back into repair and reuse, having regard to the Conservation 

Statement;  

b) provides a means of sustaining the conservation of the external structures associated 

with the former railway uses; and  

c) protects the Bowes Railway as a public right of way.  

 

MSGP27.4 Ravensworth Castle  
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Development which proposes the repair and reuse of the stable block, and development 

which proposes the repair and re-use of the Nash tower, will be supported as a contribution 

to securing the conservation, repair and re-use of the Castle complex comprising the 

medieval towers, Bartizan Gate, Nash tower and stable block.  If it can be demonstrated 

that bringing the Nash tower into re-use is not viable in the medium term, a scheme for 

consolidation will be supported.  

 

MSGP27.5 Gibside  

Development will be supported where it sustains and enhances the significance of the 

Gibside Estate, including: 

a) the restoration or consolidation of existing buildings; 

b) contributing to the restoration of the eighteenth century planned landscape;  

c) the enhancement of the visitor understanding of the Estate through improved public 

access and interpretation; or  

d) strengthening links between the Estate and the adjacent Derwent Valley 

 

Purpose of the policy 

7.27.1 This policy sets out the approach Gateshead Council will take when assessing planning 

applications or applications for listed building consent for development which affects 

heritage assets which are identified as being at risk. This policy is drafted in line with 

CSUCP policies CS15 and UC14. 

 

Positively prepared 

Vision and objectives 

7.27.2 The policy will contribute to the achievement of strategic objective SO9: Ensure the 

development and use of land protects, sustains and enhances the quality of the 

natural, built and historic environment, and ensuring our communities are attractive, 

safe and sustainable  

  

Consultation / policy preparation  

Regulation 18 consultation (Draft Plan - October 2017) 

7.27.3 Historic England suggested changes to policies MSGP27.2, 27.4 and 27.5, which have 

resulted in amended wording.  The wording for Newburn Ford Battlefield has not been 

amended as there is no conflict between this and other policies for land allocations.   

 

Regulation 19 consultation  

7.27.4 Historic England – In reference to MSGP 27.1  Supports with minor changes -

recommends amending wording so the significance of the Battlefield is fully sustained 

and enhanced to recognise its archaeological, historical and community value. 

Recommends part a of the policy to include a reference to archaeology and a 

reference to Historic England Strategic Research Report on Newburn Ford.  
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7.27.5 National Trust – In reference to 27.5 - Welcomes the support the policy gives to 

development that sustains and enhances the significance of Gibside.  Would like to 

see criterion C include the improvement of visitor facilities at the property in line with 

Rural Economic Strategy. 

  

Sustainability Appraisal  

7.27.6 The policy will have a neutral positive contribution to social and environment 

sustainability, and positive contribution to economic sustainability. 

 

Justified  

Evidence:  

7.27.7 There has been no new evidence base for the development of this policy. It is based 

on best practice. This justification of this policy is to ensure that development, where 

appropriate includes opportunities to secure the repair and reuse of heritage assets 

which are at risk.  

 

7.27.8 This policy expands on guidance found in NPPF and NPPG without duplication.  It 

includes a number of local issues, which are included on the national Heritage at Risk 

Register53 published by Historic England (Nov, 2018). 

 

Alternatives; 

7.27.9 The alternative would be to have no policy and rely solely on NPPF and NPPG.  It is felt 

this option would reduce ability to properly seek enhancement through development. 

  

Effective  

Deliverable: 

7.27.10 This policy will ensure that opportunities through targeted development or wider, 

regeneration schemes are maximised.  It will be implemented through the 

Development Management process, with applicants encouraged to have regard to the 

policy’s requirements at an early stage. 

 

Joint-working: 

7.27.11 The policy was written in conjunction with the Historic Environment Team within 

Gateshead Council and supported by the Tyne and Wear County Archaeology Officer.  

 

Monitoring; 

7.27.12 CSUCP monitoring indicators 

                                                           
53 https://historicengland.org.uk/advice/heritage-at-risk/ 

https://historicengland.org.uk/advice/heritage-at-risk/
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33. Historic Built 
Environment. 

Change in the extent and quality of the historic built environment: 

• Number of scheduled monuments, grade I, II*, II listed buildings, 
battlefields, historic parks and gardens, conservation areas and 
other heritage assets; 

• Loss of, or addition to heritage assets; 

• Additions or removals from the risk register 

• Recorded damage to heritage assets 
 

Consistent with national policy  

NPPF 

7.27.13 The policy responds to the requirements of NPPF chapter 16 (paragraphs 184 to 202) 

 

NPPG: 

7.27.14 Paragraph reference ID 18a-004-20140306 states: “In line with the National Planning 

Policy Framework, local authorities should set out their Local Plan a positive strategy 

for the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment. Such as a strategy 

should recognise that conservation is not a passive exercise. In developing their 

strategy, local planning authorities should identify specific opportunities within their 

area for the conservation and enhancement of heritage assets. This could include, 

where appropriate, the delivery of development within their settings that will make a 

positive contribution to, or better reveal the significance of, the heritage asset. 

 

The delivery of the strategy may require the development of specific policies, for 

example, in relation to use of buildings and design of new development and 

infrastructure. Local planning authorities should consider the relationship and impact 

of other policies on the delivery of the strategy for conservation.” 

 

Other 

7.27.15 The policy has been prepared with regard to Historic England Advice Note 2 – Making 

Changes to Heritage Assets54 

                                                           
54 https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/making-changes-heritage-assets-
advice-note-2/heag023-making-changes-to-heritage-assets/ 

https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/making-changes-heritage-assets-advice-note-2/heag023-making-changes-to-heritage-assets/
https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/making-changes-heritage-assets-advice-note-2/heag023-making-changes-to-heritage-assets/
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MSGP28: Archaeology 

Development will be required to sustain, conserve and, where appropriate, enhance the 

significance of the borough’s archaeological legacy, which includes the banks of the River 

Tyne, evidence of early mining and coal transport, the prehistoric development of the hills 

overlooking the Tyne and the Roman settlement which is now the Town Centre.  

Development will be informed by archaeological investigative assessment and, where 

appropriate, fieldwork to determine the extent and significance of remains; and either  

 

1) ensure that nationally significant remains (either Scheduled Ancient Monuments or 

remains of equal significance) are preserved in situ – development must be designed in 

such a way that remains are not damaged; or 

2) ensure that, where justified, archaeological remains of less than national significance are 

preserved in situ.  Where preservation in situ is not justified, provision will be made 

archaeological excavation, recording and publication at a level proportionate to the 

significance of the heritage asset.  The findings of archaeological research which is 

required in connection with development will be deposited with the Tyne and Wear 

Historic Environment Record. 

 

Purpose of the policy 

7.28.1 This policy sets out the approach Gateshead Council will take when assessing planning 

applications or applications for listed building consent for development which affects 

archaeological remains. This policy is drafted in line with CSUCP policies CS15 and 

UC14. 

 

Positively prepared  

7.28.2 The policy will contribute to the achievement of strategic objective SO9: Ensure the 

development and use of land protects, sustains and enhances the quality of the 

natural, built and historic environment, and ensuring our communities are attractive, 

safe and sustainable 

  

Consultation / policy preparation 

7.28.3 Consultation was in accordance with the Statement Community Involvement 

(amended 2017) and regulation 18 and 19 A single comment at regulation 19 stage 

was submitted from Persimmon Homes.  

 

7.28.4 The comment objected to the policy believing it was inconsistent with national policy 

as presently worded. Part 2 of the policy requiring developers to pass information to 

Tyne and Wear Historical Environmental Record is not a planning consideration and 

should not be required. 

 

Sustainability Appraisal 
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7.28.5 The policy will have a neutral positive contribution to social and environment 

sustainability. 

 

Justified 

Evidence: 

7.28.6 There has been no new evidence base for the development of this policy. It is based 

on best practice. This justification of this policy is to ensure that the effects of 

development on the significance of archaeological remains is properly understood and 

managed in accordance with the level of significance they are afforded.  This policy 

expands on guidance found in NPPF and NPPG without duplication. 

 

Alternatives: 

7.28.7 The alternative would be to have no policy and rely solely on NPPF and NPPG.  It is felt 

this option would reduce ability to properly manage the effects of development of the 

significance of archaeological remains which are affected by development. 

 

Effective  

Deliverable: 

7.28.8 A large number of planning applications affect archaeological remains, which are of 

varied significance.  This policy will ensure that significance is conserved and enhanced 

through appropriate development. 

 

Joint-working: 

7.28.9 The policy was written in conjunction with the Historic Environment Team within 

Gateshead Council and supported by the Tyne and Wear County Archaeology Officer.  

 

Monitoring; 

7.28.10 CSUCP monitoring indicators 

33. Historic Built 
Environment. 

Change in the extent and quality of the historic built environment: 

• Number of scheduled monuments, grade I, II*, II listed buildings, 
battlefields, historic parks and gardens, conservation areas and 
other heritage assets; 

• Loss of, or addition to heritage assets; 

• Additions or removals from the risk register 

• Recorded damage to heritage assets 
  

Consistent with national policy  

NPPF  

7.28.11 The policy responds to the requirements of NPPF chapter 16 (paragraphs 184 to 202) 

 

NPPG 
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7.28.12 Paragraph reference ID 18a-004-20140306 states: “In line with the National Planning 

Policy Framework, local authorities should set out their Local Plan a positive strategy 

for the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment. Such as a strategy 

should recognise that conservation is not a passive exercise. In developing their 

strategy, local planning authorities should identify specific opportunities within their 

area for the conservation and enhancement of heritage assets. This could include, 

where appropriate, the delivery of development within their settings that will make a 

positive contribution to, or better reveal the significance of, the heritage asset. 

 

The delivery of the strategy may require the development of specific policies, for 

example, in relation to use of buildings and design of new development and 

infrastructure. Local planning authorities should consider the relationship and impact 

of other policies on the delivery of the strategy for conservation.” 

 

Other 

7.28.13 The policy has been prepared with regard to Historic England Advice Note 2 – 

Making Changes to Heritage Assets55 

  

                                                           
55 https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/making-changes-heritage-assets-
advice-note-2/heag023-making-changes-to-heritage-assets/ 

https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/making-changes-heritage-assets-advice-note-2/heag023-making-changes-to-heritage-assets/
https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/making-changes-heritage-assets-advice-note-2/heag023-making-changes-to-heritage-assets/


157 

MSGP29 Renewable and Low Carbon Energy 

Renewable and low carbon energy schemes will be assessed taking full account of their 

wider environmental, economic and social benefits, and also considering: 

1) Impact upon landscape and visual impact including cumulative impacts; in particular, 

they should not be visible from public areas of the North of England Open Air 

Museums, Beamish; 

2) Impact upon airport, radar and aircraft operation; 

3) Access for delivery and maintenance of the development; 

4) Proposals for the site when part or all of the site becomes non-operational; 

5) Impact of shadow flicker and reflected light; 

6) Safe separation distances to other structures and public rights of way; 

7) Vibration caused during construction or operation; and 

8) Other potential receptors. 

 

Purpose of the policy 

7.29.1 This policy sets out the approach Gateshead Council will take when assessing planning 

applications for renewable and low carbon energy.  It should be read in conjunction 

with CSUCP policy CS16. 

 

Positively prepared  

Local Plan vision and Objectives 

7.29.2 MSGP29 seeks to allow renewable and low carbon energy in appropriate locations 

within Gateshead to contribute towards a reduction in carbon emission whilst also 

protecting Gateshead assets from potential negative impacts. The most relevant 

objectives are; SO9 Ensure the development and use of land protects, sustains and 

enhances the quality of the natural, built and historic environment, making the Urban 

Core a high quality exemplar for Gateshead and Newcastle, and ensuring our 

communities are attractive, safe and sustainable; SO11 To reduce CO2 emission from 

development and future growth while adapting to the issues, mitigating adverse 

impacts and taking advantage of the opportunities presented by climate change. 

 

Consultation / policy preparation 

Regulation 18 consultation (Draft Plan – October 2017) 

7.29.3 One comment received in relation to this policy from the British Horse Society which 

suggested an addition to the policy to include impact of light flicker on equestrians.  

The policy was not changed as a result. 

 

Regulation 19 consultation (Submission Draft – October 2018) 

7.29.4 Newcastle Airport stated that they were concerned that a requirement for mitigation 

isn’t included to reduce or remove any potential impact arising within the Airport 

Safeguarding zone. 
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Sustainability Appraisal;  

7.29.5 MSGP 29 was found to have a neutral to positive impact on social and environmental 

objectives, and positive impacts on economic objectives within the sustainability 

appraisal.  The SA recommended making a link between this policy and CSUCP CS16, 

however we are taking the position that we should not make cross references 

between the Local Plan documents as it is implicit that all elements of the Local Plan 

will be read in conjunction with each other. 

 

Justified  

Evidence:  

7.29.6 There has been no new evidence base for the development of this policy. It is based 

on best practice. This justification for this policy is to ensure that both the negative 

and positive impacts of renewable and low carbon energy are considered.  This policy 

expands on guidance found in NPPF and NPPG without duplication, and also includes 

a local issue, namely Beamish Museum, that needs to be considered when assessing 

planning applications for energy in Gateshead. 

 

Alternatives: 

7.29.7 The alternative would be to have no policy and rely solely on NPPF and NPPG.  It is felt 

this option would reduce potential mitigation of negative impacts of renewable 

energy. 

  

Effective  

Deliverable:  

7.29.8 There are few proposals for renewable and low carbon energy in Gateshead, however 

when applications do get submitted, this policy will be applied to ensure that 

permission is only granted for proposals in appropriate locations. 

 

Joint-working: 

7.29.9 Gateshead and Newcastle worked jointly in the preparation on policy CS16 of the 

CSUCP, and the councils discussed policy development during the preparation of 

MSGP29. 

 

7.29.10 The policy was written in conjunction with the climate change team within Gateshead 

Council.  

 

7.29.11 During consultation all neighbouring authorities are consulted, Durham County 

Council have previously suggested that we include reference to Beamish Museum, 

which has been included in the policy.  No Local Authorities have made comments on 

this policy during the regulation 19 consultation on MSGP.  
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7.29.12 Statutory and environmental bodies that such as Natural England and the Durham 

Wildlife Trust have been consulted in accordance with the SCI, however no comments 

have been made on this policy.  

 

Monitoring:  

7.29.13 CSUCP monitoring indicators: 

36. Renewable energy Installed capacity of renewable energy generating 

development by type. 

38. Implementation of 

Heat Networks  

Capacity of decentralised energy networks by installed capacity 

and committed capacity. 

 

Consistent with national policy  

NPPF 

7.29.13 NPPF paragraph 151 states: “To help increase the use and supply of renewable and 

low carbon energy and heat, plans should:  

a) provide a positive strategy for energy from these sources, that maximises the 

potential for suitable development, while ensuring that adverse impacts are addressed 

satisfactorily (including cumulative landscape and visual impacts)…” 

 

NPPG  

7.29.14 Paragraph Reference ID: 5-007-20140306 states: “Policies based on clear criteria can 

be useful when they are expressed positively (ie that proposals will be accepted where 

the impact is or can be made acceptable). In thinking about criteria the National Policy 

Statements published by the Department of Energy and Climate Change provide a 

useful starting point. These set out the impacts particular technologies can give rise to 

and how these should be addressed. 

In shaping local criteria for inclusion in Local Plans and considering planning 

applications in the meantime, it is important to be clear that: 

• the need for renewable or low carbon energy does not automatically override 

environmental protections; 

• cumulative impacts require particular attention, especially the increasing impact 

that wind turbines and large scale solar farms can have on landscape and local 

amenity as the number of turbines and solar arrays in an area increases; 

• local topography is an important factor in assessing whether wind turbines and 

large scale solar farms could have a damaging effect on landscape and recognise 

that the impact can be as great in predominately flat landscapes as in hilly or 

mountainous areas; 

• great care should be taken to ensure heritage assets are conserved in a manner 

appropriate to their significance, including the impact of proposals on views 

important to their setting; 

https://www.gov.uk/consents-and-planning-applications-for-national-energy-infrastructure-projects
https://www.gov.uk/consents-and-planning-applications-for-national-energy-infrastructure-projects
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• proposals in National Parks and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, and in areas 

close to them where there could be an adverse impact on the protected area, will 

need careful consideration; 

• protecting local amenity is an important consideration which should be given proper 

weight in planning decisions.” 

  



161 

MSGP30 Flood risk management  

1) The extent and impact of flooding will be reduced by: 

a. Not culverting or building over watercourses wherever practicable; and 

b. Encouraging catchment management through the removal of existing culverts and 

other hard engineering structures and natural flood management measures including 

river restoration, appropriate tree planting, upstream flood storage and wetland 

habitat creation. 

2) Flood risk assessments and drainage assessments should accord with the requirements 

within the flood risk and surface water management SPD. Consideration must be given 

to current and future mine water and groundwater levels and the interaction with 

SuDS.      

3) Development within the River Team catchment should where reasonably practicable 

accord with the Team Valley Surface Water Management Plan. 

4) Deep drainage boreholes will not be permitted. 

 

Purpose of Policy: 

7.30.1 This policy sets out the approach Gateshead Council will take when assessing planning 

applications to manage flood risk effectively.  It replaces policy DC1 within the UDP 

relating to flood risk.  The policy expands on the principles established within NPPF 

and NPPG without duplication.  This policy should be read in conjunction with policy 

CS17 Flood Risk and Water Management. 

 

Positively Prepared: 

Local Plan Vision and Objectives  

7.30.2 This policy provides a positive approach to manage flood risk within Gateshead 

through a catchment-based approach using natural flood management measures. It 

supports SO9: Ensure the development and use of land protects, sustains and enhances 

the quality of the natural, built and historic environment, and ensuring our 

communities are attractive, safe and sustainable; SO11: To reduce CO2 emission from 

development and future growth while adapting to the issues, mitigating adverse 

impacts and taking advantage of the opportunities presented by climate change; and 

SO12: Improve the function, usability and provision of our green infrastructure and 

public spaces by providing a network of green spaces and features which are 

connected and accessible for all.  

 

Consultation  

Regulation 18 consultation (Draft Plan - October 2017)  

7.30.3 The Environment Agency welcomed the inclusion of this policy, and supported 

references to natural flood management methods which help to slow, store and filter 

flood water, make existing flood defences more resilient and meet WFD targets. The 
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Council added a reference regarding ‘natural flood management measures’ to MSGP 

30.1(b). 

 

7.30.4 The Environment Agency acknowledged and supported the inclusion of groundwater 

and mine water in MSGP30, 31 and 32, including recognition that some SuDS may 

need a hydrogeological risk assessment.   The Council added ‘current and future mine 

water and groundwater levels’ to MSGP 30.2 and an explanation within the supporting 

text,  and updated the evidence base in the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment to include 

the Environment Agency’s and Coal Authority’s mine water/groundwater constraints 

and reference to the toolkit.     

 

7.30.5 Ares (Retail World) considered that MSGP30 was broadly consistent with NPPF and 

NPPG, but considered the policy lacked flexibility to site specific circumstances such 

as practicability and viability.  The Council amended MSGP30 criterion 3 to include 

‘where reasonably practicable’ to provide greater policy flexibility.  

 

Regulation 19 consultation (Submission Draft - October 2018)   

7.30.6 Story Homes supports the need to assess and manage flood risk, however considered 

the policy lacks justifications or clarity on viability impacts.  Story Homes commented 

that clarity should be provided on part 2 of the policy, para 7.26 reference the SuDS 

SPD. 

 

7.30.7 Northumbrian Water Limited (NWL) support the sustainable provision of housing and 

economic development across the Borough as well as references to managing flood 

risk and references to the Council’s forthcoming SPD on Flood Risk and Sustainable 

Drainage.  NWL indicates it would be happy to be consulted on and wok with 

Gateshead on policies relevant to our duties as a water and sewerage undertaker. 

 

7.30.8 The Environment Agency supports the policy with minor amendments relating to the 

Team Valley Surface Water Management Plan. The locations identified with risks and 

potential solutions is welcomed.  

 

Sustainability Appraisal 

7.30.9 The policy was assessed to have predominantly positive effects on social, environment 

and economic sustainability objectives. 

 

Justified: 

Evidence 

7.30.10 The justification for this policy is based on the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) 

2018 and Team Valley Surface Water Management Plan 2018, which provides a 

proportionate evidence base to address local specific flood management issues such 
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as surface water flooding in Team Valley Trading Estate and the requirements of 

catchment partnerships. The policy addresses Gateshead’s locally specific mine water 

and groundwater issues which have been highlighted by the Coal Authority’s and the 

Environment Agency’s new constraints mapping and toolkit for sustainable drainage 

systems, which were considered within the SFRA.  This policy expands on guidance 

found in NPPF and NPPG without duplication. 

 

7.30.11 The evidence base for the development of this policy also includes: Flood Risk 

Sequential Test Report (October 2018); and Gateshead Flood Risk Management 

Strategy (2017). 

 

Alternatives  

7.30.12 An alternative policy approach was to include the detailed flood risk and drainage 

requirements and design standards within MSGP Policy 30. It was considered that this 

would mean the policy would quickly become out of date and may not align with 

future changes to national and local policies/standards.  Therefore, the preferred 

option was to refer to the SPD within the policy, as the SPD could be kept up to date 

through regular reviews. 

 

7.30.13 Another alternative would be to have no policy, and rely solely on CS17, NPPF and 

NPPG.  It was considered that this option would reduce the potential to manage flood 

risk in Gateshead. 

 

Effective:  

Deliverable  

7.30.14 The policy will be applied through the development management process, with 

specific schemes implemented by developers at a range of different scales of 

development to ensure appropriate and sustainable flood mitigation, supported by 

the SPD and technical advice from the Lead Local Flood Authority and the Environment 

Agency. 

 

7.30.15 The policy will also be implemented through the delivery of flood alleviation schemes 

by flood management bodies such as the Environment Agency, Lead Local Flood 

Authority, Northumbrian Water and the catchment partnerships. 

 

Joint working:  

7.30.16 Duty to cooperate meetings have been held with the Environment Agency, 

Northumbrian Water, the Marine Management Organisation and the Coal Authority 

which helped inform the policy.  Gateshead and Newcastle Councils worked jointly in 

the preparation on policy CS17 of the CSUCP and liaised on the development of 

MSGP30. 
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7.30.17 The local planning authority has worked with the lead local flood authority to inform 

the SFRA and Team Valley Surface Water Management Plan, and to secure a policy 

which is compatible with Gateshead’s local flood risk management strategy. 

 

7.30.18 The Council is also a member of the Tyne Catchment Partnership, which includes the 

River Team, the River Don and Tyne Estuary sub-partnerships which meet regularly.   

No local authorities have made comments on this policy during the latest consultation 

on MSGP. 

 

Monitoring: 

7.30.19 CSUCP monitoring indicators 

39. Flooding / water 
quality 

Number of planning permissions granted contrary to 
Environment Agency advice on grounds of flood risk or water 
quality 

40. Flooding / water 
quality 

Number and proportion of completed new developments 
which will be at risk from fluvial, tidal surface water and sewer 
flooding indicated by the SFRA 

41. Surface water 
management 

Completed new developments which: 

• Incorporate SUDs discharge surface water to a watercourse 

• Discharge surface water to sewers and combined sewers 
 

Consistent with National Policy 

NPPF 

7.30.20 MSGP 30 responds to the NPPF’s objectives outlined within para 149: that plans 

should take account of mitigating and adapting to increased flood risk as a reaction to 

climate change. The policy indicates the role of catchment management in mitigating 

fluvial flood risk throughout the borough.  The policy is also compatible with NPPF 

paragraph 156 that all sources of flooding should be considered and their interactions, 

as all major sources of flooding are incorporated into the policy. Further it sets out the 

required contributions from developers as required by para 134 for flood risk 

assessments and drainage assessments to accord with the Flood Risk Management 

SPD. 

 

NPPG  

7.30.21 Paragraph reference ID:  7-006-20140306 states: “Paragraph 156 of the National 

Planning Policy Framework states that local planning authorities should take advice 

from the Environment Agency and other relevant flood risk management bodies such 

as lead local flood authorities and internal drainage boards...” 

 

7.30.22 Paragraph reference ID: 7-011-20140306 states: “…Working collaboratively with 

other authorities, local planning authorities can develop Strategic Flood Risk 
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Assessments covering a wider area and at a river catchment level. County level 

Assessments may also be appropriate where minerals and waste issues can be 

considered at the same time.” 
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MSGP31 Water quality and river environments 

The quantity and quality of surface and groundwater bodies shall be protected and where 

possible enhanced in accordance with the Northumbria River Basin Management Plan. 

1) New development that discharges water into a watercourse or the ground will be 

required to incorporate appropriate water pollution control measures. 

2) New and altered transport infrastructure will be required to: 

- assess the impact on waterbodies and water quality; 

- incorporate pollution control measures. 

3) Water quality assessments should accord with the water quality SPD.   

4) Development adjacent to, over or in a watercourse should consider opportunities to 

improve the river environment and water quality, particularly within the Stanley 

Burn, Blaydon Burn, the River Don, the River Tyne, the River Team and the River 

Derwent catchments by: 

a. Naturalising watercourse channels; 

b. Improving the biodiversity and ecological connectivity of watercourses; 

c. Safeguarding and enlarging river buffers with appropriate habitat; and 

d. Mitigating diffuse agricultural and urban pollution; 

e. Ensuring that all drainage of new development is connected correctly; 

f. Seeking opportunities to incorporate creation of wetland habitat in designs where 

appropriate; 

g. Ensuring that development does not fragment the wildlife corridor; 

h. Preventing introduction of non-native species via construction or other works and 

managing present invasive non-native species where practical. 

 

Policy Purpose: 

7.31.1 This policy sets out the approach Gateshead Council will take when assessing planning 

applications to manage water quality and development which affects river 

environments.  It replaces policy DC1 within the UDP relating to water quality, and 

expands on the principles established within NPPF and NPPG without duplication.  This 

policy should be read in conjunction with policy CS17 Flood Risk and Water 

Management and CS18 Green Infrastructure and the Natural Environment. 

 

Positively Prepared: 

Local Plan Vision and Objectives:  

7.31.2 This policy provides a positive approach to manage water quality and improve river 

environments within Gateshead to support the Water Framework Directive56 and 

catchment management based approach, which is aligned with the Government’s 25 

Year Environment Plan57. 

 

                                                           
56 http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2017/407/contents/made 
57 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/25-year-environment-plan 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2017/407/contents/made
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/25-year-environment-plan
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7.31.3 The policy contributes to delivering the following Strategic Objectives: SO9 Ensure the 

development and use of land protects, sustains and enhances the quality of the 

natural, built and historic environment, and ensuring our communities are attractive, 

safe and sustainable; SO11 To reduce CO2 emission from development and future 

growth while adapting to the issues, mitigating adverse impacts and taking advantage 

of the opportunities presented by climate change; and SO12 Improve the function, 

usability and provision of our green infrastructure and public spaces by providing a 

network of green spaces and features which are connected and accessible for all.  

 

Statutory Consultation (support/object/how policy amended): 

Regulation 18 consultation (Draft Plan – October 2018)  

7.31.4 The Environment Agency supports the inclusion of a policy in relation to water quality 

and river environments and would welcome reference to 1) ensuring all drainage is 

connected properly 2) seeking opportunities to incorporate creation of wetland 

habitat where possible 3) ensuring development does not fragment wildlife corridors 

4) preventing introduction of non-native species via construction or other works.  The 

Council noted the support for the policy and amended the policy with the suggested 

additional criteria e-h to Policy MSGP31.4.  The Environment Agency also suggested 

additional policy references to assess the impact of transport infrastructure on 

waterbodies and incorporate pollution control measures. The Council added 

additional criteria to MSGP 31.2. 

 

7.31.5 Natural England welcomed the emphasis on the protection of natural assets, including 

water quality and river environments, and the requirement for development to 

provide water pollution controls where needed.   

 

7.31.6 Persimmon Homes requested additional wording to take into account the current 

use’s effect on water quality, particularly for brownfield sites, and also for greenfield 

sites where there is a resulting reduction of nitrate enrichment of watercourses.  The 

Council noted the objection, however no amendments were made to the policy as the 

current use's effect on water quality would be considered in a water quality 

assessment to ensure there is no deterioration, however this would not distract from 

striving for improvement through new development to achieve WFD objectives.  

 

7.31.7 There were also consultation responses which queried how the policy could be 

consistently and adequately monitored, and about the robustness of the evidence 

base. 

 

Regulation 19 consultation (Submission Draft – October 2018) 



168 

7.31.8 Story Homes objected to part 3 of MSGP31 and para 7.28 referring to the Flood Risk, 

Water Management and Water Quality SPD: Story Homes consider the SPD should 

have been prepared and consulted on in parallel to MSGP. 

  

7.31.9 The Environment Agency supports the policy with minor amendments. The 

Environment Agency would welcome a reference to achieving sustainable river 

crossings within Criterion 4 of the policy in line with the Environment Agency’s desire 

to avoid culverts in new developments.  

 

7.31.10 Natural England noted their general support for the policy. 

 

Sustainability Appraisal 

7.31.11 The policy was assessed to have positive and neutral social effects on SA objectives 

and positive effects for environment and economic effects on the SA objectives.  The 

SA also recommends including ‘and improvements to geomorphology’ to the end of 

the final sentence in the supporting text.  The Council will consider adding this 

reference to para. 7.29 of the supporting text. 

 

Justified 

Evidence  

7.31.12 The justification for this policy is based on the 2018 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment 

(SFRA) and Northumbria River Basin Management Plan58, which provide a 

proportionate evidence base to address the Water Framework Directive.  The policy 

addresses the locally specific issues and mitigation measures required for Gateshead’s 

watercourses which have been highlighted by Environment Agency, supports the work 

of the Tyne catchment partnership and sub-partnerships.  This policy expands on 

guidance found in NPPF and NPPG without duplication. 

 

7.31.13 The evidence base for the development of this policy includes also includes the 

Environment Agency’s ongoing monitoring and mitigation measures.  

 

Alternatives: 

7.31.14 An alternative would be to have no policy and rely solely on Core Strategy Policies 

CS17 and CS18, NPPF and NPPG.  It was considered this option would not promote 

measures to improve the waterbodies in Gateshead that are required to achieve WFD 

objectives. 

 

7.31.15 An alternative policy approach to listing the mitigation measures within criterion 4 

would be to rely only on the following reference: ‘surface and groundwater bodies 

                                                           
58 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/northumbria-river-basin-district-river-basin-
management-plan 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/northumbria-river-basin-district-river-basin-management-plan
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/northumbria-river-basin-district-river-basin-management-plan
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shall be protected in accordance with the Northumbria River Basin Management Plan.’  

However, the preferred option was to signpost mitigation measures in criterion 4 to 

support the implementation of the River Basin Management Plan. 

 

7.31.16 Another alternative policy approach to referring to the water quality SPD in criterion 

3, would be to set out the detailed requirements for water quality assessments within 

the policy.    

 

Effective: 

Deliverable  

7.31.17 The policy will be applied through the Development Management process, with 

specific schemes implemented by developers and landowners across different scales 

of development, supported by advice from the Lead Local Flood Authority and 

Environment Agency.  

 

7.31.18 The policy will also be implemented by the delivery of projects from partners of the 

Tyne catchment partnership and sub-catchment partnership.   

 

Joint working/DTC: 

7.31.19 Gateshead Council and Newcastle City Council worked jointly in the preparation of 

policy CS17, and liaised during the development of MSGP31. 

 

7.31.20 Duty to cooperate meetings have been held with the Environment Agency, 

Northumbrian Water and the Marine Management Organisation, helping inform the 

policy.  The LPA worked with the LLFA to secure a policy compatible with the local 

flood risk management strategy. 

 

7.31.21 The Council is also a member of the Tyne Catchment Partnership, which includes the 

River Team, the River Don and Tyne Estuary sub-catchment partnerships. This policy 

will help partners and developers to implement mitigation measures to improve the 

WFD status of Gateshead’s failing watercourses. 

 

7.31.22 No local authorities have made comments on this policy during the latest consultation 

on MSGP. 

 

Monitoring 

7.31.23 CSUCP monitoring indicators 

39. Flooding / water 
quality 

Number of planning permissions granted contrary to 
Environment Agency advice on grounds of flood risk or water 
quality 
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40. Flooding / water 
quality 

Number and proportion of completed new developments 
which will be at risk from fluvial, tidal surface water and sewer 
flooding indicated by the SFRA 

41. Surface water 
management 

Completed new developments which: 

• Incorporate SUDs discharge surface water to a watercourse 

• Discharge surface water to sewers and combined sewers 
44. Water quality % of river length assessed as fairly good or very good for 

chemical quality and biological quality, by river 
 

7.31.24 Further monitoring of groundwater bodies and surface waterbodies is undertaken by 

the Environment Agency, and Tyne Catchment Partnership and sub-groups. This 

monitoring will assist with the preparation of next update to the River Basin 

Management Plan in 2023.  

   

Consistent with National Policy 

NPPF  

7.31.25 The policy is compatible with paragraph 34 of the NPPF requiring the contributions of 

developers to be set out within the plan. 

 

7.31.26 The policy also takes into account NPPF paragraph 149: “Plans should take a proactive 

approach to mitigating and adapting to climate change, taking into account the long-

term implications for flood risk, coastal change, water supply, biodiversity and 

landscapes, and the risk of overheating from rising temperatures. Policies should 

support appropriate measures to ensure the future resilience of communities and 

infrastructure to climate change impacts, such as providing space for physical 

protection measures, or making provision for the possible future relocation of 

vulnerable development and infrastructure.” 

   

7.31.27 The policy is consistent with para 170 of the NPPF to encourage development 

“…wherever possible, help to improve local environmental conditions such as air and 

water quality, taking into account relevant information such as river basin 

management plans”. Further MSGP31 is compliant with para 171: “take a strategic 

approach to maintaining and enhancing networks of habitats and green 

infrastructure; and plan for the enhancement of natural capital at a catchment or 

landscape scale across local authority boundaries” 

 

NPPG 

7.31.28 This policy is in line with national guidance on water quality and river environments.  

NPPG Reference ID: 34-001-20161116 identifies the requirement for Local Planning 

Authorities to have regard to the River Basin Management Plans from the 

Environment Agency which are compliant with the Water Framework Directive. 
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7.31.29 NPPG reference ID: 34-002-20140306 and reference ID: 34-008-20140306 indicate 

that consideration should be given to a “catchment-based approach to water”, which 

has been incorporated in the policy by referencing the Northumbria River Basin 

management plan.  Reference ID: 34-008-20140306 indicates that water quality 

concerns often cross boundaries and are suitable to be considered under catchment 

terms.  Further the PPG indicates that water quality is a concern that should be 

addressed by plan making. 

 

7.31.30 MSGP31 directly addresses paragraph reference ID: 34-016-20140306 by indicating 

the schemes that will impact on water bodies; and reference ID: 34-017-20140306, by 

stating that mitigation can be provided via design to avoid adverse impact on the 

water bodies. MSGP31.4 and supporting text indicate the ability to achieve the 

‘multiple benefits’ indicated within paragraph reference ID: 34-019-20140306, 

including increasing water quality through implementation of Green infrastructure. 
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MSGP32 Green infrastructure and flood management schemes 

Schemes at the following locations, which will be protected from incompatible 

development, will be designed to combine safeguarding land for flood management with 

green infrastructure enhancements benefiting biodiversity, water quality and landscape 

and, where appropriate, providing new public access: 

River Team Catchment 

MSGP32.1 Watergate Forest Park  

MSGP32.2 Eslington Park Culvert  

MSGP32.3 Lamesley Pastures 

MSGP32.4 Durham Road, South of AEI Cables  

River Derwent Catchment 

MSGP32.5 Shibdon Meadow, Derwenthaugh  

River Don Catchment 

MSGP32.6 Leam Lane/Bowes Railway Path 

 

Purpose of Policy:  

7.32.1 This policy sets out the approach to safeguard land for current and future flood 

management and green infrastructure schemes.  It expands on the principles 

established within NPPF and NPPG without duplication.  This policy should be read in 

conjunction with policy CS17 Flood Risk and Water Management and CS18 Green 

Infrastructure and the Natural Environment. 

 

Positively Prepared: 

Local Plan Vision and Objectives 

7.32.2 This policy provides a positive approach to safeguarding land which is likely to be 

required for current or future flood management using blue/green infrastructure.     

This policy was informed by the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment, Environment 

Agency’s Team Valley Flood Alleviation Scheme, Lead Local Flood Authority’s local 

flood schemes and the Newcastle Gateshead Surface Water Management Plan.  The 

approach is also aligned with the Government’s 25-year environment plan which 

seeks to reduce the risk of harm from flooding through the use of natural flood 

management solutions and catchment management. 

 

7.32.3 The policy contributes to Strategic Objectives: SO9 Ensure the development and use of 

land protects, sustains and enhances the quality of the natural, built and historic 

environment, and ensuring our communities are attractive, safe and sustainable; SO11 

To reduce CO2 emission from development and future growth while adapting to the 

issues, mitigating adverse impacts and taking advantage of the opportunities 

presented by climate change; and SO12 Improve the function, usability and provision 

of our green infrastructure and public spaces by providing a network of green spaces 

and features which are connected and accessible for all.  
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Consultation:  

Regulation 18 consultation (Draft Plan October 2017)  

7.32.4 Natural England supported the policy and welcomed the emphasis on the provision 

and maintenance of green infrastructure as an aspect on which new development will 

be assessed.  Historic England suggest designed parks, gardens, battlefields and 

cemeteries should be referenced as part of strategic green infrastructure.   There was 

a consultation comment concerned about the robustness of the evidence base.  The 

policy was not amended as a result of comments received during Draft Plan 

consultation.   

 

Regulation 19 consultation (Submission Draft October 2018)  

7.32.5 An objection from the Church Commissioners requests that a viability clause is 

inserted into the policy to ensure that the policy doesn’t impact on site viability across 

the borough. The Church Comissioners also indicate the definition of GI is too narrowly 

focused on environment and not multifunctionality.   

  

7.32.6 Natural England has indicated support for the policy, though would welcome 

emphasis on protection and enhancement of the natural environment.  

 

7.32.7 South Tyneside indicated support for the protection and enhancement of green 

infrastructure corridors, in particular the River Tyne and Follingsby. 

 

Sustainability Appraisal 

7.32.8 The policy has broadly positive to very positive social, environment and economic 

effects on the Sustainability Appraisal objectives. 

 

Justified 

Evidence 

7.32.9 The justification for this policy is based on the 2018 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment 

(SFRA) and the Green Infrastructure Delivery Plan 2017 Update, which provide a 

proportionate evidence base to safeguard land for current and future flood 

management and green infrastructure. The policy addresses the locally specific flood 

management requirements and opportunities for enhancing biodiversity, including 

sites required for schemes identified by the flood management bodies. 

   

7.32.10 The Environment Agency’s Team Valley Flood Alleviation scheme will address fluvial 

flood risk on Team Valley Trading Estate which includes: additional flood storage at 

Watergate Forest Park, daylighting of a culvert at Eslington Park and river restoration 

and wetland creation at Lamesley Pastures.  The policy will also support a Lead Local 

Flood Authority flood alleviation scheme at Leam Lane.  The policy also protects 
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existing blue/green infrastructure: a recently enhanced low-lying wet grassland at 

Shibdon Meadow; and remnant species rich grassland which is at high risk of fluvial 

and surface water flooding on Durham Road.    

 

Evidence 

7.32.11 The evidence base for the development of this policy includes: Gateshead Level 1 

Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (October 2018, 4.4.7.2 p46; 6.6 p91; Appendix D, F); 

Environment Agency Team Valley Flood Alleviation Project Strategic Outline Case. 

2017; Gateshead Lead Local Flood Authority Local Flood Alleviation Scheme Leam 

Lane; Planning application for creation of wetland habitat features at Shibdon 

Meadow Local Wildlife Site (reference DC/18/00316/FUL); Newcastle Gateshead 

Surface Water Management Plan. Identifying Areas at Risk (2013 p93); Newcastle 

Gateshead Infrastructure Strategy Report 2011; Gateshead Green Infrastructure 

Delivery Plan 2017 Update.  

 

Alternatives 

7.32.12 An alternative would be to have no policy and rely solely on Core Strategy Policies 

CS17 and CS18, NPPF and NPPG.  It was considered this option would not promote 

measures to improve the waterbodies in Gateshead that are required to achieve WFD 

objectives.   

  

Effective: 

Deliverable  

7.32.13 The policy will support the delivery of flood alleviation schemes by flood management 

bodies: the Lead Local Flood Authority at Leam Lane and the Environment Agency for 

Team Valley.   

 

7.32.14 The Environment Agency will be undertaking project development of the Team Valley 

Flood Alleviation scheme over the next two years.  The Environment Agency has 

provisionally requested Flood and Coastal Risk Management (FCRM) Grant in Aid 

funding from the Government for delivery of the scheme from 2021 to 2024; however 

additional financial contributions from other public and private sources will also be 

required to fully fund the project. 

 

7.32.15 Durham Wildlife Trust has recently delivered a scheme that enhances the wet 

grassland habitat at Shibdon Meadows local wildlife site, through the creation of a 

series of pools, scrapes and bunds, to provide wading habitat.   

 

7.32.16 It is anticipated that the Leam Lane Flood Alleviation Scheme will be delivered by the 

Lead Local Flood Authority in 2018/19 and 19/20, funded by FCRM Grant in Aid and 

local levy. 
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7.32.17 All landowners will be required to safeguard the existing and enhanced blue green 

infrastructure. 

 

Duty to Co-Operate 

7.32.18 The Council has been working in partnership with the Environment Agency on a 

strategically important programme of catchment management projects to reduce 

fluvial flood risk in the lower catchment of the River Team and to provide wider 

environmental benefits in terms of WFD objectives and habitat enhancement and 

creation, which informed the designations of MSGP 32.1, 32.2 and 32.3.  The Team 

Valley Flood Alleviation Scheme is particularly important to protect the existing 

businesses within Team Valley Trading Estate and secure future sustainable 

development and investment. 

 

7.32.19 Duty to cooperate meetings have been held with the Environment Agency and Lead 

Local Flood Authority which helped inform this policy. 

  

7.32.20 The Council is also a member of the Tyne Catchment Partnership, which includes the 

River Team, the River Don and Tyne Estuary sub-catchment partnerships. The Council 

is also a member of Northumbria Regional Flood and Coastal Committee which 

determines the medium programme for Flood and Coastal Risk Management (FCRM) 

Grant in Aid and local flood levy funding for flood alleviation schemes used by flood 

management bodies.  This policy will help partners to implement mitigation schemes 

to improve flood management and support WFD objectives. 

 

7.32.21 Gateshead and Newcastle Councils worked jointly in the preparation on policy CS17 

and liaised during the development of MSGP32.  No local authorities have made 

comments on this policy during the latest consultation on MSGP. 

 

Monitoring: 

7.32.22 The policy relates to the safeguarding of specific sites, and it can therefore be 

effectively monitored through a narrative-based appraisal of the implementation of 

schemes specified in the policy through a review of the Local Plan. 

 

7.32.23 Further monitoring of the delivery of flood management schemes will be undertaken 

by the Environment Agency and the Lead Local Flood Authority.  The annual 

monitoring report will provide a narrative-based appraisal of the implementation of 

the schemes and future protection. 

 

Consistent with National Policy: 

NPPF 
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7.32.24 This policy is compatible with paragraph 149 of the NPPF which states: “Policies 

should support appropriate measures to ensure the future resilience of communities 

and infrastructure to climate change impacts, such as providing space for physical 

protection measures”.  This is further emphasised within NPPF paragraph 157 b) “land 

should be safeguarded from development that is required, or likely to be required, for 

current or future flood management”  

 

NPPG  

7.32.25 Paragraph reference ID: 7-015-20140306 “upstream flood storage designed to protect 

communities further downstream, then this should be safeguarded from development 

and identified as a functional floodplain, even though it may not flood very often”.  The 

allocations indicated within MSGP 32 respond to the need for upstream flood 

management.  

 

7.32.26 Paragraph reference ID: 8-030-20160211 indicates the role that GI can play in 

“improving drainage (including the use of sustainable drainage systems) and 

managing flooding and water resources; improving water quality”.  MSGP32 has 

indicated that GI will be used as a tool for flood management and also bring 

multifunctional benefits such as habitat creation and increased water quality.  
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MSGP33 Maintaining, protecting and enhancing green infrastructure 

Development will be required to maintain and protect existing green infrastructure assets 

and where appropriate contribute towards the delivery of new and/or enhanced green 

infrastructure assets by: 

1. Ensure development proposals which could adversely affect green infrastructure 

demonstrate: 

a. Alternate provision to maintain or create new green infrastructure assets; or 

b. Benefits provided by the development outweigh any harm. 

2. Requiring proposals to create/enhance green infrastructure assets to: 

a. Maximise functionality where appropriate; 

b. Increase or enhance connectivity and accessibility; 

c. Increase or enhance biodiversity; 

d. Contribute to the areas character and improve visual amenity; 

e. Include community involvement and education where appropriate; 

f. Secure maintenance and long-term management; and 

g. Incorporate climate change mitigation measures where appropriate. 

3. Contributing to off-site provision where on-site provision of green infrastructure is not 

possible. 

4. Prioritising improvements within Opportunity Areas in the Strategic Green 

Infrastructure Network, as identified on the MSGP policies map, and addressing gaps in 

the network. 

Purpose of the policy 

7.33.1 The proposed policy seeks to maintain, protect and enhance green infrastructure 

assets.  It sets out a policy framework that will be used to determine where proposals 

should avoid or mitigate impacts on green infrastructure, and makes clear what will 

be required from new or enhanced green infrastructure.  The policy provides more 

detail to the principles established within policy CS18. 

 

7.33.2 The policy will be used to determine development proposals, both in terms of the 

impact on existing, and the delivery of new and/or enhanced, green infrastructure 

assets.  It should be considered alongside relevant policies from the CSUCP, 

particularly policy CS18. 

 

Positively Prepared 

Local Plan Vision and Objectives 

7.33.3 The proposed policy will have a direct contribution to the achievement of strategic 

objective SO9: Ensure the development and use of land protects, sustains and 

enhances the quality of the natural, built and historic environment, and ensuring our 

communities are attractive, safe and sustainable; and SO12: Improve the function, 
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usability and provision of our green infrastructure and public spaces by providing a 

network of green spaces and features which are connected and accessible for all. 

 

Consultation / policy preparation 

Regulation 18 (Draft Plan – October 2017) 

7.33.4 Several comments from landowners and developers related to the designation of 

green infrastructure assets and/or wildlife corridors, requesting boundaries are 

revised to remove specific sites, or the exemption of specific sites from the policy’s 

requirements. 

 

7.33.5 Natural England and the Environment Agency noted their support for the policy.  

Historic England suggested that designed parks, gardens, battlefields and cemeteries 

should be referenced as part of Strategic green infrastructure. 

 

Regulation 19 (Submission Draft – November 2018) 

7.33.6 South Tyneside Council and Natural England noted their support for the policy during 

consultation on the submission draft plan. 

 

7.33.7 Bill Quay Ltd. considered the policy should make specific reference to the benefits of 

utilising brownfield land.  Church Commissioners (land at Metrogreen) considered the 

policy should allow more flexibility to ensure it does not preclude development 

coming forward, and should also highlight the potential multifunctional (regeneration 

and investment) benefits provided by green infrastructure. 

Sustainability Appraisal 

7.33.8 The SA considered policy MSGP33 to have positive to very positive effects, with a 

particularly strong contribution towards strong and inclusive communities; adaptation 

and mitigation to climate change and a reduction of our contributions to it; and the 

protection and enhancement of environmental assets and infrastructure. 

 

Justified 

Evidence  

7.33.9 The Newcastle Gateshead Green Infrastructure Strategy Report (2011) provides 

evidence underpinning Gateshead’s Strategic Green Infrastructure, and Opportunity 

Areas.  The Gateshead Green Infrastructure Delivery Plan, 2013 – 2030, (Update Sept 

2017) sets out how schemes which aim to address gaps in the network, or enhance 

opportunity areas will be delivered. 

 

Alternatives 

7.33.10 The policy provides additional detail to CS18.  Policy CS18 alone was not considered 

to provide sufficient detail to effectively determine proposals that would affect green 
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infrastructure, nor ensure that new or enhanced green infrastructure assets optimise 

their contribution to the network. 

 

Effective 

Deliverable 

7.33.11 The provision of green infrastructure assets has cross-boundary implications: the 

policy’s focus on protecting such assets is compatible with the principles adopted by 

neighbouring local authority areas, and neighbouring authorities have not identified 

cross-boundary issues.  The policy will be implemented alongside CS18, which was 

informed by a shared evidence base commissioned jointly with Newcastle City Council.  

This shared evidence and strategic policy framework with Newcastle City Council 

supports a consistent and integrated approach to the provision and maintenance of a 

green infrastructure network across this part of the region. 

 

Joint working 

7.33.12 The policy will be implemented alongside CS18, which was informed by a shared 

evidence base commissioned jointly with Newcastle City Council.  Ongoing 

engagement with neighbouring authorities in the development and implementation 

of policies and development schemes relating to green infrastructure ensures a 

consistent approach. 

 

Monitoring 

CSUCP monitoring indicators 

42. Ecology Changes in areas of ecological importance, comprising areas 

designated for their intrinsic ecological value, including sites of 

national, regional or local significance 

45. Open Space Quality Proportion of residents satisfied with “Parks and green spaces”. 

 

Consistent with national policy 

NPPF 

7.33.13 The approach set out in Gateshead’s Local Plan is consistent with the NPPF’s 

requirements to support the provision of green infrastructure.  MSGP33 recognises 

the multifunctional benefits of green infrastructure (implicit in the NPPF’s reference 

to green infrastructure in the context of climate change, flooding, natural 

environment and health, and in the definition of green infrastructure as being 

“capable of delivering a wide range of environmental and quality of life benefits”). 

 

7.33.14 The approach to maintaining, protecting and enhancing a strategic green 

infrastructure network is consistent with NPPF paragraph 171. 
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MSGP34 Countryside and landscape protection 

Within areas of high and very high landscape sensitivity, and where it would significantly 

affect the setting of such areas, development will be resisted if it would have an adverse 

impact on the landscape. Within areas of medium landscape sensitivity, development 

which would have a significant adverse impact on the landscape will be resisted unless the 

impact would be short-term and would be followed by restoration or enhancement, and/or 

the proposed development would result in major public benefit, and mitigation forms part 

of the proposal as far as is feasible. Proposals will be expected to: 

1) Protect, conserve and where possible enhance landscape character and local 

distinctiveness, reflecting landscape sensitivity; 

2) Demonstrate that any adverse impact on views and vistas, and on the skyline, is 

acceptable and unavoidable; and 

3) Preserve the tranquillity of the countryside and its quiet enjoyment, by resisting 

proposals that would cause significant increases in noise, night-time light, or traffic, or 

reduce the sense of openness. 

 

Purpose of the policy 

7.34.1 The proposed policy seeks to manage the impact of development on areas of very 

high, high and medium landscape sensitivity and provides a hierarchy for these areas 

against which development will be assessed. These areas are identified by the 

Gateshead Landscape Character Assessment.  The proposed policy then sets out three 

further criteria for the assessment of proposals.  

 

Positively Prepared 

Local Plan Vision and Objectives 

7.34.2 The proposed policy will make a direct contribution to the achievement of strategic 

objective SO9: Ensure the development and use of land protects, sustains and 

enhances the quality of the natural, built and historic environment, and ensuring our 

communities are attractive, safe and sustainable. 

 

Consultation / policy preparation 

Regulation 18 (Draft Plan – October 2017) 

7.34.3 A member of the public objected to the policy (amongst others) due to concerns over 

building in the Green Belt.  Another member of the public also objected to the policy 

but no reasons were given.  Another member of the public partially supported the 

policy (amongst others) but stated that they do not go far enough and that the Council 

is not doing enough to protect the natural environment.  Three other members of the 

public supported the policy but no reasons were given. 

 

Regulation 19 (Submission Draft – November 2018) 
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7.34.4 Objections to the policy were received from Taylor Wimpey and Gladman 

Developments. The concerns raised were that the policy imposes an over-restrictive 

approach that is not in accordance with the NPPF as only valued landscapes should be 

protected and enhanced and that plan-making should not seek to protect the 

countryside for its own sake. Concerns were also raised that the Gateshead Landscape 

Character Assessment was not up to date and therefore was not in accordance with 

the NPPF. There was also concern that a site at Broom Lane, Whickham, within an area 

of high/very high sensitivity, was inaccurate and not supported by evidence. 

 

7.34.5 A member of the public objected to the policy (amongst others) due to concerns over 

building in the Green Belt. However, this is not relevant to the policy.  Another 

member of the public partially supported the policy (amongst others) but stated that 

they do not go far enough and that the Council is not doing enough to protect the 

natural environment. 

 

7.34.6 No amendments to the policy are proposed as a result of the responses. Whilst the 

Gateshead Landscape Character Assessment was carried out a number of years ago, 

it is still considered up to date, as no significant changes have taken place to the 

Borough’s countryside and landscape, other than through existing allocations in the 

CSUCP (to which the policy does not apply) and through the planned and approved 

restoration of quarries and landfill sites, and it is considered that the assessment took 

place in accordance with best practice and went into a high level of detail. The policy 

and its underpinning evidence are considered to be in accordance with the NPPF. 

 

Sustainability Appraisal 

7.34.7 The SA considered policy MSGP34 to have positive social and economic impacts 

particularly in regard to promoting strong and inclusive communities. The SA 

considered the policy to have neutral environmental impacts. 

  

Justified 

Evidence  

7.34.8 The evidence for the designation of the areas is the Gateshead Landscape Character 

Assessment 2007.  The policy was also informed by the relevant national guidance. 

 

Alternatives 

7.34.9 The policy uses an appropriate evidence base to implement national guidance. No 

reasonable alternative could be identified. 

 

Effective 

Deliverable 

7.34.10 The policy will be implemented through the development management process. 
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Joint working 

7.34.11 The policy is in accordance with the strategic objectives of the CSUCP, but was not 

identified as raising any cross-boundary issues. 

 

Monitoring 

7.34.12 This policy seeks to prevent inappropriate development, and does not relate to 

specific target(s) that would allow quantifiable measure.  The council will determine 

whether the policy remains appropriate on an ongoing basis, based on evidence from 

specific development proposals, and through any future assessment of landscape 

character.  

 

Consistent with national policy 

NPPF 

7.34.13 The proposed policy is consistent with the NPPF and the aim of paragraph 170 for 

planning policies to contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by 

(amongst other criteria) “protecting and enhancing valued landscapes and recognising 

the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside”. It follows paragraph 171 in 

respecting the hierarchy of internationally, nationally and local designated sites; whilst 

there are no internationally or nationally protected landscapes in Gateshead, the 

policy provides a lower level of protection to these locally designated areas than that 

indicated by the NPPF. 

 

PPG 

7.34.14 The policy follows the recommended approach set out in PPG in that landscape 

character assessments should be prepared.    
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MSGP35 Development in Settlements within the Green Belt 

Infilling development in the envelopes of the following settlements within the Green Belt will 

be permitted where it is in keeping with the scale and character of the settlement concerned: 

MSGP35.1 Barlow  

MSGP35.2 Byermoor  

MSGP35.3 Clara Vale  

MSGP35.4 Coalburns  

MSGP35.5 Eighton Banks  

MSGP35.6 Lockhaugh   

MSGP35.7 Marley Hill  

MSGP35.8 Winlaton Mill 

 

Purpose of the policy 

7.35.1 The policy continues the approach taken by saved UDP policy ENV38 (“Washed-over 

Settlements within the Green Belt”) by defining those areas in which infilling which 

does not have an adverse effect on Green Belt objectives or the character of the 

settlement concerned will be permitted. 

 

Positively prepared  

Local Plan Vision and Objectives 

7.35.2 This policy should be read in conjunction with policy CS19 Green Belt in the CSUCP, 

and will contribute to the achievement of the following strategic objectives:SO9 

Ensure the development and use of land protects, sustains and enhances the quality 

of the natural, built and historic environment, and ensuring our communities are 

attractive, safe and sustainable. 

 

Consultation / policy preparation 

Regulation 18 consultation (Draft Plan – October 2017) 

7.35.3 Objections to the policy at Draft Plan stage related to the extent of settlement 

envelopes, the potential for development to impinge on rights of way, and the 

potential for sensitive infill development to set a precedent for building in the Green 

Belt and impact on residential amenity. 

 

Regulation 19 consultation (Submission Draft – October 2018)  

7.35.4 An objection was received regarding the extent of the Marley Hill settlement 

boundary under MSGP35.7.  Another objection sought the addition of Ryton 

Woodside to the list of settlements where sensitive infill development may be 

permitted. 

 

7.35.5 Another representation requested the inclusion of supporting text to set out the 

approach to development in settlements not listed in MSGP35. 
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7.35.6 The objections did not result in any change to the policy. The view was taken that the 

general objections to the policy do not have merit, and some of the specific objections 

(referring to Coalburns and Marley Hill) refer to land where development would have 

significant adverse impacts on Green Belt objectives.  The objection regarding Ryton 

Woodside was considered particularly carefully but it was concluded that to draw 

boundaries around small, separate groups of buildings within the countryside, which 

on their own did not constitute a named settlement or meet the other criteria set out 

in paragraph 7.35 (which specifically refers to Ryton Woodside and sets out the 

Council’s thinking) could become a disproportionately extensive exercise of applied 

consistently to all settlements. At Greenside (where no settlement envelope is 

proposed, but which is already a settlement excluded from the Green Belt) two minor 

revisions to the proposed alteration of the Green Belt boundary are proposed, one of 

them in response to the representation seeking that outcome.        

 

Sustainability Appraisal 

7.35.7 The policy will have a range of positive/neutral effects on the social and environmental 

sustainability objectives, and a neutral effect on economic sustainability objectives.  

 

Justified 

Evidence / Alternatives 

7.35.8 The existing saved policy, ENV38, is believed to have worked well over many years, 

both in controlling inappropriate development in the Green Belt and in increasing 

clarity about the Council’s approach.  The Council is unaware of any convincing 

evidence, either that more settlements should be included in the policy, existing ones 

deleted, or boundaries changed. 

 

Effective 

Deliverable: 

7.35.9 The policy will be delivered through the development management process.  

 

Joint-working: 

7.35.10 The policy is Gateshead-specific without any cross-boundary implications.   

 

Monitoring: 

7.35.11 CSUCP monitoring indicators 

46. Green Belt Green Belt additions and deletions 

47. Green Belt Planning applications and permissions advertised as departures 

from Green Belt policies 

 

Consistent with national policy 
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7.35.12 The approach set out in policy MSGP35 is consistent with the NPPF and in particular 

paragraph 145 clauses (e) and (f). 
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MSGP36 Proposed Wardley Manor Country Park 

Land at Wardley/Red Barns will be further restored, enhanced and protected from 

inappropriate development, to form the Wardley Manor Country Park 

 

Purpose of the policy 

7.36.1 The proposed policy relates to an important specific area of land within the Strategic 

Green Infrastructure Network that is a substantial area of natural green space with 

good links to nearby communities and public transport.  The proposed policy sets out 

the vision for the land to form part of the Wardley Manor Country Park and in 

achieving this there is a need to restore the land and protect it from inappropriate 

development. 

 

Positively Prepared 

Local Plan Vision and Objectives 

7.36.2 The proposed policy will have a direct contribution to the achievement of strategic 

objectives SO9 Ensure the development and use of land protects, sustains and 

enhances the quality of the natural, built and historic environment, and ensuring our 

communities are attractive, safe and sustainable; and SO12 Improve the function, 

usability and provision of our green infrastructure and public spaces by providing a 

network of green spaces and features which are connected and accessible for all. 

 

Consultation / policy preparation 

Regulation 18 (Draft Plan – October 2017) 

7.36.3 Persimmon Homes objected to the policy as they considered that the owners of some 

of the land covered by the policy had a viable business on the site and their aspirations 

conflicted with the policy and the land was not available for park use. 

 

7.36.4 Three members of the public supported the policy (amongst others) with no reasons 

given.  A member of the public objected to the policy (amongst others) due to 

concerns with building on the Green Belt which would encourage population growth 

and damage wildlife habitat and generally degrade the environment for flora and 

fauna.  Another member of the public objected to the policy with no reasons given. 

 

Regulation 19 (Submission Draft – November 2018) 

7.36.5 Persimmon Homes objected to the policy as they considered that the owners of some 

of the land covered by the policy had a viable business on the site and their aspirations 

conflicted with the policy and the land was not available for park use. 

 

7.36.6 A member of the public objected to the policy (amongst others) due to concerns with 

building on the Green Belt which would encourage population growth and damage 

wildlife habitat and generally degrade the environment for flora and fauna. 
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Sustainability Appraisal 

7.36.7 The SA considered policy MSGP36 to have positive social and environmental impacts, 

particularly in regard to improving health and well-being and reducing inequalities in 

health. The SA considered that the policy would have neutral economic impacts. 

 

Justified 

Evidence  

7.36.8   The NewcastleGateshead Green Infrastructure Strategy Report (2011) identifies the 

network of multifunctional green space and other relevant land and watercourses, 

which supports the activity, health and wellbeing of local people and wildlife across 

NewcastleGateshead. It also identifies green infrastructure deficiencies that can be 

addressed through future growth whilst looking at opportunities for conservation and 

enhancement of existing provision, including links in green space provision both within 

and across council boundaries. 

 

7.36.9 A key part of the strategy for green infrastructure in Gateshead is to identify the 

Strategic Green Infrastructure Networks linking together important green spaces and 

Opportunity Areas where there are particular opportunities for creating and 

enhancing green infrastructure. The Green Infrastructure Delivery Plan Update 2013-

2030 (2017) provides the context for GI work across the borough. Its primary function 

is to translate the vision for GI, and the more specific priorities identified in the GI 

Strategy and CSUCP, into actions. It therefore focuses on the Strategic Network and 

Opportunity Areas identified in the GI Strategy and CSUCP. It identifies the Wardley 

Country Park as a green infrastructure opportunity area situated in the Bowes Railway 

East and Bill Quay Strategic Corridor. This site requires a substantial multi-functional 

GI project, tying together several disparate reclamation schemes to form a Forest or 

Country Park, providing biodiversity enhancements, innovative countryside 

interpretation and education, community outreach and improved access to the 

countryside. Conservation and improvement of this area of accessible greenbelt GI 

adjacent to the urban east of the borough is a GI priority for the council. The outputs 

of the project are: 

• 78 ha of Forest Park created  

• Enhancement of Pelaw Quarry Pond Local Nature Reserve & Local Wildlife Site 
within Park  

• Gateway to the wider countryside enhanced, with improved links to Bowes 
Railway Path  

• Improved access links to South Tyneside & Keelman’s Way riverside route.  

• Environmental and physical activity Interpretation, education and community 
outreach activities.  
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7.36.11 The Country Park project is included in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan (2018 

Update) as a transformational project to enhance the Country Park including 

management of woodland planting areas and providing improved access to the 

countryside. 

 

7.36.12 The Country Park designation and policy is a continuation of the current policy 

approach as set out in the saved Unitary Development Plan Policy (CFR25) which 

identifies the site for restoration and enhancement as a recreational urban 

countryside site. 

 
Alternatives 
7.36.13 Not proceeding with the proposed country park would mean the land would remain 

in its current state functioning as informal open space - contributing less effectively 

to the wider green infrastructure network, generally being less accessible and less 

likely to be utilised by residents for recreation purposes than otherwise would be the 

case. 

 

Effective 

Deliverable/Joint Working 

7.36.14   The Country Park will be delivered by officers in the Council, working in partnership 

with other key stakeholders and bidding for funding from a number of potential 

sources: 

• c.£1.5M capital phased  

• potential Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) contributions.  

• Heritage Lottery Fund, 

• Landfill Tax 

• Forestry Commission Woodland Grants scheme 

 

Monitoring 

7.36.15   CSUCP monitoring indicators: 

 

29. Healthy lifestyles Adult participation in sport (% of total population). 

30. Satisfaction with area Proportion satisfied with their area as a place to live by 

location, age, gender and ethnicity. 

45. Open space quality Proportion of residents satisfied with “parks and green spaces”. 

 

Consistent with national policy 

NPPF 

7.36.16 The proposed policy is consistent with the NPPF and the aim of paragraph 91 for 

planning policies to achieve healthy, inclusive and safe places which (amongst other 
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measures) enable and support healthy lifestyles, especially where this would address 

identified local health and well-being needs – for example through the provision of 

safe and accessible green infrastructure.  It is also consistent with paragraph 92 as 

an example of a planning policy which plans positively for the provision and use of 

shared spaces and community facilities such as open space.  It also accords with the 

aim of paragraph 96 in terms of providing access to a network of high-quality open 

spaces and opportunities for sport and physical activity for the benefit of the health 

and well-being of communities. 

 

PPG 

7.36.17 The policy follows guidance in the PPG by planning positively for green infrastructure 

and recognising that this forms part of a multifunctional network and provides 

multiple benefits and should be a key consideration in local plans. In addition, it is 

consistent with the guidance that local plans should identify the strategic location of 

existing and proposed green infrastructure networks.     
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MSGP37 Woodland, trees and hedgerows 

1. Development that would damage or result in the loss of woodland, trees or 

hedgerows will only be permitted where it can be clearly demonstrated that: 

a. Development cannot reasonably be located elsewhere; and 

b. The need for development clearly outweighs any harm to the ecological value, 

landscape quality or historical importance of the area, and in the case of ancient 

woodland and veteran trees outside ancient woodland, provides exceptional public 

benefits; and 

c. Harm can be reduced to acceptable levels through the implementation of positive 

mitigation and enhancement measures either on site or elsewhere. 

2. Where the Council considers that trees or woodland may be affected by a 

development proposal, it will require an appropriate tree survey and ecological 

survey to be submitted with the planning application. 

3. The Council will also support the planting of new trees and woodland enhancement 

of existing trees and woodland, where this sympathetic to local topography, 

enhances ecology and contributes positively to landscape character 

 

Purpose of the policy 

7.37.1 The policy seeks to ensure that woodland, trees and hedgerows are protected from 

harm caused by development.  The policy provides a basis for determining proposals 

that have the potential to affect woodland, trees and hedgerows. 

 

Positively Prepared 

Local Plan Vision and Objectives 

7.37.2 The proposed policy will have a direct contribution to the achievement of strategic 

objective SO9: Ensure the development and use of land protects, sustains and 

enhances the quality of the natural, built and historic environment, and ensuring our 

communities are attractive, safe and sustainable. 

 

7.37.3 The policy’s focus on protecting woodland, trees and hedgerows will contribute to the 

retention of green infrastructure assets in the borough, and in this respect the policy 

also indirectly contributes to strategic objective SO12: Improve the function, usability 

and provision of our green infrastructure and public places by providing a network of 

green spaces and features which are connected and accessible for all. 

 

Consultation / policy preparation 

Regulation 18 (Draft Plan- October 2017) 

7.37.4 Historic England recommended including a caveat of removing trees as part of the 

setting of a scheduled ancient monument. 
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7.37.4 Natural England endorsed the policy provision to retain woodland, trees and 

hedgerows as a priority unless it is demonstrated that other priorities take 

precedence. 

 

7.37.5 Durham Wildlife Trust suggested a change in the policy wording and that ancient 

woodland / trees should be viewed as replicable assets. Furthermore, an addition of 

the potential benefits of tree planting (in particular, large scale planting) to aid in the 

reduction of flood risk and improve water quality. 

 

7.37.6 Story Homes agreed with the policy in principle, but suggested that only ancient and 

aged / veteran trees should be considered. 

 

7.37.7 The consultation responses resulted in the amendment of paragraph 7.38 to include 

the benefits of woodland planting to aid in flood management and water quality.  The 

Council also reviewed Policy MSGP27 in relation to Historic England’s comments 

regarding tree felling surrounding historical monuments. 

 

Regulation 19 (Submission Draft – November 2018) 

7.37.8 Both Gladman and Story Homes suggested the policy was too onerous and vague, and 

that it should be modified so that only healthy and good quality trees, woodland and 

hedgerows are considered in development.  Gleeson Regeneration Ltd. also objected 

to the omission of a criterion that permits the loss of trees and hedgerows based on 

site constraints. 

 

7.37.9 Natural England welcomed the emphasis on protection and enhancement of the 

Natural Environment through the policy framework. 

 

7.37.10 Newcastle International Airport requested additional criteria are added to MSGP 

policies, including MSGP37 to prevent potential impact on the airport.  

 

7.37.11 The Environment Agency requested that wording should include reference to 

preserving the appropriateness of the ecological character of an area by selecting tree 

species that are native and in-line with those already naturally present in Gateshead. 

 

Sustainability Appraisal 

7.37.12 The SA considered policy MSGP37 to have neutral to positive effects, with a 

particularly strong contribution towards the protection and enhancement of natural 

environmental assets and infrastructure. 

 

Justified 

Evidence 



192 

7.37.13 The proposed policy has been prepared to protect woodland, trees and hedgerows 

across Gateshead.  No specific new evidence has been prepared to support the policy, 

and it is instead based on good practice. 

 

Alternatives 

7.37.14 The potential omission of a policy related to woodland, trees and hedgerows (and 

sole reliance on relevant NPPF policies) was not considered to appropriately reflect 

the contribution that these assets make to the landscape and environmental quality 

of Gateshead.  A specific MSGP policy related to woodland, trees and hedgerows also 

provides clarity regarding the council’s expectations from new development. 

 

7.37.15 The potential for the policy to require only healthy or ‘good quality’ specimens are 

retained was not considered to represent an appropriate alternative, as the relative 

‘health’ of a tree bears little or no relationship to its ecological, landscape or cultural 

value.  Similarly, the ‘quality’ of a tree in landscape and/or cultural terms can be 

subjective. 

 

Effective 

Deliverable 

7.37.16 The policy sets out a mechanism for determining proposals that may affect woodland, 

trees or hedgerows.  It will be delivered through the Development Management 

process, implemented by the Council acting as Local Planning Authority. 

 

7.37.17 Clause 3 of MSGP37 relates to the enhancement, or provision of trees and woodland.  

Such enhancements or new planting may correlate to the schemes identified in the 

Gateshead Green Infrastructure Delivery Plan Update (2017). 

 

Joint working 

7.37.18 The provision of green infrastructure assets (which this policy contributes towards) 

has cross-boundary implications, but the policy’s focus on protecting such assets is 

compatible with the principles adopted by neighbouring local authority areas.  

Gateshead Council worked collaboratively with Newcastle City Council in preparing a 

Green Infrastructure Strategy Report (2011), which provides a shared evidence base 

for green infrastructure and identifies a coordinated green infrastructure network.   

 

7.37.19 The Council has worked closely with neighbouring local authorities in preparing 

policies relating to biodiversity and geodiversity, and woodland, trees and hedgerows.  

MSGP37 closely aligns to the emerging policy framework set out within the 

Sunderland Core Strategy and Development Plan (policy NE3). 

 

Monitoring: 
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7.37.20 CSUCP monitoring indicators 

42. Ecology Changes in areas of ecological importance, comprising areas 
designated for their intrinsic ecological value, including 
sites of national, regional or local significance 

45. Open Space Quality Proportion of residents satisfied with “Parks and green spaces”. 
 

Consistent with national policy 

NPPF 

7.37.21 The policy is consistent with the requirements of NPPF paragraphs 170: “Planning 

policies and decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and local 

environment…”.  The provisions of criterion 1 are consistent with the principles set out 

in criterion (a) of NPPF paragraph 175: “if significant harm to biodiversity resulting 

from a development cannot be avoided (through locating on an alternative site with 

less harmful impacts), adequately mitigated, or as a last resort, compensated for, then 

planning permission should be refused”. 

 

7.37.22 The requirement at criterion 1(b) that proposals that affect ancient woodland or 

veteran trees will need to demonstrate exceptional public benefits is consistent with 

NPPF paragraph 175(b): “development resulting in the loss or deterioration of 

irreplaceable habitats (such as ancient woodland.” 
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MSGP38 Biodiversity and Geodiversity 

1. Where appropriate development proposals must demonstrate how they will: 

a. Avoid / minimise adverse impacts on biodiversity and geodiversity in accordance 

with the mitigation hierarchy; and 

b. Provide net gains in biodiversity. 

2. Where development which is likely to adversely affect biodiversity and / or geodiversity 

is to be approved, the Council will require planning conditions and / or obligations to 

secure the provision, maintenance and monitoring of appropriate mitigation and / or 

compensation measures. 

3. Proposals for development or land use that would adversely affect a Site of Special 

Scientific Interest, either directly or indirectly, will only be permitted where the reasons 

for the development, including the lack of an alternative solution, clearly outweigh the 

nature conservation value of the site and the national policy to safeguard the national 

network of such sites. 

4. Proposals for development or land use that would adversely affect a Local Wildlife Site 

or Local Geological Site, either directly or indirectly, will only be permitted where: 

a. The developer can demonstrate that there are no reasonable alternatives; and 

b. The case for development clearly outweighs the need to safeguard the intrinsic 

value of the site. 

5. Proposals for development or land use that would adversely affect the ecological, 

recreational and / or educational value of a Local Nature Reserve will only be permitted 

where: 

a. The developer can demonstrate that there are no reasonable alternatives; and 

b. The case for development clearly outweighs the need to safeguard the 

ecological, recreational and / or educational value of the site. 

6. Development proposals that would have a significant adverse impact on the value and 

integrity of a Wildlife corridor will only be permitted where suitable replacement land, 

or other mitigation, is provided to retain the value and integrity of the corridor. 

 

Purpose of the policy 

7.38.1 The policy seeks to protect, maintain, and enhance biodiversity and geodiversity in 

Gateshead.  It sets out the approach that will be used to assess proposals that are 

likely to affect biodiversity and/or geodiversity assets, establish where mitigation is 

necessary, and where appropriate requires development to provide net gains in 

biodiversity. 

 

Positively Prepared 

Local Plan Vision and Objectives 

7.38.2 The proposed policy will make a direct contribution to the achievement of strategic 

objective SO9: Ensure the development and use of land protects, sustains and 
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enhances the quality of the natural, built and historic environment, and ensuring our 

communities are attractive, safe and sustainable. 

 

7.38.3 The provisions of MSGP38 which seek to enhance biodiversity and ecological assets 

has potential to contribute to strategic objective SO12: Improve the function, usability 

and provision of our green infrastructure and public places by providing a network of 

green spaces and features which are connected and accessible for all. 

 

Consultation / policy preparation 

Regulation 18 (Draft Plan – October 2017) 

7.38.4 Natural England endorsed the policy provision to protect biodiversity and geodiversity 

across the local plan area, and the need for mitigation to be provided where damage 

is unavoidable. 

 

7.38.5 Durham County Council noted that in the supporting text (para. 7.42) consideration 

should also be given to referencing Section 41 of the Natural Environment and Rural 

Communities Act (2006). 

 

7.38.6 Durham Wildlife Trust recommended a review of evidence to identify geological 

assets, and the Wildlife Corridor Network in Gateshead.  The Environment Agency 

suggested additions to the policy which would have regard to the ecosystem services 

provided by a site, and to require that mitigation enhances the value and integrity of 

wildlife corridors. 

 

7.38.7 As a result of regulation 18 consultation, revisions were made to include a 

requirement for mitigation measures to, where possible enhance the value and 

integrity of the wildlife corridor.  Supporting text at paragraph 7.42 was revised to 

include reference to Section 41 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities 

Act (2006). 

 

Regulation 19 (Submission Draft – November 2018)  

7.38.8 Objections were received from Church Commissioners, Persimmon Homes and Story 

Homes.  The Church Commissioners were generally supportive of the overall aims of 

the policy but contested the inclusion of the land West of Mandela Way in the Wildlife 

Corridor.  Persimmon Homes objected to the wording of the policy and its introduction 

of a ‘sequential test’ to be taken on proposals that impact on Local Wildlife Sites.  Story 

Homes objected to a perceived lack of clarity in the policy, and recommended 

modifications. 

 

7.38.9 The Environment Agency support the policy but requested a requirement to manage 

any invasive non-native species on all development sites. 
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7.38.10 Natural England welcomed the emphasis on protection and enhancement of the 

Natural Environment through the policy framework document and as such support it. 

 

7.38.11 South Tyneside Council and Sunderland City Council were supportive of the policy. 

 

Sustainability Appraisal 

7.38.12 The SA considered policy MSGP38 to have neutral to positive effects, with a 

particularly strong contribution towards the protection and enhancement of 

environmental assets and infrastructure. It was noted that MSGP38 was one of the 

several policies that was strengthened by changes made to the submission draft. 

 

Justified 

Evidence 

7.38.13 The policy relates to the protection of Sites of Special Scientific Interest, Local Wildlife 

Sites, Local Nature Reserves.  The evidence that will be used to support the 

implementation of this policy therefore includes that related to the designation of 

those assets.  The boundaries of SSSIs, LWSs and LNRs, and the identification of 

Wildlife Corridors are subject to change over time, and as such are regularly reviewed.  

Protected species and habitats are identified in the Durham Biodiversity Action Plan 

and in relevant European and national legislation. 

 

Alternatives 

7.38.14 The policy responds to clear requirements set out in the NPPF, and in national and 

European legislation relating to the protection of biodiversity and geodiversity.  As 

such, omitting the policy from the plan would not be appropriate. 

 

7.38.15 The policy includes criteria which refer to designated sites: the boundaries of these 

sites are kept under review, as they may be subject to change over time.  However, 

current evidence relating to site designations is considered to represent an 

appropriate and sound basis for the policy. 

 

Effective 

Deliverable 

7.38.16 The policy sets out a mechanism for determining proposals that may affect 

biodiversity or geodiversity.  It will be delivered through the Development 

Management process, implemented by the Council acting as Local Planning Authority. 

 

Joint working 

7.38.17 Biodiversity and geodiversity represent shared assets across the region, which have 

significant cross-boundary implications.  Gateshead Council worked collaboratively 
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with Newcastle City Council in preparing a Green Infrastructure Strategy Report 

(2011), which provides a shared evidence base for green infrastructure and identifies 

a coordinated green infrastructure network. 

 

7.38.18 The policy has been prepared through discussion with neighbouring authorities, and 

closely aligns with the requirements of the equivalent policy in Sunderland City 

Council’s emerging Local Plan (policy NE2 of the Sunderland Core Strategy and 

Development Plan). 

 

Monitoring 

7.38.19 CSUCP monitoring indicators 

42. Ecology Changes in areas of ecological importance, comprising areas 

designated for their intrinsic ecological value, including 

sites of national, regional or local significance 

 

Consistent with national policy 

NPPF 

7.38.20 The policy responds to the requirements of NPPF paragraph 170, including criterion 

(a) to protect and enhance sites of biodiversity or geological values in a manner 

commensurate with their statutory status.  The policy’s requirements to, where 

appropriate, mitigate impacts, and to provide net gains to biodiversity is consistent 

with criterion (d) of NPPF paragraph 170.  The policy sets out a hierarchy of 

international, national and locally designated sites in accordance with NPPF paragraph 

171, and identifies, maps and safeguards habitats and wider ecological networks 

accordingly (NPPF paragraph 174). 

 

7.38.21 The policy sets out principles to avoid, or mitigate impact on biodiversity in 

accordance with those established in NPPF paragraph 175. 
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MSGP39 The River Tyne.  

1. The River Tyne, its banks and tributaries will be protected from damaging development 

and, where appropriate, enhanced. 

2. A continuous multi-user recreational riverside route will be provided, where 

practicable, along the south bank of the River Tyne.  This will be within a landscaped 

setting and screened, where appropriate, from the river and associated habitats to 

prevent disturbance.  Where new development takes place, an area of land of between 

10 and 30 metres wide will be safeguarded for this purpose. 

 

Purpose of the policy 

7.39.1 The River Tyne is one of the most significant environmental and recreational assets in 

Gateshead (a shared resource between Gateshead and Newcastle upon Tyne).  The 

policy seeks to protect and enhance the River Tyne and its tributaries, including 

through the provision of a recreational route on the south bank of the Tyne. 

 

7.39.2 The policy provides additional detail to support and implement criterion (6) of policy 

CS18.  Provision of a riverside recreational route is a relatively long-standing objective 

of Gateshead’s Local Plan, including through policy T6 of the 2007 UDP.  

 

Positively Prepared 

Local Plan Vision and Objectives 

7.39.3 The proposed policy will make a direct contribution to the achievement of strategic 

objective SO9: Ensure the development and use of land protects, sustains and 

enhances the quality of the natural, built and historic environment, and ensuring our 

communities are attractive, safe and sustainable. 

 

7.39.4 MSGP39 will make a significant contribution to strategic objective SO12: Improve the 

function, usability and provision of our green infrastructure and public places by 

providing a network of green spaces and features which are connected and accessible 

for all. 

 

Consultation / policy preparation 

Regulation 18 (Draft Plan – October 2017) 

7.39.5 The policy was broadly supported at regulation 18 consultation.  Sport England noted 

their support for the policy, but suggested that recreational orientation of the route 

along the south bank of the Tyne should be more explicit.  The Environment Agency, 

and several residents’ responses set out support for the policy.  The British horse 

Society suggested the policy should refer to a “multi-user recreational route”  

 

Regulation 19 (Submission Draft – November 2018)  
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7.39.6 Church Commissioners supported the overall aim of the policy, but objected to the 

policy being applied to their sites (within the Metrogreen area): the ability of the 

council to deliver the recreational route on land in private ownership was questioned. 

 

7.39.7 The Environment Agency welcomed the policy, but noted they would support a more 

ambitious statement that reflects the work the EA have been conducting to create a 

habitat vision for the Tyne Estuary.  Amendments to the policy or supporting text were 

suggested to address the Water Framework Directive mitigation measures and to 

support the Tyne Estuary Habitat Vision. 

 

7.39.8 The Marine Management Organisation also supported the policy but requested minor 

amendments to refer to the North East Marine plan area in the policy or its supporting 

text. 

 

Sustainability Appraisal 

7.39.9 The SA considered policy MSGP39 to have broadly positive effects, with a particularly 

strong contribution towards the protection and enhancement of environmental assets 

and infrastructure. 

 

Justified 

Evidence 

7.39.10 The 2011 Newcastle Gateshead Green Infrastructure Strategy Report provides 

evidence used to inform preparation of policies relating to green infrastructure in 

Gateshead and Newcastle, notably policy CS18.  The Newcastle Gateshead Green 

Infrastructure Study – River Tyne Report (2011) is a subset of the wider study, 

focussing on the river itself: it was prepared to respond to the importance of the River 

Tyne as a GI asset, and ensure that policies related to the river maximised its potential.  

 

Alternatives 

7.39.11 Omission of the policy would fail to respond to the opportunity provided by the River 

Tyne to greatly enhance green infrastructure provision in Gateshead.  The Church 

Commissioner’s recommendation that land at Metrogreen is omitted from the policy’s 

application would, in the Council’s view, remove one of the most significant areas of 

future development from the policy (i.e. development at Metrogreen provides a 

significant opportunity for green infrastructure provision, particularly along the Tyne), 

and would therefore not be appropriate.  

 

Effective 

Deliverable 

7.39.12 The policy sets out a mechanism for determining proposals that affect the River Tyne, 

its banks and tributaries.  It will be delivered through the Development Management 
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process, implemented by the Council acting as Local Planning Authority.  The 

Gateshead Green Infrastructure Delivery Plan (2017 Update) sets out the projects 

that will deliver development at Opportunity Areas, and enhance the Strategic Green 

Infrastructure Network in the borough. 

 

Joint working 

7.39.13 Biodiversity and geodiversity represent shared assets across the region, which have 

significant cross-boundary implications.  Gateshead Council worked collaboratively 

with Newcastle City Council in preparing a Green Infrastructure Strategy Report 

(2011), and the Green Infrastructure Strategy River Tyne Report (2011), which provide 

a shared evidence base for green infrastructure and the River Tyne.   

 

Monitoring 

7.39.14 CSUCP monitoring indicators 

42. Ecology Changes in areas of ecological importance, comprising areas 

designated for their intrinsic ecological value, including 

sites of national, regional or local significance 

 

Consistent with national policy 

NPPF 

7.39.15 The policy is a key element in Gateshead’s activity to protect and enhance green 

infrastructure in Gateshead, and is therefore in keeping with several provisions of the 

NPPF, including paragraph 91 (the contribution that green infrastructure can make to 

health and wellbeing), paragraph 150 (resilience, and adapting to green 

infrastructure), and paragraph 171 (contribution to the natural environment). 
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MSGP40 Protecting valuable open space, sports and recreation facilities 

 

Open space, sports and recreation facilities will be protected to ensure they continue to 

meet quantitative and qualitative needs, and to optimise the multifunctional benefits they 

can provide. 

 

Development or change of use proposals that would result in the loss of open space, sports 

and recreation facilities will only be considered acceptable if the site can be demonstrated 

to be surplus to requirements, or if the loss would be replaced by equivalent or better 

provision in terms of quantity and quality in a suitable location.  The Council will consider 

open space to be surplus if the following requirements can be met: 

 

1. Areas of recreational open space will be considered surplus if their loss through 

development would not infringe the relevant standards set out in Appendix 17, in 

accordance with the following approach:  

a. Sites which, following appraisal, are considered to be of ‘high quality’ when 

compared against the benchmark quality standard will not be considered surplus. 

Sites which attain a quality score between the relevant ‘high quality’ and ‘low 

quality’ benchmarks may only be considered surplus if both quantity and 

accessibility standards are satisfied. Sites which attain a quality score below the 

relevant ‘low quality’ benchmark may be considered surplus if accessibility and/or 

quantity standards are also satisfied.  

b. Sites which are not situated within 250m of another area of a similar area of 

recreational open space may only be considered surplus if both quality and quantity 

standards are satisfied. Sites which are situated within 250m of a similar area of 

recreational open space may be considered surplus if quality and/or quantity 

standards are also satisfied.  

c. Open space within wards with less than 2.06ha of recreational open space per 

1,000 residents may only be considered surplus if both quality and accessibility 

standards are satisfied. Open space within wards with more than 2.06ha of 

recreational open space per 1,000 residents may be considered surplus if quality 

and/or accessibility standards are also satisfied.  

2. Sports facilities may be considered surplus if development of the site is deemed 

compatible with the Council’s up-to-date Playing Pitch Strategy or Built Sports Facilities 

Strategy. However, the loss of sports facilities and green spaces which are not freely 

accessible to the public will not normally be acceptable if, by being made available for public 

use, the site could contribute to remedying local deficiencies in recreational open space 

against quantitative or accessibility standards.  

3. Allotments may be considered surplus if there is evidence the site in question cannot be 

tenanted in the long term, despite being available at reasonable rents. In this event, the 
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site will be safeguarded against built development if its conversion to recreational open 

space could realistically contribute to remedying deficiencies in the quantity and 

accessibility of recreational open space, when considered against the standards set out in 

Appendix 17.  

4. Accessible Natural Greenspace will be considered surplus if:  

a. The site in question provides no public value, and there is no prospect that its 

value could be improved to a reasonable standard; and,  

b. The site is not a designated wildlife site, and it does not provide important 

biodiversity value, either on its own or in combination with other sites; and, 

c. The site would be incapable of contributing to meeting a shortfall in the provision 

of another type of open space. 

 

Purpose of the policy 

7.40.1 MSGP40 seeks to provide a policy framework for determining proposals for 

development that would involve the loss of open space, sports or recreation facilities.  

Supporting text to the policy make clear that several criteria relate to the findings of 

the 2018 Open Space Assessment.  The policy also refers to the findings of the 2016 

Playing Pitch Strategy (PPS) and the 2016 Built Sports Facilities Assessment (BSFA) 

with regard to proposals that would affect sports facilities. 

 

7.40.2 The policy seeks to provide local context that provides an understanding of whether 

open space, sports or recreational facilities can be considered surplus, and relates 

directly to paragraph 97 of the NPPF. 

 

Positively prepared  

Local Plan Vision and Objectives 

7.40.3 The proposed policy will make a significant contribution to ensuring local communities 

have good access to open space, sports and recreation facilities.  Open spaces can 

have a wide range of multifunctional benefits, and in consequence, policies relating to 

open space can be considered to contribute to several of the plan’s Sustainability 

Objectives. 

 

7.40.4 In particular, the policy can be considered to contribute to SO9: Ensure the 

development and use of land protects, sustains and enhances the quality of the 

natural, built and historic environment, making the Urban Core a high-quality 

exemplar for Gateshead and Newcastle, and ensuring our communities are attractive, 

safe and sustainable. 

 



203 

7.40.5 The policy also contributes towards SO12: Improve the function, usability and 

provision of our green infrastructure and public spaces by providing a network of green 

spaces and features which are connected and accessible for all. 

 

Consultation / policy preparation 

Regulation 18 (Draft Plan – October 2017) 

7.40.6 Sport England submitted representation seeking clarification on criteria 2 of MSGP40, 

highlighting potential contradiction with 1b of the same policy.  The policy wording 

was amended in the Submission Draft document to address this comment, and 

improve the policy’s clarity. 

 

7.40.7 The Theatres Trust requested amendments to the policy to include links to the 

protection of cultural and community facilities.  The policy was not revised to address 

the comments from the Theatre’s Trust, as protection of community facilities is 

deemed to be suitably covered elsewhere in the Local Plan. 

 

7.40.8 Nexus submitted representation to MSG40 due to the land south of Pelaw metro site 

being identified as open space.  The site has been allocated for residential 

development in the submission document. 

 

Regulation 19 (Submission Draft Plan – October 2018) 

7.40.9 Nexus also responded to consultation on the Submission Draft Plan, seeking that the 

policy protection should only apply to open space sites identified in the Policies Map. 

 

7.40.10 Following changes to the policy contained within the Submission Draft Plan, Sport 

England noted their support for MSGP40. 

 

7.40.11 Theatres trust re-stated their objection to the absence of a specific policy providing 

protection to cultural and community facilities.  However, representations did not 

specifically refer to policy MSGP40. 

 

7.40.12 No other representations were made in relation to MSGP40 at Submission Draft 

stage. 

 

Sustainability Appraisal 

7.40.13 The draft policy was considered to have a predominantly positive impact on the SA 

objectives.  No changes to the policy were considered necessary as a result of the SA 

process. 

 

Justified  

Evidence 
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7.40.14 The policy is supported by the 2018 Open Space Assessment (OSA), which provides 

an up-to-date assessment of the supply of, and need for open space facilities in 

quantitative and qualitative terms.  The OSA measures the quantity of open space in 

the Borough, and considers this against an assessment of residents’ needs for open 

space, determined through survey data.  The OSA recommends an overall (combined) 

quantity standard of 2.06ha of open space per 1,000 residents – set out within 

Appendix 17 of MSGP. 

 

7.40.15 The standards of Appendix 17 are recommended within the OSA in Chapter 6 of the 

report, summarised in table 6.1.  Chapter 7 of the OSA, and in particular the points 

provided beneath paragraph 7.3 set out recommendations for how open space 

standards should be applied through Local Plan policies.  These recommendations 

have informed the content of policy MSGP40. 

 

Alternatives 

7.40.16 The policy approach taken for the protection of open space in Gateshead directly 

relates to the recommendations of the OSA: in this respect, adopting a substantially 

different approach would not reflect up-to-date evidence of the need for open space 

provision in Gateshead. 

 

7.40.17 The policy provides detailed criteria that will be used to assess proposals for the loss 

of open space.  In preparing this policy the Council reviewed alternative approaches 

adopted by other local planning authorities in Local Plan documents.  It was noted that 

several relevant policies in adopted Local Plan documents simply sought that 

proposals related to the loss of open space will be determined against the findings of 

the latest relevant Open Space Assessment.  While this approach could have been 

applied by Gateshead, an approach which relies heavily on an evidence base 

document without setting out specific assessment criteria within the Local Plan policy 

was considered to not provide a transparent policy approach.  The potential for such 

an approach to avoid scrutiny of the Local Plan policy through examination – and then 

for the open space assessment to be superseded at a later date – was also considered 

to make policies of this type more vulnerable to future challenge. 

 

Effective  

Deliverable 

7.40.18 The policy sets out a mechanism for determining proposals for development that 

would result in the loss of open space, sports or recreation facilities.  It will be 

delivered through the Development Management process, implemented by the 

Council acting as Local Planning Authority. 

 

Joint-working 
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7.40.19 The policy seeks to protect valuable open spaces, and as such has potential cross-

boundary implications.  The PPS and BSFA were prepared in accordance with Sport 

England’s prescribed method for assessments of sports pitches and facilities, which 

takes into account cross-boundary implications.  The OSA is based on a locally 

determined assessment of need, but the policy recommendations provide sufficient 

protection for high-quality areas of open space that will avoid significant cross-

boundary implications (greater protection is afforded to high-quality areas of open 

space which would typically attract visitors from a wider area).  Neighbouring local 

authorities have not commented on the proposed policy during consultation on the 

emerging MSGP. 

 

7.40.20 The CSUCP incorporated joint strategic policies relating to the protection and 

enhancement of Green infrastructure and the Natural Environment, using shared 

evidence of such assets commissioned jointly with Newcastle City Council.  Although 

CS18 requires the protection and enhancement of open space, sport and recreational 

facilities in accordance with agreed standards, Gateshead Council and Newcastle 

Council have chosen to determine open space standards relating to their specific local 

authority areas through their respective land allocations and development 

management policies documents. 

 

Monitoring 

7.40.21 CSUCP monitoring indicators: 

45. Open space quality 7 Proportion of residents satisfied with “Parks and green 
spaces” 

 

Consistent with national policy  

NPPF 

7.40.22 MSGP40 seeks to respond to NPPF paragraph 97 by setting out criteria which will be 

used to determine whether specific sites can be considered to be ‘surplus’.  The OSA, 

PPS and BSFA provide a robust and up-to-date assessment of the need for open space, 

sport and recreation facilities in Gateshead, and opportunities for new provision, in 

keeping with the requirements of NPPF paragraph 96. 
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MSGP41 Providing and enhancing open space, sports and recreation facilities 

New development will ensure that the provision of open space is able to meet identified 

needs. This will be achieved by:  

1. New housing developments of 10 dwellings or more will be expected to provide: 

a. At least the equivalent of 2.06ha of recreational open space per 1,000 anticipated 

residents on sites of at least 0.05ha in size, unless the proposed development site is 

located within an area where the quantitative and accessibility standards of 

Appendix 17 are, and would continue to be exceeded.  

b. Play facilities for children and young people, to the equivalent of 0.07ha per 1,000 

residents, unless the site in question is situated within 500m of at least one existing 

play facility, and there are no significant barriers between the facility and the 

proposed development site. 

c. Sports facilities in accordance with the requirements of the Council’s up-to-date 

Playing Pitch Strategy and Built Sports Facilities Strategy  

2. In addition to the requirements of criterion 1, housing development providing 100 or 

more dwellings will be expected make on-site provision for at least one play facility for 

children and young people, with the equivalent of at least 0.07ha per 1,000 anticipated 

residents.  

3. New open space will be expected to be provided on-site, unless it can be demonstrated 

that it would not be feasible to do so.  Where the provision of additional recreational open 

space is needed to meet the requirements of criterion 1, but it would not be feasible for 

these requirements to be met in full through on-site provision, consideration may be given 

to the potential for off-site contributions towards the provision of new recreational open 

space in locations which can be accessed by the proposed development site.  If it can also 

be demonstrated that it would not be feasible to provide, new recreational open space in a 

location that is accessible from the proposed development site, consideration may be given 

for off-site contributions towards the enhancement of existing areas of recreational open 

space which would increase their recreational and/or amenity value.  

4. Where new recreational open space is created or enhanced, it will be expected to:  

a. Be appropriately designed and located to be safe and accessible, and optimise its 

recreational and amenity value for residents;  

b. Optimise the multifunctional benefits that open space can provide, including 

contributing towards flood risk management where SuDs features can reasonably 

be integrated; 

c. Take opportunities to improve the connectivity, integrity and accessibility of the 

Strategic Green Infrastructure Network; and  

d. Include a suitable programme of maintenance for at least 20 years after the 

completion of the development. 
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Purpose of the policy 

7.41.1 The proposed policy seeks to ensure that new development provides open space, 

sports and recreation facilities that meets identified needs.  

 

Positively prepared 

Local Plan vision and objectives 

7.41.2 The proposed policy will make a significant contribution to ensuring local communities 

have good access to open space, sports and recreation facilities.  Open spaces can 

have a wide range of multifunctional benefits, and in consequence, policies relating to 

open space can be considered to contribute to several of the plan’s Sustainability 

Objectives. 

 

7.41.3 In particular, the policy can be considered to contribute to SO9: Ensure the 

development and use of land protects, sustains and enhances the quality of the 

natural, built and historic environment, making the Urban Core a high-quality 

exemplar for Gateshead and Newcastle, and ensuring our communities are attractive, 

safe and sustainable; and SO12: Improve the function, usability and provision of our 

green infrastructure and public spaces by providing a network of green spaces and 

features which are connected and accessible for all. 

Consultation / policy preparation 

Regulation 18 (Draft Plan – October 2017) 

7.41.4 Bellway Homes supported the policy but objected to it being applied to sites already 

allocated within the CSUCP. 

 

7.41.5 Story Homes noted concern regarding the potential viability implications of providing 

open space in new development. 

 

Regulation 19 (Submission Draft Plan – October 2018) 

7.41.6 Bellway Homes re-stated their objection to the policy being applied to Village and 

Neighbourhood Growth Area sites allocated in the CSUCP through their 

representations to the Submission Draft Plan.  Taylor Wimpey raised similar concerns. 

 

7.41.7 Story Homes requested that clarity is provided in the plan to set out how the quantity 

of open space required from new development will be calculated. 

 

7.41.8 Bill Quay Ltd. raised concern regarding the potential viability implications of the policy.  

Gleeson Regeneration Ltd. objected that the proposed requirement at criterion 2 of 

the policy, for all schemes of 100 or more dwellings to provide play facilities is not 

justified or effective. 
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Sustainability Appraisal 

7.41.9 The draft policy was considered to have a positive impact on each of the SA objectives.  

No changes to the policy were considered necessary as a result of the SA process. 

 

Justified 

Evidence 

7.41.10 The policy is supported by the 2018 Open Space Assessment (OSA), which provides 

an up-to-date assessment of the supply of, and need for open space facilities in 

quantitative and qualitative terms.  The OSA measures the quantity of open space in 

the Borough, and considers this against an assessment of residents’ needs for open 

space, determined through survey data.  The OSA recommends an overall (combined) 

quantity standard of 2.06ha of open space per 1,000 residents – set out within 

Appendix 17 of MSGP. 

 

7.41.11 The standards of Appendix 17 are recommended within the OSA in Chapter 6 of the 

report, summarised in table 6.1.  Chapter 7 of the OSA, and in particular the points 

provided beneath paragraph 7.3 set out recommendations for how open space 

standards should be applied through Local Plan policies.  These recommendations 

have informed the content of policy MSGP41. 

 

7.41.12 The requirement, at Criterion 2 of the policy, for children’s play facilities to be 

provided on sites of 100 dwellings or more reflects the OSA’s findings that residents 

perceived an under-provision of this type of facility in Gateshead (paragraph 6.19, with 

survey findings presented in Appendix 2 and 3 of the OSA).  Residential schemes of 

100 dwellings or more are considered capable of accommodating on-site provision of 

play space (potentially part of landscaping or other open space features. 

 

Alternatives 

7.41.13 The policy approach taken for the protection of open space in Gateshead directly 

relates to the recommendations of the OSA: in this respect, adopting a substantially 

different approach would not reflect up-to-date evidence of the need for open space 

provision in Gateshead. 

 

7.41.14 The policy provides detailed criteria that will be used to determine requirements for 

the provision of new open space from development.  In preparing this policy the 

Council reviewed alternative approaches adopted by other local planning authorities 

in Local Plan documents.  It was noted that several relevant policies in adopted Local 

Plan documents simply sought  requirements for new open space to be determined 

against the findings of the latest relevant Open Space Assessment.  While this 

approach could have been applied by Gateshead, an approach which relies heavily on 

an evidence base document without setting out specific assessment criteria within the 



209 

Local Plan policy was considered to not provide a transparent policy approach.  The 

potential for such an approach to avoid scrutiny of the Local Plan policy through 

examination – and then for the open space assessment to be superseded at a later 

date – was also considered to make policies of this type more vulnerable to challenge 

in the future. 

 

Effective 

Deliverable 

7.41.15 The policy sets out which developments will be required to provide open space, and 

the quantity and type of space that should be provided.  It will be implemented 

through the Development Management process, with the Council as Local Planning 

Authority. 

 

7.41.16 The policy’s requirements have been considered within the 2018 Viability and 

Deliverability Report (section 7.2). 

Joint-working 

7.41.17 The policy seeks to support the provision of open space to meet the needs of 

residents; new open space provision will be secured to meet the needs of 

Gateshead’s residents, and there are not likely to be significant cross-boundary 

impacts in this respect.  Neighbouring local authorities have not commented on the 

proposed policy during consultation on the emerging MSGP. 

 

7.41.18 The PPS and BSFA was prepared in accordance with Sport England’s prescribed 

method for assessments of sports pitches and facilities, which takes into account 

cross-boundary implications.  

 

7.41.19 The CSUCP incorporated joint strategic policies relating to the protection and 

enhancement of Green infrastructure and the Natural Environment, using shared 

evidence of such assets commissioned jointly with Newcastle City Council.  Although 

CS18 requires the protection and enhancement of open space, sport and 

recreational facilities in accordance with agreed standards, Gateshead Council and 

Newcastle Council have chosen to determine open space standards relating to their 

specific local authority areas through their respective land allocations and 

development management policies documents. 

 

Monitoring 

7.41.20 CSUCP monitoring indicators: 

45. Open space quality 8 Proportion of residents satisfied with “Parks and green 
spaces” 
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Consistent with national policy 

NPPF 

7.41.21 MSGP41 seeks to respond to NPPF paragraph 97 by setting out criteria which will be 

used to determine whether specific sites can be considered to be ‘surplus’.  The OSA, 

in combination with the 2016 Playing Pitch Strategy and Built Sports Facilities 

Assessment provide a robust and up-to-date assessment of the need for open space, 

sport and recreation facilities in Gateshead, and opportunities for new provision, in 

keeping with the requirements of NPPF paragraph 96. 

  



211 

MSGP42 Highfield schools site 

In the event of any part of the complex of buildings at Highfield incorporating Highfield 

Primary School and Saint Joseph’s Roman Catholic Primary School becoming surplus to 

educational needs, they will be safeguarded for community use or other non-commercial 

facilities serving the local community. Where there is no such requirement, their site and 

any surplus open land within the site as shown on the Policies Map will be used for public 

open space or outdoor sports facilities. 

 

Purpose of the policy 

7.42.1 The proposed policy seeks to reserve the complex of buildings, in the case of any part 

of it becoming surplus, for community use or non-commercial facilities serving the 

local community.  Where there is no such requirement for these, their site and any 

surplus open land within it will be used for public open space or outdoor sports 

facilities.  This is because, for lack of any feasible alternative, the buildings were 

originally constructed on a significant area of public open space which was a valuable 

community resource and it is important that if the site becomes surplus it is available 

to meet community needs. 

 

Positively prepared  

Local Plan Vision and Objectives 

7.42.2 MSGP42 is focused on ensuring that the site can be put to beneficial community use 

if it becomes surplus for educational needs.  

 

7.42.3 The policy would contribute to the achievement of strategic objective SO10: Provide 

the opportunity for a high quality of life for everyone and enhance the wellbeing of 

people to reduce all inequalities. 

 

Consultation / policy preparation 

Regulation 18 (Draft Plan – October 2017) 

7.42.4 One response was received from a member of the public supporting the policy (no 
reasons given). The consultation response did not result in any alterations to the 
policy.  

 
Regulation 19 (Submission Draft – November 2018) 

7.42.5 There were no responses received to this policy. 

 

Sustainability Appraisal 

7.42.6 The SA considered policy MSGP42 to have mainly significant positive to positive 

effects, especially across social objectives including ensuring good accessibility to jobs, 

facilities, goods and services. The SA did not make any recommendations which 

resulted in amendments to the emerging policy 
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Justified  

Evidence 

7.42.7 There has been no specific new evidence prepared to support this policy.  The policy 

replaces the existing allocation in 2007 UDP policy CFR2. 

 

7.42.8 The Highfield area, with a population of several thousand and where further housing 

development is envisaged through the development of one of the Village Growth Area 

sites in the CSUCP, continues to lack a large, all-purpose area of public open space. 

The adequacy of built community facilities at an unspecified date in the future is 

harder to assess but the policy allows for the possibility that there will not be such a 

requirement. 

 

Alternatives 

7.42.9 Not including a policy would allow for private development of the site and risk the 

possibility that an opportunity to provide for community needs would be lost.  

Although the Council is landowner, the existence of the policy provides greater clarity 

to decision-makers as well as the local community. 

 

Effective   

Deliverable 

7.42.10 The policy would be implemented, if necessary, through the development 

management process, though the availability of funding is recognised as a realistic 

area of uncertainty in the event of the circumstances described in the policy coming 

about, but the existence of this policy, unique to any site in the Borough, highlights it 

as a priority. 

 

Joint working 

7.42.11 This is a Gateshead site-specific policy resulting from special local 

circumstances and was not subject to joint working. 

 

Monitoring 

7.42.12 CSUCP monitoring indicators: 

29. Healthy lifestyles. 8 Adult participation in sport (% of total population). 
 
 

30. Satisfaction with 
area. 

9 Proportion satisfied with their area as a place to live, by 
location, age, gender and ethnicity. 

 
 

 

Consistent with national policy 

NPPF 
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7.42.13 MSGP42 responds positively to paragraphs 91 and 92 of the NPPF which set 

out that planning policies and decisions should aim to achieve healthy, inclusive and 

safe places which promote social interaction, including opportunities for meetings 

between people who might not otherwise come into contact with each other and 

enable and support healthy lifestyles, especially where this would address identified 

local health and well-being needs. In providing the social, recreational and cultural 

facilities and services the community needs planning policies and decisions should 

(amongst other criteria) plan positively for the provision and use of shared spaces, 

community facilities and other local services to enhance the sustainability of 

communities and guard against the unnecessary loss of valued facilities and services, 

particularly where this would reduce the community’s ability to meet its day-to-day 

needs. 

 

7.42.14 MSGP42 is also consistent with paragraph 96 of the NPPF which sets out that 

access to a network of high quality open spaces and opportunities for sport and 

physical activity is important for the health and well-being of communities.  

 

PPG 

7.42.15 MSGP42 is consistent with the guidance at paragraph 002 Reference ID 53-

002-20140306 where it sets out that the range of issues that could be considered 

through plan-making include the local plan promoting health, social and cultural 

wellbeing and consideration of opportunities for healthy lifestyles (such as access to 

high quality green spaces and opportunities for play, sport and recreation. 

 

7.42.16 Paragraph 005 Reference ID 53-005-20140306 sets out that healthy 

communities should encourage active healthy lifestyles, good access to local services 

and facilities and green open space and safe places for active play. 
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MSGP43 Saltwell school site 

Land at Avenue Road, Shipcote is allocated for educational purposes. 

 

Purpose of the policy 

7.43.1 The proposed policy seeks to allocate the site for educational purposes with specific 

regard to the potential relocation and expansion of Gibside School for children with 

autistic spectrum disorders and severe learning difficulties as well as those with 

other complex communication and medical needs.  The policy seeks to replace UDP 

policy CFR18. 

 

Positively prepared  

Local Plan Vision and Objectives 

7.43.2 MSGP43 is focused on allocating the site for educational purposes, especially given 

the potential relocation and expansion of Gibside School.  

 

7.43.3 The policy will contribute to the achievement of strategic objective SO10: Provide the 

opportunity for a high quality of life for everyone and enhance the wellbeing of people 

to reduce all inequalities. 

 

Consultation / policy preparation 

Regulation 18 (Draft Plan – October 2017) 

7.43.4 There were no responses received to this policy. 

 

Regulation 19 (Submission Draft – November 2018) 

7.43.5 There were no responses received to this policy.  

 

Sustainability Appraisal  

7.43.6 The SA considered policy MSGP43 to have mainly significant positive to positive 

effects across social objectives including improving educational achievement and 

skill levels across Gateshead. In terms of environmental and economic objectives, 

the SA considered the policy to have positive to neutral effects.  The SA did not make 

any recommendations resulting in amendments to the emerging policy. 

 

Justified  

Evidence / Alternatives 

7.43.7 The policy is not supported by specific new evidence: it seeks to replace saved UDP 

policy CFR18, restricting potential uses to educational uses in keeping with current 

proposals for the site. 

 

Effective   

Deliverable  
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7.43.8 A planning application for a special needs school on this site has been submitted and 

at the time of writing is in the process of being determined through the Council’s 

Development Management process. 

 

Joint-working  

7.43.9 This is a Gateshead site-specific issue on which there was no reason for joint working. 

 

Monitoring 

7.43.10 CSUCP monitoring indicators: 

28. Health trend. 8 Rank of health deprivation and disability score by local 
authority. 

 
 

 

Consistent with national policy  

NPPF 

7.43.11 MSGP43 responds positively to paragraph 94 and the need to plan to ensure a 

sufficient choice of school spaces through giving great weight to the need to create, 

expand or alter schools through the preparation of plans. 

 

Written Ministerial Statement – 2011 – Planning for school development59 

7.43.12 MSGP43 is consistent with the statement which sets out that the Government wants 

to enable new schools to open, good schools to expand and all schools to adapt and 

improve their facilities. This will allow for more provision and greater diversity in the 

state-funded school sector to meet both demographic needs and the drive for 

increased choice and higher standards. 

 

  

                                                           
59https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/6316/1
966097.pdf  

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/6316/1966097.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/6316/1966097.pdf
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MSGP44 Jewish and other minority group community facilities 

Proposals for the use of appropriate sites or premises in suitable and accessible locations 

for Jewish community needs, including the use of premises for teaching and student halls 

of residence, will be supported, subject to consideration of their impact on residential 

amenity and other local community needs. Proposals for facilities for any other minority 

group concentrated in a particular part of the Borough will be considered taking account of 

any relevant specific factors. 

 

Purpose of the policy 

7.44.1 The proposed policy sets out the general support for Jewish and other minority 

groups’ community needs and development proposals for these, but acknowledges 

that this is subject to consideration of their impact on residential amenity and other 

local community needs. 

Positively prepared 

7.44.2 MSGP44 is focused on ensuring that the Local Plan responds to the needs of Jewish 

and other minority groups whilst at the same time safeguarding residential amenity 

and other local community needs. The proposed policy will make a significant and 

direct contribution to the achievement of strategic objective SO9: Ensure the 

development and use of land protects, sustains, and enhances the quality of the 

natural, built and historic environment, and ensuring that our communities are 

attractive, safe and sustainable. 

 

Consultation / policy preparation 

Regulation 18 (Draft Plan – October 2017) 

7.44.3 An objection was received from the Jewish Community Council for Gateshead (JCCG) 

as it was considered that the supporting text was expressed in negative terms, whilst 

community facilities were not well enough defined and the supporting text should also 

be more specific and supportive regarding the provision of educational facilities.  It 

was suggested that there should be a presumption that existing community facilities 

be retained with early consultation with JCCG regarding any proposal to change the 

status of any of such facilities and that open space, parking and noise standards be 

relaxed given the given the spatial constraints within the urban core, the prohibition 

of car travel on the Sabbath and prohibition of students at Jewish educational facilities 

owning and operating cars. 

 

Regulation 19 (Submission Draft – November 2018) 

7.44.4 An objection to the policy was received from the JCCG. Concerns were raised that the 

supporting text to the policy is too negative and of limited application whilst the policy 

offers no greater level of support for provision of community facilities.  More 

definition is required of “community facilities”.  Suggested alteration of the policy in 
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regard to Jewish educational establishments and positive consideration be given to 

appropriate relaxation of open space, parking space and noise provision for new and 

extended developments going forward.  The comments requested the policy also take 

account of the spread of Jewish facilities into areas outside the community’s main 

residential area. 

 

7.44.5 No changes are proposed to the policy as a result of the consultation responses. The 

supporting text of the policy refers to educational facilities and the policy is intended 

to indicate that the specific needs of the Jewish community and other minority groups 

will be given due weight in considering development proposals.  The proposed 

approach to existing educational buildings would be better pursued through 

discussion with the Council as landowner and education authority.  The relaxation of 

open space, noise or parking policies is not considered to be justified but it should be 

noted that car parking standards are flexible to respond to the detail and context of 

specific development proposals. 

 

Sustainability Appraisal  

7.44.6 The SA considered policy MSGP44 to have very positive social impacts and positive 

and neutral environmental and economic impacts. The SA did not make any 

recommendations which resulted in amendments to the emerging policy. 

 

Justified  

Evidence 

7.44.7 No new evidence has been prepared to support this policy.  The policy seeks to replace 

the existing UDP policy CFR6. 

 

7.44.8 There has long been a recognition by the Council that there are very specific spatial 

considerations applying to the Jewish community in the wider Bensham area because 

of religious needs for proximity of homes to community facilities, and, at least in the 

past, safety concerns.  There has historically been little spare land in the area though 

more recently some community facilities have opened outside the area where the 

community predominantly resides, and the policy would apply to this wider area.  

 

Alternatives  

7.44.9 This is a saved UDP policy (CFR6) carried forward as the need for it is perceived to 

continue, and probably to have increased as the community has grown. There is a 

clear case for retaining the policy and taking it fully into account in decision-making, 

but the Council has not felt able to amend the policy to take on board the 

representations made. 

 

Effective 
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Deliverable  

7.44.10 The policy will be applied to development proposals through the development 

management process. 

 

Joint-working 

7.44.11 This is a Gateshead-specific issue on which there was no requirement for joint 

working with other Local Planning Authorities.  

 

Monitoring 

7.44.12 The policy does not relate to specific targets that would allow a quantifiable measure. 

The policy can be effectively monitored through a narrative-based review of relevant 

developments and proposals.  

 

Consistent with national policy  

NPPF 

7.44.13 MSGP44 responds positively to paragraph 92 of the NPPF which sets out that to 

provide the social, recreational and cultural facilities and services the community 

needs, planning policies should (amongst other measures) plan positively for the 

provision and use of shared spaces, community facilities (such as local shops, 

meeting places, sports venues, open space, cultural buildings, public houses and 

places of worship) and other local services to enhance the sustainability of 

communities and residential environments and take into account and support the 

delivery of local strategies to improve health, social and cultural well-being for all 

sections of the community and ensure an integrated approach to considering the 

location of housing, economic uses and community facilities and services. 
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MSGP45 Health care facilities 

Land east of Durham Road in Birtley is allocated for a new primary health care facility 

 

Purpose of the policy 

7.45.1 The proposed policy allocates specific land for a new primary health care facility, as 

the need for such a facility has been identified and the land identified as suitable. 

 

Positively prepared  

Local Plan Vision and Objectives 

7.45.2 The proposed policy will contribute to the achievement of strategic objective SO10: 

Provide the opportunity for a high quality of life for everyone and enhance the 

wellbeing of people to reduce all inequalities. 

 

Consultation / policy preparation 

Regulation 18 (Draft Plan – October 2017) 

7.45.3 A member of the public supported the policy and another partly supported (no 

reasons given). 

 

Regulation 19 (Submission Draft – November 2018) 

7.45.4 No responses were received to this policy.  

 

Sustainability Appraisal  

7.45.5 The SA considered policy MSGP10 to have neutral to positive effects, with a 

particularly strong contribution towards the achievement of economic and social 

sustainability objectives.  The SA did not make any recommendations which resulted 

in amendments to the emerging policy. 

 

Justified  

Evidence 

7.45.6 The policy has not been informed by specific new evidence.  Birtley has been identified 

by the Newcastle Gateshead Clinical Commissioning Group as being deficient in GP 

practices.  The proposed site has been identified through engagement with the Clinical 

Commissioning Group and the Council’s Corporate Asset Strategy Team.  The site 

offers potential to extend the existing healthcare facility, or redevelop the site to 

provide a new facility with greater capacity. 

 

Alternatives 

7.45.7 An alternative approach of relying solely on the development management process to 

deliver a new healthcare facility, was considered less transparent. Allocating this site 

in MSGP is considered to provide a transparent approach to supporting the provision 

of new community facilities.  
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Effective   

Deliverable  

7.45.8 A healthcare scheme at this location would be delivered by the relevant GP practice, 

working in partnership with the Council.  The policy will be applied to proposals 

through the Development Management process through the Council’s role as Local 

Planning Authority. 

 

Joint-working 

7.45.9 The policy relates to a specific need in the Birtley area.  Although there is potential for 

cross-boundary implications (given the location of this site, close to Gateshead’s 

boundaries with Sunderland and County Durham), engagement with the CCG would 

address any such issues.  No comments have been received from neighbouring 

authorities in relation to this policy. 

 

Monitoring 

7.45.10 CSUCP monitoring indicators: 

13. Community, 

leisure and 

tourism 

developments. 

Approvals, completions and losses of community, major sport, 

leisure and tourism developments by location (in/edge/out of 

centre and rural), type and size. 

28. Health trend Rank of health deprivation and disability score, by local 

authority. 

 

Consistent with national policy  

NPPF 

7.45.11 MSGP45 responds positively to paragraph 92 of the NPPF which sets out that planning 

policies should take into account and support the delivery of local strategies to 

improve health, social and cultural well-being for all sections of the community, 

ensure that established shops, facilities, and services are able to develop and 

modernise, and are retained for the benefit of the community and to ensure an 

integrated approach to considering the location of community facilities and services.  

 

PPG 

7.45.12 MSGP45 responds positively to the PPG and the need to ensure that health 

infrastructure is considered in local plans. 
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Minerals and Waste 

 

MSGP46 Environmental impacts – minerals and waste 

1. The environmental impact of any proposal for mineral extraction or a waste management 

facility will be assessed individually and cumulatively, taking into account the availability of 

appropriate protective or mitigation measures, with regard to its effect on: 

a) Local amenity and health based on the scale and likely duration of the operation, visual 

and landscape impact, dust emissions, air quality, odours, vermin and pests, noise 

levels, blasting, traffic and road safety, days and hours of working and other potential 

disturbances; 

b) Flood risk, drainage and the quality and quantity of water, including surface and 

groundwater; 

c) The natural, geological and historic environment, including features of archaeological 

importance; 

d) Nationally or locally designated wildlife sites, protected species and their habitats; 

e) The best and most versatile agricultural land; 

f) Contamination, mining subsidence and land stability; and 

g) Other potential receptors 

2. Unless there are over-riding material considerations no zone of influence of a mineral 

extraction or waste management facility should suffer a continuous or nearly continuous 

series of schemes on separate sites (i.e. within a minimum period of five years). 

3. Proposals for the extraction of minerals, will be required to demonstrate the extent, 

quality and significance of the reserves to be extracted, and must also include a detailed 

restoration, aftercare and after use strategy, including a programme of works. 

 

Purpose of the policy 

7.46.1 This policy sets out a range of issues and impacts against which proposals for minerals 

and/or waste development will assessed against, both individually and cumulatively.  

This policy should be read in conjunction with policy CS20 Minerals and CS21 Waste 

in the CSUCP, 

 

Positively prepared 

Local Plan Vision and Objectives  

7.46.2 This policy will contribute to the achievement of the following strategic objective: SO9 

Ensure the development and use of land protects, sustains and enhances the quality of 

the natural, built and historic environment, and ensuring our communities are 

attractive, safe and sustainable. 

 

Consultation / policy preparation  

Regulation 18 Consultation (Draft Plan– October 2017) 
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7.46.3 Regulation 18 consultation generated seven responses: 

• The Coal Authority support the policy 

• The Environment Agency support the policy and suggested two additional impacts 

that the policy should address 

• Highways England are supportive of the policy but suggest the policy could be 

strengthened by a further criterion that requires mitigation measures to address 

the impacts. 

• Historic England supports the inclusion of historic environment in Part C of the 

policy 

• Northumberland County Council is encouraged that policies CS20 and MSGP 46 

provide a reasonable basis to consider proposals that may come forward over the 

plan period. 

• There was partial support from two residents and concern from another regarding 

the provision for Crawcrook Quarry South to be filled with waste when there are 

already 2 landfills nearby. 

 

Regulation 19 consultation (Submission Draft Plan – October 2018) 

7.46.4 The Reg. 19 consultation yielded two responses: 

• The Coal Authority - supports this policy which sets out criteria against which 

proposals for mineral extraction will be considered. 

• Mineral Products Association raised several objections to the content of the policy and 

its supporting text.  Objections sought clarity from the policy regarding how it meets 

requirements for minerals, and (largely from supporting text) a more positive 

approach to the contribution of minerals extraction and opportunities to mitigate 

adverse effects. 

 

Sustainability Appraisal 

7.46.5 The policy would benefit from requiring the inclusion of detailed mitigation measures 

to reduce impacts. The policy will have a negative effect on some social sustainability 

objectives as a result in decreased resident health and happiness, and a potential 

increase in the inequality gap. Additionally, the policy aims to limit impacts to health, 

but is likely to result in some negative impacts to health and well-being, although the 

positive result of increased job opportunities is noted. 

 

7.46.6 The policy will have a broadly negative effect on the environmental sustainability 

objectives as the policy as a result of allowing for the extraction of finite resources. 

The policy has the potential to impact biodiversity and geodiversity; however, 

simultaneous application of policy MSGP38 Biodiversity and Geodiversity will aid in 

minimising impacts to biodiversity and geodiversity. 
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7.46.7 Additionally, provided that the new waste facilities support Gateshead’s Waste 

Management Strategy (2012), then the policy supports the SA object as the strategy 

aims to reduce waste and increase recycling in the South Tyne and Wear region. 

 

7.46.8 In general, the policy will have a broadly positive effect on the economic sustainability 

objectives as indirectly supports economic development and may result in a reduction 

in unemployment.  This policy directly links to CSUCP policy CS20 Minerals and CS21 

Waste and the SA suggests it would be useful to understand relationship of impacts 

within the supporting text. 

 

Justified  

Evidence  

7.46.9 The principles and considerations set out in policy MSGP46 are not new and represent 

the continuation of an established approach which dates back to the 1979 Tyne & 

Wear County Structure Plan, which sought to address the cumulative impact 

problems of mineral working within the County as a whole.  The Structure Plan 

introduced policy EN14 which restricted the level of cumulative mineral working in 

any “general neighbourhood”.  It sought to define the zone of impact of mineral 

schemes to ensure that “in any general neighbourhood no more than one such 

scheme is in progress at any one time” and “no general neighbourhood suffers a 

continuous or nearly continuous series of such schemes” (p 98- 99).  Over subsequent 

years various inspectors have dealt with the general neighbourhood issue at appeal 

inquiries. 

 

7.46.10 This policy approach to controlling cumulative impacts was then carried forward in the 

1998 UDP under policies M3 and M4, which included the “zone of influence” concept, 

which was then maintained through saved policies MWR2 and MWR3 of the 2007 

UDP. 

 

7.46.11 The 5 year approach to the “breathing space” between schemes to avoid a “nearly 

continuous” series of such schemes is also not a new concept and was introduced in 

the 1998 UDP under policy M4 with the then inspector, Mr Martyn Bingley noting:- 

 

“I regard the policy framework provided by this part of the Plan as being a 

reasonable attempt to reconcile the needs of those engaged in mineral 

extraction and landfill operations with the duty of the Council to protect the 

environment of the area and the amenities of those who lived in it.  To my mind 

there is no reason to suppose that the policies would be operated in an over-

restrictive manner, given the importance of these industries to the economy of 

the Borough” (para 8.23) 
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7.46.12 The 5 year Rule was then considered by the Inspector Ms Barbara Whitbread, who 

examined the 2007 UDP, commenting that: 

 

“…..it is not unreasonable to include a provision to allow local residents some 

respite from the effects of these operations, and this is a provision that has 

been operated in this area for some years.” (Para 13.8, page 173). 

7.46.13 Cumulative impact policy has been material in the refusal of a number of mineral 

working schemes particularly in the Ryton – Crawcrook – Greenside area.  Five 

opencast coal schemes have been refused in the locality since 1986 and four defended 

on appeal.  

 

7.46.14 Of the four schemes that were tested through the appeal process it is notable that a 

high importance was placed by Inspectors on cumulative amenity impacts, the wider 

sufferance of the Ryton-Greenside-Crawcrook area and the value of not damaging 

surrounding unmined areas because of this: 

• East Farm, Barlow (1986) with wider adverse visual and noise impacts considered 

• Coalburns (1993) with a range of local and wider material amenity impacts;  

• Ashtree Lane, Barlow (1994) with visual, noise, dust, traffic and psychological 

sufferance considered; and  

• Leadgate Plantation (1995) (which was refused by Northumberland County 

Council with the involvement of Gateshead Council) with the attractions of the 

undamaged appeal locality in wider amenity terms and traffic, dust, noise and 

landscape impacts taken into account. 

 

7.46.15 Also, even when parallel operations have occurred at an existing site this should not 

be regarded as inherently breaching cumulative impact policies.  It can speed final 

reclamation for example and be positive in cumulative impact terms. Cumulative 

impact policies can also be applied to established sites with planning permission when 

an existing consent requires modification or as required as part of an MPG14 review. 

 

7.46.16 The ‘Five Year Rule’ was introduced through the Gateshead UDP and was applied to 

an opencast coal proposal elsewhere in the borough at Ravensworth Grange (1993).  

The new Ravensworth Grange site was not permitted to commence soil stripping 

operations until 5 years had elapsed since the final restoration of soils on two linked 

opencast sites at Banesley Lane (1990). 

 

7.46.17 In addition, at the Path Head Quarry/Landfill site, under the 1236/02 permission the 

approach to landfill reclamation was based on the use of 1 in 25 final reclamation 

gradients (post settlement) on much of the site.  This gradient is the “minimum settled 

gradient for the restored profile of landfill sites accepting biodegradable waste” (as 
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set out in MPG14, and more recently in Defra Guidance for Successful Reclamation of 

Mineral and Waste Sites60, RN3, criterion 3a., page 1). The use of such shallow 

gradients was seen as appropriate in this case as they could achieve an acceptable 

final landform and also help to minimise the amount of landfill material that needs to 

be transported to and tipped on the site having regard to cumulative impact 

objectives. 

 

7.46.18 The assessment of impacts in accordance with Local Plan policies has more recently 

occurred in the consideration of the following applications: 

• DC/11/00687/MIN Proposed Surface mining of coal at Birkland Lane – refused in 

part due to the resulting visual impact and dust having a negative impact on 

residential amenity and surrounding residential areas, contrary to saved UDP 

policy MWR2. 

• DC/122/01349/MIN Reclamation and surface mining scheme to extract coal and 

fireclay at Marley Hill – withdrawn – although for the Gateshead part of the site 

was deemed to be acceptable in terms of the resulting impacts and in the context 

of related planning policies setting out impact considerations.     

 

7.46.19 The UK Minerals Strategy (2018)61 sets out a 25-year strategy to ensure the UK 

demand for minerals is supplied sustainably. Mineral products are essential for the 

economy and for quality of life. This relies in part on steady and adequate provision 

through the land use planning system. The strategy acknowledges that: 

 

Sufficient mineral reserves must be secured to support the economy and 

development, minimising environmental impacts wherever possible. 

Extraction can cause disturbance to people and the environment, so high 

standards of operation and mitigation are essential (page 18). 

 

7.46.20 As set out in the Plan, overriding material considerations could include the need to 

avoid sterilising mineral deposits, or to reduce the overall impact on surrounding 

communities. The need to increase the overall supply of minerals, and the number of 

sites contributing to the supply, as assessed annually in the Local Aggregates 

Assessment, is another factor which would be a material consideration.   

 

Alternatives 

7.46.21 An alternative would be to assess proposals against other policies in the Plan and to 

discard the established approach of considering cumulative impacts and looking at the 

                                                           
60 

https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20090318074725/http://www.defra.gov.uk/farm/envir
onment/land-use/reclamation/guidance-full.pdf 
61 https://mineralproducts.org/documents/UK_Minerals_Strategy.pdf 

https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20090318074725/http:/www.defra.gov.uk/farm/environment/land-use/reclamation/guidance-full.pdf
https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20090318074725/http:/www.defra.gov.uk/farm/environment/land-use/reclamation/guidance-full.pdf
https://mineralproducts.org/documents/UK_Minerals_Strategy.pdf
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zone of influence of a proposal. However, this would not provide an effective 

approach for the reasons set out above.  

 

Effective  

Deliverable  

7.46.22 The policy will be delivered through the development management process. The 

policy will influence the processing and determination of planning applications.  

 

Joint-working 

7.46.23 The policy is Gateshead specific without any cross-boundary implications although 

joint working with Newcastle City Council has been undertaken in drafting policies, 

and the Council works collaboratively with other authorities in the region on minerals 

and waste planning issues, including in the production of a Joint Local Aggregates 

Assessment, work associated with the Regional Aggregates Working Party, for 

example. 

 

Monitoring  

7.46.24 CSUCP monitoring indicators 

33. Historic Built 
Environment. 
 

Change in the extent and quality of the historic built 
environment: 
• Number of scheduled monuments, grade I, II*, II listed 
buildings, battlefields, historic parks and gardens, 
conservation areas and other heritage assets; 
• Loss of, or addition to heritage assets; 
• Additions or removals from the risk register 
• Recorded damage to heritage assets 

42. Ecology Changes in areas of ecological importance, comprising areas 

designated for their intrinsic ecological value, including sites of 

national, regional or local significance. 

44. Water 
quality 

% river length assessed as fairly good or very good for chemical 
quality and biological quality, by river 

48. Mineral 
extraction 

Planning applications and approvals for mineral extraction by 
type, projected quantity and location 

 

7.46.25 The MSGP monitoring framework confirms that policy MSGP46 will also be monitored 

through officers determining whether the policy remains appropriate on an ongoing 

basis.  Triggers for remedial action include evidence that approved minerals or waste 

development will have, or has had an adverse impact on the receptors set out in 

MSGP46.1, or development infringes other requirements within the policy. 

 

Consistent with national policy 

NPPF  
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7.46.26 The approach set out in policy MSGP46 is consistent with the NPPF and in particular 

paras 203/4 which state that it is essential that there is a sufficient supply of minerals 

to provide the infrastructure, buildings, energy and goods that the country needs.  

Since minerals are a finite natural resource, and can only be worked where they are 

found, best use needs to be made of them to secure their long-term conservation.  

“Planning policies should: …  

 

f)  set out criteria or requirements to ensure that permitted and proposed 

operations do not have unacceptable adverse impacts on the natural and 

historic environment or human health, taking into account the cumulative 

effects of multiple impacts from individual sites and/or a number of sites in a 

locality;”  

 

PPG 

7.46.27 PPG states that the planning and other regulatory regimes are separate but 

complementary. The planning system controls the development and use of land in the 

public interest and, as stated in paragraphs 120 and 122 of the National Planning Policy 

Framework, this includes ensuring that new development is appropriate for its 

location – taking account of the effects (including cumulative effects) of pollution on 

health, the natural environment or general amenity, and the potential sensitivity of 

the area or proposed development to adverse effects from pollution (Reference ID: 

27-012-20140306). PPG also states that some parts of a mineral planning authority 

area may have been subjected to successive mineral development (such as aggregate 

extraction or surface coal mining) over a number of years.  Mineral planning 

authorities should include appropriate policies in their minerals local plan, where 

appropriate, to ensure that the cumulative impact of a proposed mineral development 

on the community and the environment will be acceptable (Reference ID: 27-

01720140306). 

 

7.46.28 The National Planning Policy for Waste (2014)62 states that waste planning 

authorities should assess the suitability of sites and/or areas for new or enhanced 

waste management facilities against each of the following criteria:  

• the extent to which the site or area will support the other policies set out in this 

document; 

• physical and environmental constraints on development, including existing and 

proposed neighbouring land uses, and having regard to the factors in Appendix B 

to the appropriate level of detail needed to prepare the Local Plan;  

                                                           
62 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_
data/file/364759/141015_National_Planning_Policy_for_Waste.pdf 

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/national-planning-policy-framework/11-conserving-and-enhancing-the-natural-environment#para120
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/national-planning-policy-framework/11-conserving-and-enhancing-the-natural-environment#para122
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/364759/141015_National_Planning_Policy_for_Waste.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/364759/141015_National_Planning_Policy_for_Waste.pdf
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• the capacity of existing and potential transport infrastructure to support the 

sustainable movement of waste, and products arising from resource recovery, 

seeking when practicable and beneficial to use modes other than road transport; 

and 

• the cumulative impact of existing and proposed waste disposal facilities on the 

well-being of the local community, including any significant adverse impacts on 

environmental quality, social cohesion and inclusion or economic potential. 
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MSGP47 Minerals and waste development: noise 

Proposals for mineral and waste developments will be permitted in appropriate circumstances 

where the operator can demonstrate that noise levels at specifically identified noise-sensitive 

properties will not exceed: 

1. Existing background levels by more than 10dB(A) subject to a maximum of 55dB 

LAeq,1h(free field during normal daytime hours (07.00-19.00 hours) 

 

2. Existing background levels by 10dB(A) o r  m o r e  in the evening (19.00-22.00 hours) 

subject to a maximum of 42dB LAeq,1h (free field) at night-time 

 

Purpose of the policy 

7.47.1 This policy sets out the standards that will apply in assessing the acceptability of a 

minerals and/or waste proposal in terms of noise impacts.  This policy should be read 

in conjunction with policy CS20 Minerals and CS21 Waste in the CSUCP 

 

Positively prepared  

Local Plan Vision and Objectives  

7.47.2 The policy will contribute to the achievement of the following strategic objective: SO9 

Ensure the development and use of land protects, sustains and enhances the quality of 

the natural, built and historic environment, and ensuring our communities are 

attractive, safe and sustainable. 

 

Consultation / policy preparation  

Regulation 18 Consultation (Draft Plan– October 2017) 

7.47.3 There were no specific comments made in regard to this policy in the Reg. 18 

consultation. 

 

Regulation 19 consultation (Submission Draft Plan – October 2018) 

7.47.4 Mineral Products Association - The parameters in the third sentence of paragraph 8.4 

which may involve temporary exceptions to standards noise conditions, such as soil 

stripping and the construction of noise attenuation bunds, should be included in the 

policy and not buried in text. 

 

Sustainability Appraisal  

7.47.5 In general, the policy will have a broadly neutral effect on the social sustainability 

objectives although a positive effect is noted in relation to objective 4 as the policy is 

indirectly supporting healthy urban planning by reducing stress/health issues 

associated with increased noise levels. 

 

7.47.6 In general, the policy will have a broadly positive effect and will indirectly support the 

protection of wildlife and the reduction in pollution (noise). There is the possibility 
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that the elevated noise levels (when granted for special circumstances) could impact 

wildlife (for example during bat roosting season). In those circumstances, there is the 

opportunity to consider impacts and provide mitigation measures outside of impacts 

to humans. The degree to which the development will impact wildlife will be 

dependent up on the area surrounding the development and more information is 

required to determine the degree of impact. 

 

7.47.7 In general, the policy will have a broadly neutral effect on the economic sustainability 

objectives. 

 

Justified  

Evidence  

7.47.8 This policy is underpinned by national policy and guidance on minerals and noise, and 

is a continuation of the approach set out in saved UDP Policy ENV62. 

 

Effective  

Deliverable:  

7.47.9 The policy will be delivered through the development management process. The 

policy will influence the processing and determination of planning applications.  

 

Joint-working: 

7.47.10 The policy is Gateshead specific without any cross-boundary implications although 

joint working with Newcastle City Council has been undertaken in drafting policies, 

and the Council works collaboratively with other authorities in the region on minerals 

and waste planning issues. 

 

Monitoring:  

7.47.11 The MSGP monitoring framework confirms that policy MSGP47 will be monitored 

through the Council’s Environmental Health Officers advising as to whether the policy 

remains appropriate on an ongoing basis based on evidence from recent proposals. 

 

Consistent with national policy 

NPPF 

7.47.12 The approach set out in policy MSGP47 is consistent with the NPPF which states at 

paragraph 204 that planning policies should:  

 

g) when developing noise limits, recognise that some noisy short-term activities which 

may otherwise be regarded as unacceptable, are unavoidable to facilitate minerals 

extraction; 
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7.47.13 Paragraph 205 states that great weight should be given to the benefits of mineral 

extraction, including to the economy. “…In considering proposals for mineral 

extraction, mineral planning authorities should: … 

 

c) ensure that any unavoidable noise, dust and particle emissions and any blasting 

vibrations are controlled, mitigated or removed at source, and establish appropriate 

noise limits for extraction in proximity to noise sensitive properties;” 

 

PPG 

7.47.14 The policy also takes account of Planning Practice Guidance which states that mineral 

planning authorities should take account of the prevailing acoustic environment to 

determine whether or not noise from the proposed operations would: 

• give rise to a significant adverse effect; 

• give rise to an adverse effect; and 

• enable a good standard of amenity to be achieved. 

 

7.47.15 In line with the Explanatory Note of the Noise Policy Statement for England, this would 

include identifying whether the overall effect of the noise exposure would be above 

or below the significant observed adverse effect level and the lowest observed 

adverse effect level for the given situation. As noise is a complex technical issue, it 

may be appropriate to seek experienced specialist assistance when applying this policy 

(Reference ID: 27-020-20140306). 

 

7.47.16 The PPG states that MPAs should aim to establish a noise limit, through a planning 

condition, at the noise-sensitive property that does not exceed the background noise 

level (LA90,1h) by more than 10dB(A) during normal working hours (0700-1900). 

Where it will be difficult not to exceed the background level by more than 10dB(A) 

without imposing unreasonable burdens on the mineral operator, the limit set should 

be as near that level as practicable. In any event, the total noise from the operations 

should not exceed 55dB(A) LAeq, 1h (free field). For operations during the evening 

(1900-2200) the noise limits should not exceed the background noise level (LA90,1h) 

by more than 10dB(A) and should not exceed 55dB(A) LAeq, 1h (free field). For any 

operations during the period 22.00 – 07.00 noise limits should be set to reduce to a 

minimum any adverse impacts, without imposing unreasonable burdens on the 

mineral operator. In any event the noise limit should not exceed 42dB(A) LAeq,1h (free 

field) at a noise sensitive property. 

 

7.47.17 Where the site noise has a significant tonal element, it may be appropriate to set 

specific limits to control this aspect.  Peak or impulsive noise, which may include some 

reversing beepers, may also require separate limits that are independent of 

background noise (eg Lmax in specific octave or third-octave frequency bands – and 
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that should not be allowed to occur regularly at night.).  Care should be taken, 

however, to avoid any of these suggested values being implemented as fixed 

thresholds as specific circumstances may justify some small variation being allowed 

(Reference ID: 27-021-20140306). 

 

7.47.18 Activities such as soil-stripping, the construction and removal of baffle mounds, soil 

storage mounds and spoil heaps, construction of new permanent landforms and 

aspects of site road construction and maintenance. Increased temporary daytime 

noise limits of up to 70dB(A) LAeq 1h (free field) for periods of up to 8 weeks in a year 

at specified noise-sensitive properties should be considered to facilitate essential site 

preparation and restoration work and construction of baffle mounds where it is clear 

that this will bring longer-term environmental benefits to the site or its environs. 

 

7.47.19 Where work is likely to take longer than eight weeks, a lower limit over a longer period 

should be considered. In some wholly exceptional cases, where there is no viable 

alternative, a higher limit for a very limited period may be appropriate in order to 

attain the environmental benefits. Within this framework, the 70 dB(A) LAeq 1h (free 

field) limit referred to above should be regarded as the normal maximum (Reference 

ID: 27-022-20140306). 
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MSGP48 Quarry reclamation and restoration 

MSGP48.1 Blaydon Quarry: biodiversity/amenity 

Blaydon Quarry is allocated for landfill and will be reclaimed by filling with imported, off-

site waste material and/or quarry spoil to produce a visually acceptable landform 

compatible with the appropriate after-uses listed. The proposed landform and the after-

uses will be reviewed progressively by the Council during the life of the individual site. 

 

MSGP48.2 Path Head Quarry: biodiversity/amenity 

Following cessation of landfilling operations in 2017, the Path Head Quarry site will be 

restored to a visually acceptable landform compatible with the appropriate after-uses 

listed. 

 

MSGP48.3 Crawcrook Quarry South and Central: principally for biodiversity/amenity 

Crawcrook Quarry (South and Central) is allocated for ongoing reclamation and restoration 

utilising construction, demolition and excavation wastes materials, addressing stability 

issues and ensuring that a visually acceptable landform compatible with the appropriate 

after-uses listed is provided. 

MSGP48.4 Crawcrook Quarry North: biodiversity/amenity 

Following cessation of mineral extraction operations, Crawcrook Quarry North will continue 

to be restored to a visually acceptable landform compatible with the appropriate after-uses 

listed. 

 

Permission will not be granted for further landfill sites during the plan period, other than 

the provision made by this policy, unless there are exceptional circumstances. Landraising 

of greenfield sites for waste disposal purposes will not be permitted. 

 

Applicants for new landfill sites are required to submit a risk assessment on the potential 

impact of the proposal on vulnerable groundwater. Proposals for landfill or landraising will 

not be permitted below the water table in any strata where groundwater provides an 

important contribution to river flow or other sensitive surface waters, unless the risk 

assessment demonstrates that active long- term site management is not essential to 

prevent groundwater pollution. 

 

Purpose of the policy 

7.48.1 This policy sets out the approach to reclaiming and restoring quarry sites in Gateshead 

which are at various stages in their lifespan. The policy identifies the waste types and 

after-uses appropriate to each site as relevant, as well as addressing the scope for 

additional sites to come forward, with specific requirements set out in relation to 

groundwater.  This policy should be read in conjunction with policy CS20 Minerals and 

CS21 Waste. 
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7.48.2 This is not a ‘new’ policy, but is a continuation of existing and previous policies 

regarding these and similar sites. Thus, policy MSGP48 will replace and update saved 

UDP policy MWR18 (adopted in 2007). Prior to this the sites were allocated in the 1998 

UDP under policies M20 and M29. 

 

Positively prepared  

Local Plan Vision and Objectives  

7.48.3 The policy will contribute to the achievement of the following strategic objective: SO9 

Ensure the development and use of land protects, sustains and enhances the quality of 

the natural, built and historic environment, and ensuring our communities are 

attractive, safe and sustainable. 

 

Consultation / policy preparation  

7.48.4 There were three comments received in relation to this policy in the Reg. 18 

consultation: 

• Brighten Ryton partly support the policy but request a clear statement that the 

sites will not be used for landfill, whilst the evidence base was considered to 

be fairly robust 

• The British Horse Society offered support for the policy and in particular the 

potential for subsequent recreation use of the sites contributing to rights of 

way  

• A member of the public objects to the policy and specifically the proposal for 

Crawcrook South, being concerned about the materials to be deposited and 

that this would be the third such site in the area  

 

7.48.5 There was one comment received in relation to this policy in the Reg. 19 consultation: 

• Suez put forward for consideration land of total area 4ha to potentially deliver 

around 80 homes.  The land in question is located within the Green Belt. 

 

Sustainability Appraisal  

7.48.6 In general, the policy will have a broadly neutral effect on the majority of social 

sustainability objectives. A positive effect on indirectly improving health and wellbeing 

is noted. 

 

7.48.7 The policy will have a broadly positive to neutral impact on environmental 

sustainability objectives.  The reclamation and restoration of former landfills will have 

positive benefits to the amenity and biodiversity of the sites and hep to offset the 

long-term residual impacts of landfill sites. There is the possibility that the elevated 

noise levels (when granted for special circumstances) could impact wildlife (for 

example during bat roosting season).  In those circumstances, there is the opportunity 

to consider impacts and provide mitigation measures outside of impacts to humans.  
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The degree to which the development will impact wildlife will be dependent on the 

area surrounding the development and more information is required to determine the 

degree of impact for specific proposals. 

 

7.48.8 In general, the policy will have a broadly neutral effect on the economic sustainability 

objectives. 

 

Justified  

Evidence  

7.48.9 The policy sets out the approach for the restoration and reclamation of former quarry 

sites in Gateshead which are the subject of current or historic permissions for 

landfilling.  The sites are at different stages in their lifespan and the policy reflects this.  

Given Gateshead has a history of mineral working and has been a key mineral 

producing area in the region, this policy is not new but is a continuation of existing 

and previous policies regarding these and similar sites.  Thus, policy MSGP48 will 

replace and update saved UDP policy MWR18 (adopted in 2007).  Prior to this the sites 

were allocated in the 1998 UDP under policies M20 and M29. 

 

Blaydon Quarry 

7.48.10 Blaydon Quarry Landfill Site ‐ This was a joint extraction/landfill site which has been 

subject to changes in ownership. Current activity at the site revolves around 

Recycological Ltd who operate the landfill facility. The tipping end date is 2026 and 

there is approximately 3.68m cubic metres of capacity. 

 

Path Head Quarry 

7.48.11 The site is part of the former Path Head/Bewes Hill Quarry area and is operated by 

SITA. Tipping on the site commenced in 2007 (on the closure of Burnhills Quarry) and 

ceased in 2017. 

 

Crawcrook South and Central 

7.48.12 This was a joint extraction/landfill site with sand and gravel extraction by Cemex and 

landfill by SITA. The site is currently non‐operational and progression has been 

delayed due to changes in ownership. An undetermined application indicated that 

waste disposal operations would take 8 to 10 years to complete and would require a 

further 2.2 million m³ of waste disposal input to achieve restoration levels.  

 

Crawcrook North 

7.48.13 This site was part of the wider Crawcrook Quarry site but due to the nature of the site 

and extent of the extraction activity the restoration of this part of site does not rely 

on the importation of waste.  
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7.48.14 As referred to in the CSUCP, the Council in collaboration with the other authorities in 

Tyne and Wear, Durham and Northumberland commissioned the Model of Waste 

Arisings and Waste Management Capacity Report (2012).  The purpose of this 

regional study was to underpin waste policies by providing forecasts of waste arisings, 

particularly for commercial and industrial waste and hazardous waste, to 2030, using 

data from the North East Commercial and Industrial (C&I) Waste Arisings Survey, and 

the most up‐to date data on hazardous waste arisings. It also includes an assessment 

of existing and planned waste management capacity in North East England and a 

comparison of this to the forecast waste arisings to identify if there is a capacity gap. 

The Report (pages 12 and 18) takes into account targets for population and economic 

growth that underpins the CSUCP, and targets for recycling and landfill diversion. 

 

7.48.15 Gateshead has a number of existing waste management facilities and related 

information is collected through development management and monitoring 

processes. We also work closely with the EA in relation to waste and monitoring the 

network of facilities including the location, management/technology type and 

operating limits of facilities. The borough has been a key minerals‐producing area in 

Tyne and Wear, with a resulting significant capacity for waste management by landfill.  

Despite the changes to national waste policy arising from implementation of the 

Landfill Directive, landfill remains the dominant disposal method for waste in the 

borough. Existing strategic waste management facilities in Gateshead include: 

 

• Blaydon Quarry Landfill Site ‐ This was a joint extraction/landfill site however, 

current 

activity at the site revolves around Recyclogical Limited who operate the landfill 

facility. There remains landfill capacity at the site which has a tipping end date of 

2026. 

• Path Head Quarry Landfill Site ‐ The site is part of the former Path Head/Bewes 

Hill Quarry area and is currently operated by SITA. Tipping on the site 

commenced in 2007 on the closure of Burnhills Quarry and ended in 2017. 

• Crawcrook Quarry and landfill site (landfill south and central only) ‐ this was a 

joint extraction/landfill site with sand and gravel extraction by Cemex and landfill 

by SITA. The site is currently non‐operational, and progression has been delayed 

due to changes in ownership. An undetermined application indicated that waste 

disposal operations would take 8 to 10 years to complete and would require a 

further 2.2 million m³ of waste disposal input to achieve restoration levels. 

 

Waste Arisings  

7.48.16 In terms of waste arising the 2012 report concluded that based upon LACW arisings 

forecasts supplied by the WPA and modelled C&I arisings, current total arisings in the 

WPA area are some 352,000 tonnes. Using the baseline growth methodology 
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explained in the report, this is likely to remain fairly constant throughout the forecast 

period.  

 

Capacity Gap 

7.48.17 Based on the assessment of arisings, existing facilities and capacity, the study went on 

to identify the capacity gap within each WPA. In order to establish the adequacy of 

local capacity for the Plan period, the study considered four scenarios: 

 

• Scenario 1: Local Authority Contract Waste Recycling Targets 47% recycling by 

2015, 50% by 2020. 

• Scenario 2: As Scenario 1, plus Commercial and Industrial recycling 60% by 2025 

• Scenario 3: As Scenario 1, plus Commercial and Industrial recycling 70% by 2025 

• Scenarios 4: As Scenario 1, plus Commercial and Industrial landfill diversion at 

75% by 2020. 

 

Calculated Tonnage Capacity: Model of Waste Arisings and Management Capacity 

Report 

 Scenario EfW Landfill Treatment Total 

2015 S1 -11 390 152 531 

 S2 -11 397 152 538 

 S3 -11 405 152 550 

 S4 -28 406 152 531 

2020 S1 -7 85 153 244 

 S2 -7 98 153 244 

 S3 -7 114 153 262 

 S4 -43 114 153 262 

2025 S1 -8 85 153 229 

 S2 -8 104 153 249 

 S3 -8 127 153 271 

 S4 -44 120 153 229 

2030 S1 -9 -96 153 48 

 S2 -9 -76 153 67 

 S3 -9 -53 153 90 

 S4 -45 -60 153 48 

A minus sign equals capacity shortfall * EFW Energy from Waste 

 

7.48.18 While there is likely to be a shortfall in landfill capacity by 2030, the capacities in other 

forms of treatment facility are sufficient to fill the gap. In addition, new technologies 

are likely to arise and additional facilities provided during the Plan period as a result 

of policy and legislative changes. Additional landfill capacity could also be factored in 
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subject to planning permission being granted for the recommencement of operations 

to restore the Crawcrook Quarry site. Any shortfall in residual waste capacity is 

therefore only likely to occur post 2030.  

 

7.48.19 The Report showed that there is sufficient regional and local capacity to handle our 

waste till the end of the Plan period, assuming that recycling, composting and recovery 

rates continue to increase as previously recorded, and that diversion from landfill 

rates will continue to increase. In regard to municipal waste the Council’s Annual 

Monitoring Report shows that level of municipal waste arising and sent to landfill have 

declined significantly since 2011, whilst energy recovery has increased see table 

below). The report predicted a rise from approximately 103,000 tonnes in 2011 to 

almost 117,000 tonnes by 2030. However, as a result of the continuation of waste 

minimisation initiatives and the national economic downturn actual arisings for 

municipal waste in 2011/12 were only 94,202 tonnes. Levels of recycling have 

remained static whilst compositing has gone down slightly as a result of austerity and 

the introduction of charges for green waste collections, and this is a trend common to 

many WPAs. 

 

 

7.48.20 In regard to industrial, commercial and other types of waste the Environment Agency’s 

waste data interrogator provides information on the amount of waste dealt with by 

facilities in any one year, the latest covering 2017.  The table below sets out the 

amount of waste processed across the range of facilities in Gateshead in 2012 and 

2017, including landfill: 

  

Waste Arising (tonnes) 

2010/11 2011/12 2012/13 2013/14 2014/15 2015/16 2016/17 2017/18 

Landfill 66,366 58,735 49,074 23,503 4,027 1,567 1,926 351 

Recycled 21,766 22,392 23,433 21,408 20,089 20,239 21,118 20,186 

Composted 10,171 10,862 9,901 9,569 10,226 8,134 8,340 7,795 

Energy 

Recovery 

35 2,213 7,911 36,000 50,079 55,563 54,879 56,962 

Total  98,338 94,202 90,319 91,081 84,421 85,503 86,290 85,294 
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Waste received at facilities in Gateshead 2012/2017 (tonnes)  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Source: Environment Agency WDI (2018)  

 

7.48.21 The overall reduction from 2012 to 2017 is principally in landfill linked to the diversion 

of municipal waste away from landfill from 2014 onwards, and the cessation of waste 

activity at the Path Head site in 2017, with waste dealt with at other types of facility 

generally showing an increase in 2017. 

 

7.48.22 The 2012 study included a forecast for hazardous waste arisings for 2017 which was 

15,264 tonnes, which compares with 24,000 tonnes of hazardous waste arising in 

Gateshead in 2017 as recorded in the EA's waste data interrogator. However, the 2012 

study identified a positive capacity in Gateshead of some 25,000 tonnes, with 

significant overcapacity in the wider region, since when an additional 60,000 tonnes 

Facility Type Landfill MRS Transfer Treatment Landfill MRS Transfer Treatment 

CA Site 11,160 12,661 
Car Breaker 674 576 

Clinical Waste  1,558 
Composting 29,608 19,578 

Haz Waste Transfer 12,790 10,148 

Haz Waste Transfer  
/ Treatment 

7,578 

Inert Waste  
Transfer/  
Treatment 

1,818 77,761 

Material Recycling  
Facility 

40,994 

Metal Recycling 87,074 131,911 

Non Hazardous LF 737,577 282,286 

Non-Haz Waste  
Transfer 

53,000 53,546 1,021 

Physical Treatment 7,233 13,786 

Physical-Chemical  
treatment 

19,696 

Vehicle  
Depollution  
Facility 

5,151 

737,577 87,748 80,326 44,419 282,286 137,638 76,355 172,836 

2018 2012 

2012 TOTAL 2017 TOTAL 669,115 950,070 
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of additional capacity has come forward as identified in the 2016 Waste Capacity 

Update Report. 

 

7.48.23 In order to obtain reliable data on arisings and management of low level (LLW), and 

very low level (VLLW) radioactive waste, a further supplementary study was 

commissioned. The report on the Production and Disposal of Low-Level Radioactive 

Waste (LLW & VLLW) in North East of England, May 2013 confirms that traditionally, 

LLW waste has been disposed or stored at the national Low Level Waste Repository 

(LLWR) near Drigg in Cumbria. However, this facility is reaching capacity and cannot 

be assumed as a long-term solution for LLW created in the North East. The study 

concluded that the arisings of VLLW and LLW in the region are low compared to the 

volumes generated nationally, and of insufficient critical mass upon which the 

development of local facilities could be based.  

 

7.48.24 The evidence base is under continuous review and the regular Duty to Cooperate 

meetings of the North East Minerals and Waste Policy Officers’ Group are used to 

understand new capacity approved in the region.  The Waste Capacity Report Update 

(2016) supplements the 2012 and 2013 reports identifying more recent permitted 

capacity within the region. The report states that the Authorities consider the Urban 

Mines reports to be robust, credible and up-to-date whilst no more recent forecasting 

data on Non-hazardous or Hazardous waste, either nationally or within the North East, 

has been published. The report concludes that significant further capacity of at least 

5 million tonnes has come forward in the North East since the Urban Mines study in 

terms of facilities for non-hazardous waste transfer and treatment, hazardous 

treatment and for the anaerobic digestion of agricultural waste. In terms of landfill 

capacity at least 3,698,768m3 has been permitted since the Urban Mines study, 

including two sites in neighbouring County Durham (for 3,130,000m3 inert landfill). 

This supports the conclusion in the main report that there is sufficient capacity 

permitted across the region in line with national guidance and legislation. 

 

Effective  

Deliverable:  

7.48.25 The policy will be delivered through the development management process. The 

policy will influence the processing and determination of planning applications.  

 

Joint-working: 

7.48.26 The policy is Gateshead specific although is underpinned by a collaborative approach 

with other authorities in the region on minerals and waste planning issues. 

Specifically, this included the joint evidence commissioned and published on waste 

arisings and capacity referred to above which has directly influenced the approach 
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taken in each authority’s local plans. The Council has also where required worked with 

operators in identifying the broad approach to the operation/restoration of sites. 

 

7.48.27 The following documents are among those produced in partnership with neighbouring 

authorities in Tyne and Wear, Durham and Northumberland and underpin the 

approach taken to waste: 

• North East Model of Waste Arisings and Waste Management Capacity (2012) 

• Production and Disposal of Low Level Radioactive Waste in the NE of England 

(2013) 

• Waste Capacity Report Update (2016) 

• South Tyne and Wear Joint Municipal Waste Strategy Review (2013) 

 

Monitoring:  

7.48.28 CSUCP monitoring indicators 

44. Water 
quality 

% river length assessed as fairly good or very good for chemical 
quality and biological quality, by river 

48. Mineral 
extraction 

Planning applications and approvals for mineral extraction by 
type, projected quantity and location 

49. Waste 
management 

Amount (tonnes) of municipal waste arising, by management 
type and percentage of municipal waste sent to landfill. 

50. Waste 
management 

Licensed and projected capacity of waste management 
facilities (existing and approved), by type. 

 

7.48.29 Triggers for remedial action include non-compliance with the aims and requirements 

of the policy or changes in the need for landfill capacity going forward. 

 

Consistent with national policy  

NPPF 

7.48.30 The approach set out in policy MSGP48 is consistent with the NPPF and in particular 

paras 203/4 which state that it is essential that there is a sufficient supply of minerals 

to provide the infrastructure, buildings, energy and goods that the country needs. 

Since minerals are a finite natural resource, and can only be worked where they are 

found, best use needs to be made of them to secure their long-term conservation. 

“Planning policies should: …  

 

f) set out criteria or requirements to ensure that permitted and proposed 

operations do not have unacceptable adverse impacts on the natural and 

historic environment or human health, taking into account the cumulative 

effects of multiple impacts from individual sites and/or a number of sites in 

a locality; …  



242 

h) ensure that worked land is reclaimed at the earliest opportunity, taking 

account of aviation safety, and that high-quality restoration and aftercare 

of mineral sites takes place. “ 

  

PPG 

7.48.31 Practice Guidance states that local plans should include policies to ensure worked land 

is reclaimed at the earliest opportunity and that high-quality restoration and aftercare 

of mineral sites takes place (Reference ID: 27-037-20140306). There are many possible 

uses of land once minerals extraction is complete and restoration and aftercare of land 

is complete. These include: 

 

• creation of new habitats and biodiversity; use for agriculture; forestry; 

recreational activities; waste management, including waste storage; and the built 

environment, such as residential, industrial and retail where appropriate. 

 

7.48.32 Some former mineral sites may also be restored as a landfill facility using suitable 

imported waste materials as an intermediate stage in restoration prior to an 

appropriate after use (Reference ID: 27-045-20140306). 

 

7.48.33 Waste is a strategic issue which can be addressed effectively through close co-

operation between waste planning authorities and other local planning authorities 

and public bodies to ensure a suitable and sustainable network of waste management 

facilities is in place (Reference ID: 28-015-20141016). Effective cooperation will also 

be important in ensuring the planned provision of new capacity and its spatial 

distribution is based on robust analysis of waste management needs including for 

specific waste streams (ID: 28-017-20141016). 

 

7.48.34 Reference ID: 28-022-20141016 states: “Information on the available waste 

management capacity… will help inform forward planning in Local Plans of waste 

infrastructure required to meet need. It will also require an assessment of future 

requirements for additional waste management infrastructure, with reference to 

forecasts for future waste arisings. Assessing waste management needs for Local Plan 

making is likely to involve: 

• understanding waste arisings from within the planning authority area, including 

imports and exports 

• identifying the waste management capacity gaps in total and by particular waste 

streams 

• forecasting the waste arisings both at the end of the period that is being planned 

for and interim dates 

• assessing the waste management capacity required to deal with forecast arisings 

at the interim dates and end of the plan period.” 
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The National Planning Policy for Waste (2014) 

7.48.35 Paragraphs 2, 3 and 6 state that in preparing plans waste planning authorities should: 

• “ensure that the planned provision of new capacity and its spatial distribution is 

based on robust analysis of best available data and information, and an appraisal 

of options; 

• work jointly and collaboratively with other planning authorities to collect and 

share data and information on waste arisings… 

• drive waste management up the waste hierarchy (Appendix A), recognising the 

need for a mix of types and scale of facilities, and that adequate provision must 

be made for waste disposal  

• in particular, identify the tonnages and percentages of municipal, and 

commercial and industrial, waste requiring different types of management in 

their area over the period of the plan… 

• consider the extent to which the capacity of existing operational facilities would 

satisfy any identified need… 

• recognise the particular locational needs of some types of waste management 

facilities when preparing their Local Plan.” 

 

7.48.36 In testing the suitability of sites and areas in the preparation of Local Plans and in 

determining planning applications, waste planning authorities should consider:  

“a. protection of water quality and resources and flood risk management - 

considerations will include the proximity of vulnerable surface and groundwater or 

aquifers. For landfill or land-raising, geological conditions and the behaviour of 

surface water and groundwater should be assessed both for the site under 

consideration and the surrounding area.” 
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MSGP49 Waste Management Facilities 

Waste treatment, transfer and recycling facilities which contribute to the provision of an 

integrated and adequate network of waste management facilities will be maintained and 

permitted in appropriate locations. 

 

Purpose of the policy 

7.49.1 This policy sets out the intention to try and ensure the provision of an adequate range 

of waste management facilities across the area to manage waste. The focus will be in 

appropriate locations including within employment areas. 

 

Positively prepared  

Local Plan Vision and Objectives  

7.49.2 This policy should be read in conjunction with policy CS21 Waste in the CSUCP, and 

will contribute to the achievement of the following strategic objective: SO9 Ensure the 

development and use of land protects, sustains and enhances the quality of the 

natural, built and historic environment, and ensuring our communities are attractive, 

safe and sustainable. 

 

Consultation / policy preparation  

Regulation 18 Consultation (Draft Plan– October 2017) 

7.49.3 A member of the public objects to the policy in the context of the proposal for 

Crawcrook South, being concerned about the materials to be deposited and that this 

would be the third such site in the area  

 

Regulation 19 consultation (Submission Draft Plan – October 2018) 

7.49.4 No comments were received at this stage 

 

Sustainability Appraisal  

7.49.5 The SA considered the policy to have a range of positive, neutral and negative effects 

on the social sustainability objectives.  The policy could benefit from clarifying what 

an “appropriate location” is.  Clarification of the location may reduce negative impacts 

to this objective. 

 

7.49.6 In general, the policy will have a broadly positive effect on the environmental 

sustainability objectives as a result of decreased greenhouse gases, encouraged 

recycling and potentially obtaining energy from waste. 

 

7.49.7 The policy will have a broadly positive effect on the economic sustainability objectives 

as the policy indirectly supports business operation and a potential reduction in 

unemployment. 
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Justified 

Evidence 

7.49.8 In relation to municipal waste, Gateshead has joined forces with Sunderland and 

South Tyneside Councils (South Tyne and Wear Waste Management Partnership) to 

jointly procure a contract for the treatment and disposal of residual municipal waste. 

A Joint Municipal Waste Management Strategy (JMWMS) (October2013) was 

developed by the Partnership councils.  The Strategy covers municipal waste, which 

includes waste collected from households, recycling collections, waste taken to 

recycling banks, collections of bulky waste, street sweepings, collection of household 

clinical waste, commercial/trade waste collected by the local authorities, fly tipped 

waste and waste accepted at household waste recycling centres.  It covers waste 

management for the period 2007 – 2027.  The JMWMS includes specific targets for 

recycling & composting of household waste: 

• 30% by 2010 

• 45% by 2015 

• 50% by 2020 

 

7.49.9 A contract was secured for Gateshead’s residual waste (and that of its partners) to be 

treated at a new Energy from Waste Facility at Haverton Hill in Teesside. The contract 

involved building an Energy from Waste facility, which became operational in 2014, to 

burn the waste to create electricity. The Partnership aims to minimise the landfill of 

biodegradable waste, within economic constraints, in order to reduce methane 

emissions. It will aim to meet its LATS allowances and only landfill biodegradable 

municipal waste (BMW) up to the amount that each council is allocated.  The 

Partnership aims to recover energy, as well as materials, from waste before final 

disposal and will require the capture and utilisation of landfill gas from that waste 

which is landfilled. 

 

7.49.10 As referred to in the CSUCP, the Council in collaboration with the other authorities in 

Tyne and Wear, Durham and Northumberland commissioned the Model of Waste 

Arisings and Waste Management Capacity Report (2012).  The purpose of this 

regional study was to underpin waste policies by providing forecasts of waste arisings, 

particularly for commercial and industrial waste and hazardous waste, to 2030, using 

data from the North East Commercial and Industrial (C&I) Waste Arisings Survey, and 

the most up‐to date data on hazardous waste arisings. It also includes an assessment 

of existing and planned waste management capacity in North East England and a 

comparison of this to the forecast waste arisings to identify if there is a capacity gap. 

The Report (pages 12 and 18) takes into account targets for population and economic 

growth that underpins the CSUCP, and targets for recycling and landfill diversion. 
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7.49.11 Gateshead has a number of existing waste management facilities and related 

information is collected through development management and monitoring 

processes. We also work closely with the EA in relation to waste and monitor the 

network of facilities including the location, management/technology type and 

operating limits of facilities. The borough has been a key minerals‐producing area in 

Tyne and Wear, with a resulting significant capacity for waste management by landfill. 

Despite the changes to national waste policy arising from implementation of the 

Landfill Directive, landfill remains a dominant disposal method for waste in the 

borough. Existing strategic waste management facilities in Gateshead comprise: 

 

• Blaydon Quarry Landfill Site ‐ This was a joint extraction/landfill site however, 

current activity at the site revolves around Recyclogical Limited who operate the 

landfill facility. There remains landfill capacity at the site which has a tipping end 

date of 2026.  

 

o Path Head Quarry Landfill Site ‐ The site is part of the former Path Head/Bewes Hill 

Quarry area and is currently operated by SITA. Tipping on the site commenced in 

2007 on the closure of Burnhills Quarry and ended in 2017. 

 

o Crawcrook Quarry and landfill site (landfill south and central only) ‐ this was a 

joint extraction/landfill site with sand and gravel extraction by Cemex and landfill 

by SITA. The site is currently non‐operational, and progression has been delayed 

due to changes in ownership. An undetermined application indicated that waste 

disposal operations would take 8 to 10 years to complete and would require a 

further 2.2 million m³ of waste disposal input to achieve restoration levels. 

 

o Gateshead Household Waste Recycling Centres ‐ There are two household waste 

recycling centres - one located at Cowen Road, Blaydon and the other at 

Campground (located in Sunderland but owned by Gateshead Council, including 

a Visitor and Education Centre and regional offices). 

 

o Derwenthaugh Eco Park – This permitted site in Blaydon has been developed as 

an Eco‐park comprising a biological and mechanical waste treatment facility 

utilising steam sterilisation, waste materials recovery and separation, bulking and 

transfer. 

 

7.49.12 Annual Monitoring Report - as reported in the 2017/18 AMR (page 54) Gateshead has 

a well-established network of licensed waste management facilities including waste 

treatment, recycling and transfer facilities.  Clusters of facilities are located within the 

Blaydon and Felling Main Employment Areas, whilst a compositing facility operates in 

the west of the borough near Chopwell. 
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Waste Arisings  

7.49.13 In terms of waste arising the 2012 report concluded that based upon LACW arisings 

forecasts supplied by the WPA and modelled C&I arisings, current total arisings in the 

WPA area are some 352,000 tonnes. Using the baseline growth methodology 

explained in the report, this is likely to remain fairly constant throughout the forecast 

period. 

 

Capacity Gap 

7.49.14 Based on the assessment of arisings, existing facilities and capacity, the study went on 

to identify the capacity gap within each WPA. In order to establish the adequacy of 

local capacity for the Plan period, the study considered four scenarios: 

• Scenario 1: Local Authority Contract Waste Recycling Targets 47% recycling by 

2015, 50% by 2020. 

• Scenario 2: As Scenario 1, plus Commercial and Industrial recycling 60% by 

2025 

• Scenario 3: As Scenario 1, plus Commercial and Industrial recycling 70% by 

2025 

• Scenarios 4: As Scenario 1, plus Commercial and Industrial landfill diversion at 

75% by 2020. 

 

Calculated Tonnage Capacity: Model of Waste Arisings and Management Capacity for 

Gateshead 

 Scenario EfW Landfill Treatment Total 

2015 S1 -11 390 152 531 

 S2 -11 397 152 538 

 S3 -11 405 152 550 

 S4 -28 406 152 531 

2020 S1 -7 85 153 244 

 S2 -7 98 153 244 

 S3 -7 114 153 262 

 S4 -43 114 153 262 

2025 S1 -8 85 153 229 

 S2 -8 104 153 249 

 S3 -8 127 153 271 

 S4 -44 120 153 229 

2030 S1 -9 -96 153 48 

 S2 -9 -76 153 67 

 S3 -9 -53 153 90 

 S4 -45 -60 153 48 



248 

A minus sign equals capacity shortfall * EFW Energy from Waste 

 

7.49.15 While there is likely to be a shortfall in landfill capacity by 2030, the capacities in other 

forms of treatment facility are sufficient to fill the gap. In addition, new technologies 

are likely to arise and additional facilities provided during the Plan period as a result 

of policy and legislative changes. Additional landfill capacity could also be factored in 

subject to planning permission being granted for the recommencement of operations 

to restore the Crawcrook Quarry site. Any shortfall in residual waste capacity is 

therefore only likely to occur post 2030.  

 

7.49.16 The Report showed that there is sufficient regional and local capacity to handle our 

waste till the end of the Plan period, assuming that recycling, composting and recovery 

rates continue to increase as previously recorded, and that diversion from landfill 

rates will continue to increase.  

 

7.49.17 In regard to municipal waste the Council’s Annual Monitoring Report shows that level 

of municipal waste arising and sent to landfill have declined significantly since 2011, 

whilst energy recovery has increased see table below). The report predicted a rise 

from approximately 103,000 tonnes in 2011 to almost 117,000 tonnes by 2030. 

However, as a result of the continuation of waste minimisation initiatives and the 

national economic downturn actual arisings for municipal waste in 2011/12 were only 

94,202 tonnes, with a further decline since then to 85,294 tonnes in 2017/18. Levels 

of recycling have remained static whilst compositing has gone down slightly as a result 

of austerity and the introduction of charges for green waste collections, and this is a 

trend common to many WPAs. 

 

 

7.49.18 In regard to industrial, commercial and other types of waste the Environment Agency’s 

waste data interrogator provides information on the amount of waste dealt with by 

facilities in any one year, the latest covering 2017. The tables below provide a 

Waste Arising (tonnes) 

2010/1

1 

2011/1

2 

2012/1

3 

2013/1

4 

2014/1

5 

2015/1

6 

2016/1

7 

2017/1

8 

Landfill 66,366 58,735 49,074 23,503 4,027 1,567 1,926 351 

Recycled 21,766 22,392 23,433 21,408 20,089 20,239 21,118 20,186 

Composte

d 

10,171 10,862 9,901 9,569 10,226 8,134 8,340 7,795 

Energy 

Recovery 

35 2,213 7,911 36,000 50,079 55,563 54,879 56,962 

Total  98,338 94,202 90,319 91,081 84,421 85,503 86,290 85,294 
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comparison with 2012 on overall imports and exports of wastes, and the amounts of 

waste processed across the range of facilities in Gateshead:  

 

Waste Movements to/from Gateshead 2012/2017 (tonnes) 

Movements 2012 2017 

Exports 830,715 554,972 

Imports 201,017 304,153 

Source: Environment Agency WDI (2012/2018)  

 

Waste received at facilities in Gateshead 2012/2017 (tonnes)  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Environment Agency WDI (2018)  

 

Facility Type Landfill MRS Transfer Treatment Landfill MRS Transfer Treatment 

CA Site 11,160 12,661 
Car Breaker 674 576 

Clinical Waste  1,558 
Composting 29,608 19,578 

Haz Waste Transfer 12,790 10,148 

Haz Waste Transfer  
/ Treatment 

7,578 

Inert Waste  
Transfer/  
Treatment 

1,818 77,761 

Material Recycling  
Facility 

40,994 

Metal Recycling 87,074 131,911 

Non Hazardous LF 737,577 282,286 

Non-Haz Waste  
Transfer 

53,000 53,546 1,021 

Physical Treatment 7,233 13,786 

Physical-Chemical  
treatment 

19,696 

Vehicle  
Depollution  
Facility 

5,151 

737,577 87,748 80,326 44,419 282,286 137,638 76,355 172,836 

2017 2012 

2012 TOTAL 2017 TOTAL 669,115 950,070 
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7.49.19 The overall reduction from 2012 to 2018 is principally in landfill linked to the diversion 

of municipal waste away from landfill from 2014 onwards, and the cessation of waste 

activity at the Path Head site in 2017, with waste dealt with at other types of facility 

generally showing an increase in 2017. 

 

7.49.20 The 2012 study included a forecast for hazardous waste arisings for 2017 which was 

15,264 tonnes, which compares with 24,000 tonnes of hazardous waste arising in 

Gateshead in 2017 as recorded in the EA's waste data interrogator. However, the 2012 

study identified a positive capacity in Gateshead of some 25,000 tonnes, with 

significant overcapacity in the wider region, since when an additional 60,000 tonnes 

of additional capacity has come forward as identified in the 2016 Waste Capacity 

Update Report. 

 

7.49.21 In order to obtain reliable data on arisings and management of low level (LLW), and 

very low level (VLLW) radioactive waste, a further supplementary study was 

commissioned. The report on the Production and Disposal of Low Level Radioactive 

Waste (LLW & VLLW) in North East of England, May 2013 confirms that traditionally, 

LLW waste has been disposed or stored at the national Low Level Waste Repository 

(LLWR) near Drigg in Cumbria. However, this facility is reaching capacity and cannot 

be assumed as a long-term solution for LLW created in the North East. The study 

concluded that the arisings of VLLW and LLW in the region are low compared to the 

volumes generated nationally, and of insufficient critical mass upon which the 

development of local facilities could be based.  

 

7.49.22 The evidence base is under continuous review and the regular Duty to Cooperate 

meetings of the North East Minerals and Waste Policy Officers’ Group are used to 

understand new capacity approved in the region.  The Waste Capacity Report Update 

(2016) supplements the 2012 and 2013 reports identifying more recent permitted 

capacity within the region. The report states that the Authorities consider the Urban 

Mines reports to be robust, credible and up-to-date whilst no more recent forecasting 

data on Non-hazardous or Hazardous waste, either nationally or within the North East, 

has been published. The report concludes that significant further capacity of at least 

5 million tonnes has come forward in the North East since the Urban Mines study in 

terms of facilities for non-hazardous waste transfer and treatment, hazardous 

treatment and for the anaerobic digestion of agricultural waste. Additional capacity in 

Gateshead included 75,000tonnes of non-hazardous household and industrial transfer 

capacity, and a 25,000 tonnes scrap metal and waste oil facility. This supports the 

conclusion in the main report that there is sufficient capacity permitted across the 

region in line with national guidance and legislation.    

 

Effective  
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Deliverable: Deliverable 

7.49.23 The policy will be delivered through the development management process. The 

policy will influence the processing and determination of planning applications. 

 

Joint-working: 

7.49.24 The policy is Gateshead specific although is underpinned a collaborative approach 

with other authorities in the region on waste planning issues. Specifically, this included 

the joint evidence commissioned and published on waste arisings and capacity 

referred to above which has directly influenced the approach taken in each authority’s 

local plans. The Council has also where required worked with operators in identifying 

the broad approach to the operation/restoration of sites. 

 

7.49.25 The following documents are among those produced in partnership with neighbouring 

authorities in Tyne and Wear, Durham and Northumberland and underpin the 

approach taken to waste: 

• North East Model of Waste Arisings and Waste Management Capacity 

(2012) 

• Production and Disposal of Low Level Radioactive Waste in the NE of 

England (2013) 

• Waste Capacity Report Update (2016) 

• South Tyne and Wear Joint Municipal Waste Strategy Review (2013) 

 

Monitoring:  

7.49.26 CSUCP monitoring indicators 

49. Waste 
management 

Amount (tonnes) of municipal waste arising, by management 
type and percentage of municipal waste sent to landfill. 

50. Waste 
management 

Licensed and projected capacity of waste management 
facilities (existing and approved), by type. 

 

Consistent with national policy  

PPG 

7.49.27 Practice Guidance states that waste is a strategic issue which can be addressed 

effectively through close cooperation between waste planning authorities and other 

local planning authorities and public bodies to ensure a suitable and sustainable 

network of waste management facilities is in place (Reference ID: 28-015-20141016). 

Effective cooperation will also be important in ensuring the planned provision of new 

capacity and its spatial distribution is based on robust analysis of waste management 

needs including for specific waste streams (Reference ID: 28-017 20141016). 

7.49.28 Reference ID: 28-022-20141016 states: “Information on the available waste 

management capacity… will help inform forward planning in Local Plans of waste 

infrastructure required to meet need. It will also require an assessment of future 
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requirements for additional waste management infrastructure, with reference to 

forecasts for future waste arisings.  Assessing waste management needs for Local Plan 

making is likely to involve: 

• understanding waste arisings from within the planning authority area, including 

imports and exports 

• identifying the waste management capacity gaps in total and by particular waste 

streams 

• forecasting the waste arisings both at the end of the period that is being planned 

for and interim dates 

• assessing the waste management capacity required to deal with forecast arisings 

at the interim dates and end of the plan period.” 

 

The National Planning Policy for Waste (2014) 

7.49.29  states that in preparing plans waste planning authorities should: 

• “ensure that the planned provision of new capacity and its spatial distribution is 

based on robust analysis of best available data and information, and an appraisal 

of options; 

• work jointly and collaboratively with other planning authorities to collect and 

share data and information on waste arisings… 

• drive waste management up the waste hierarchy (Appendix A), recognising the 

need for a mix of types and scale of facilities, and that adequate provision must 

be made for waste disposal  

• in particular, identify the tonnages and percentages of municipal, and 

commercial and industrial, waste requiring different types of management in 

their area over the period of the plan… 

• consider the extent to which the capacity of existing operational facilities would 

satisfy any identified need… 

• recognise the particular locational needs of some types of waste management 

facilities when preparing their Local Plan.” 
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MSGP50 Waste management facilities in new development 

Provision for collection and recycling facilities will be required for new development where 

appropriate. In particular, development proposals will be required to: 

1) Ensure that the layout allows for adequate access and manoeuvrability for refuse 

collection vehicles, as far as practicable designing out the need to reverse.   

2) Ensure sufficient bin storage capacity, and storage space within the curtilage of each 

new house, for a minimum of 1 x 240L residual waste bin and 1 x 240L recycling bin, and 

for houses with gardens, 1 x 240L garden waste bin.  

3) For new flats ensure sufficient enclosed bin storage capacity of 140L of waste and 

recycling per flat per week, with adequate access in terms of gradient, surface treatment 

and distance, from the storage area to the refuse collection vehicle. 

4) For other new developments, ensure sufficient enclosed bin storage with adequate 

access, in terms of gradient, surface treatment and distance, from the storage area to 

the refuse collection vehicle.  

 

Purpose of the policy 

7.50.1 This policy identifies the requirements for the provision of waste recycling and 

collection facilities in new developments. It sets out the capacities required for 

different types of development and access requirements.  The policy should be read 

in conjunction with policy CS21 Waste in the CSUCP. 

 

Positively prepared  

Local Plan Vision and Objectives  

7.50.2 This policy will contribute to the achievement of strategic objective SO9: Ensure the 

development and use of land protects, sustains and enhances the quality ofthe natural, 

built and historic environment, and ensuring our communities are attractive, safe and 

sustainable. 

 

Consultation / policy preparation  

Regulation 18 Consultation (Draft Plan– October 2017) 

7.50.3 A member of the public objects to the policy in the context of the proposal for 

Crawcrook South, being concerned about the materials to be deposited and that this 

would be the third of such sites in the area  

 

Regulation 19 consultation (Submission Draft Plan – October 2018) 

7.50.4 No Comments were received at this stage  

 

Sustainability Appraisal  

7.50.5 The policy is judged as having an overall neutral to positive effect on the social 

sustainability objectives. The policy indirectly supports residents’ satisfaction as 

relating to the choice of housing/residential because providing a ‘whole street’ 
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solution enables developments to more easily support the needs of mixed housing. 

The policy directly supports the SA objective as it ensures good access to refuse and 

recycling facilities within new developments. However, this impact is minor as it does 

not supply access to more key facilities such as recreation and education facilities. 

 

7.50.6 The policy has been judged as having an overall neutral effect on environmental; 

objectives because the policy does not deal directly with the environmental 

sustainability objectives.  

 

7.50.7 The policy has been judged as having an overall neutral to positive effect on economic 

objectives by ensuring good access to refuse and recycling facilities within new 

developments. However, this impact is minor as it does not supply access to more key 

facilities such as recreation and education facilities. 

 

Justified  

Evidence  

7.50.8 The policy is informed by the Council’s Waste and Recycling Guidance (2011) - the 

purpose of this document is to provide applicants with guidance on the 

accommodation of waste and recycling services (external waste storage and 

collection) in new developments.  This is to ensure that adequate provision is made 

for the Council to undertake its statutory duty to collect and arrange appropriate 

disposal/recycling of waste arising from domestic properties. The waste and recycling 

collection service is provided using light green wheeled bins (240 litre) for residual 

waste which goes for treatment/landfill. Blue wheeled bins (240 litre) with inner boxes 

for dry recycling (paper, glass, cans, plastic bottles and cardboard) and dark green 

wheeled bins (240 litre) for green waste, both of which are sent for further sorting and 

re-processing into recycled products. 

 

7.50.9 The Making It Happen Gateshead Residential Design Code SPD (2014)63 provides a 

generic design code for all housing sites proposing over 10 dwellings.  Making it 

Happen will play a significant role in achieving the aims and objectives of Planning for 

the Future Core Strategy and Urban Core Plan for creating places, streets and spaces 

that meet the needs of people.  The document provides developers with guidance and 

information on how to put their ideas and vision into practice.  It includes design 

guidance in relation to waste and recycling, for example.  

 

7.50.10 All residents should be provided with adequate internal and external storage, and be 

able to dispose of household waste conveniently.  The storage and collection of refuse 

and recycling should be carefully considered so as not to visually detract from the 

                                                           
63 https://www.gateshead.gov.uk/article/3090/Gateshead-residential-design-code-SPD  

https://www.gateshead.gov.uk/article/3090/Gateshead-residential-design-code-SPD
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overall appearance of the development.  The layout of the development should be 

designed to ensure that collection by the responsible authority can be easy and 

efficient (para 8.12). 

 

7.50.11 All houses and apartments should have adequate storage space for refuse and 

recycling containers within their own property boundary or shared space. The layout 

of bin storage areas should allow flexibility to adapt to new waste segregation and 

storage requirements given that waste policies are likely to change over the duration 

of the development and beyond. Such accommodation must have a positive impact 

on the street scene and, for houses, must be located either behind the building line or 

at the rear of the property (para 8.13). 

 

Monitoring  

7.50.12 The MSGP monitoring framework confirms that policy MSGP50 can be monitored 

through a narrative based review of the suitability of provision of waste management 

facilities in new developments.  

 

7.50.13 Gateshead along with Sunderland and South Tyneside Councils have formed the South 

Tyne and Wear Waste Management Partnership to coordinate the management of 

municipal waste. The partnership prepared a Joint Municipal Waste Management 

Strategy (2013) (JMWMS) for the area. The strategy sets key objectives to reduce the 

amount of waste that is generated; reuse waste; recycle and / or compost waste as 

far as this is practicable within economic and environmental constraints; and recover 

energy from the remaining waste and finally dispose of residual waste safely. 

 

7.50.14 Policy 2 states that the Partnership will aim 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. This will include a 

requirement for minimising environmental impacts, such as visual intrusion. 

 

7.50.15 Policy 8 states that viable recycling facilities will be made available to all residents, 

including those in flats and rural locations. Recycling facilities will be designed to be 

easy for residents to use.  any new developments will be required to include recycling 

and composting facilities wherever practicable. The three councils will aim to move 

towards harmonised arrangements for collection of recyclable materials.  

 

7.50.16 The JMWMS includes specific targets for recycling & composting of household waste: 

30% by 2010 

45% by 2015 

50% by 2020 
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7.50.17 In the longer term, the Partnership will look to exceed the statutory targets set by 

Government, where this is practicable. The Partnership will aspire to meet the Waste 

Strategy 2007 targets for reducing waste that is not reused, recycled or composted. 

Specific targets for recovery of municipal waste are included: 

35% by 2010 

67% by 2015 (national target) 

75% by 2020 (national target) 

 

Effective  

Deliverable 

7.50.18 The policy will be delivered through the development management process.  The 

policy will influence the processing and determination of planning applications.  

 

Joint-working 

7.50.19 The policy is Gateshead specific without any cross-boundary implications although 

joint working with Newcastle City Council has been undertaken in drafting policies, 

and the Council works collaboratively with other authorities in the region on more 

strategic waste planning issues. 

 

Monitoring:  

7.50.20 The MSGP monitoring framework confirms that policy MSGP50 will be monitored 

through a narrative based review of the suitability of provision of waste management 

facilities in new developments. 

 

Consistent with national policy 

PPG 

7.50.21 The approach set out in policy MSGP50 is consistent with the PPG which states that 

the Local Plan relating to waste should identify sufficient opportunities to meet the 

identified needs of an area for the management of waste, aiming to drive waste 

management up the Waste Hierarchy (Reference ID: 28-011-20141016). 

 

7.50.22 Opportunities for land to be utilised for waste management should be built into the 

preparatory work for Local Plans… for example: the integration of local waste 

management opportunities in new development should be integral to promoting good 

urban design (Reference ID: 28-018-20141016) 

 

The National Planning Policy for Waste (2014) 

7.50.23 Paragraph 1 states: “…Positive planning plays a pivotal role in delivering this country’s 

waste ambitions through:  

• ensuring that waste management is considered alongside other spatial 

planning concerns, such as housing and transport, recognising the positive 
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contribution that waste management can make to the development of 

sustainable communities; … 

• ensuring the design and layout of new residential and commercial development 

and other infrastructure (such as safe and reliable transport links) 

complements sustainable waste management, including the provision of 

appropriate storage and segregation facilities to facilitate high quality 

collections of waste.” 
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MSGP51 Gateshead Wharf  

Gateshead Wharf will be safeguarded as a strategic and sustainable wharf for the landing of 

marine aggregates and will be protected from the encroachment of incompatible land uses 

that would compromise its efficient operation. 

 

Purpose of the policy 

7.51.1 This policy is a site-specific safeguarding policy which builds on policy CS20 and defines 

the extent of safeguarding regarding the Gateshead Wharf site.  Located in East 

Gateshead employment area adjacent to the River Tyne, Gateshead Wharf is a 

strategically important facility.  It provides a landing point for high quality sand and 

gravel for the region and is well located in relation to the highway network to serve 

major redevelopments occurring in Tyne and Wear. 

 

7.51.2 Safeguarding of the Wharf is a continuation of the current approach under UDP policy 

MWR10.  

 

Positively prepared  

Local Plan Vision and Objectives  

7.51.3 This policy should be read in conjunction with policy CS20 Minerals in the CSUCP, and 

will contribute to the achievement of the following strategic objective: SO9 Ensure the 

development and use of land protects, sustains and enhances the quality of the 

natural, built and historic environment, and ensuring our communities are attractive, 

safe and sustainable. 

 

Consultation / policy preparation  

Regulation 18 Consultation (Draft Plan – October 2017)  

7.51.4 The Environment Agency suggests in connection with the continued protection of 

Gateshead Wharf that any related development, or infrastructure including roads, 

shouldn't encroach physically into the intertidal environment - there should be no net 

loss of intertidal or subtidal habitat. 

 

7.51.5 Northumberland County Council considers Gateshead Wharf strategically important 

site for supply of construction aggregates to Gateshead and the wider area. The 

proposed safeguarding under policy MSGP51 is therefore supported. Suggests adding 

supporting text to para 8.11 to explain this i.e. why building materials are important 

for achieving plan aspirations in terms of housing and employment development and 

infrastructure. 

 

7.51.6 Durham County Council supports MSGP 51 protecting Gateshead Wharf as a 

strategically important facility for minerals and aggregates regionally.                                                                                                 
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Regulation 19 consultation (Submission Draft – October 2018) 

7.51.7 Durham County Council welcomes the recognition of Gateshead Wharf as a strategic 

facility to the long-term landing of aggregates in Gateshead and welcomes its 

safeguarding. 

 

7.51.8 The Environment Agency would like to see the following considerations on the site if 

it is brought back into operation: 

- The Environment Agency is committed to no net loss of intertidal and subtidal 

habitat. When encroachment is shown in plans for any new works, considerable 

justification for this, together with details of mitigation and compensation would 

need to be included. 

- If the wharf becomes operational again net gain should be explored in any future 

proposals that could impact the surrounding environment– as detailed in the 

governments DEFRA 25-year plan. 

- Developments should support the Tyne Estuary Habitat Vision. 

- Actions to address the Water Framework Directive mitigation measures 

associated for flood, navigation and ports use of the estuary should be included 

in any development plans for the wharf. 

 

Sustainability Appraisal  

7.51.9 In general, the policy will have a broadly neutral effect on the majority of the social 

sustainability objectives. And a positive to neutral effect on the environmental 

sustainability objectives. In general, the policy will have a positive effect on the 

economic sustainability objectives. The role of Gateshead Wharf in terms of landing 

and processing marine aggregates is highlighted in CSUCP policies CS20 Minerals. 

 

Justified  

Evidence 

7.51.10 MSGP 51 is a continuation of the approach under saved UDP policy MWR10 and was 

tested at inquiry.  

 

7.51.11 The policy has been developed to contribute towards the future supply requirements 

that have been identified by the Local Aggregate Assessment (2018), which has been 

prepared collaboratively by the authorities of County Durham, Northumberland and 

Tyne and Wear. The LAA provides a forecast of demand for aggregates, an analysis of 

supply options and assesses the balance between supply and demand. It therefore 

provides a key evidence base on which to base decisions on the scale, and 

geographical distribution of future aggregates supply in minerals plans.  It reflects on 

the national and sub-national guidelines for aggregate provision in England (2005-

2020) which indicates that in terms of the North East 20 million tonnes of marine sand 

and gravel needs to be provided. 
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7.51.12 The existing wharf infrastructure in Joint LAA area is well established and these wharfs 

have capacity to deal with the tonnages currently delivered there as well as any future 

increase in the tonnages of marine aggregates delivered. In 2016 marine sand and 

gravel was imported via the Port of Blyth in Northumberland and Jarrow Wharf on the 

River Tyne in South Tyneside. The wharves at Gateshead (inactive since 2011), 

Howdon (inactive since 2014) and Port of Sunderland were inactive. 

 

7.51.13 The supply of marine sand and gravel is therefore likely to be maintained and there is 

also the scope for it to increase. There is capacity at the wharf sites within the Joint 

LAA area and there is understood to be resource available in the Humber dredging 

area that could supply the Joint LAA area. These supplies are an important source of 

concreting sand, particular to main markets in Tyne and Wear where there is a reliance 

on imports to meet demand. 

 

7.51.14 The authorities also work collaboratively with each other and with representatives 

from the minerals industry as members of the North East Region Aggregates Working 

Party. An Annual Aggregates Monitoring Report was published in December 2017 

covering the period 2016. This provides an overview of activity in the region relating 

to the sales and reserves of aggregates, and on related planning permissions. The 

report confirms that sales of 499,000 tonnes of marine dredged sand and gravel and 

246,000 tonnes of crushed rock imported via sea were recorded from wharves in 

North East England in 2016. The report confirms that while sales of marine sand and 

gravel continue to be below average sufficient capacity exists at the wharf sites to 

increase the quantities of marine sand and gravel landed, particularly given there are 

wharves identified as being inactive in 2016 (para 26) (including Gateshead Wharf). 

 

7.51.15 The report confirms that the North East Aggregates Working Party therefore 

recognises that the contribution from North East England is currently below the levels 

of provision in the sub-national guidelines. However, the monitoring data available 

indicates that there is no undue reliance on imports of aggregates and a contribution 

is made to meeting wider needs and, when taken as a whole, the landbanks do not 

indicate a shortfall in supply. 

 

7.51.16 Safeguarding of the Wharf is a continuation of the current approach under UDP policy 

MWR10.  

 

Alternatives; 

7.51.17 There is no realistic alternative given the approach advocated by national policy and 

local evidence.  The policy is a continuation of existing policy protection (saved policy 

MWR10) and the principle of the policy has not been contested.   
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Effective  

Deliverable:  

7.51.18 The policy will be delivered through the development management process. The 

policy will influence the processing and determination of planning applications within 

and adjacent to the Gateshead Wharf site.  

 

Joint-working: 

7.51.19 The policy is Gateshead specific but reflects national policy and guidance, and also 

reflects a collaborative approach within the region on minerals in terms of future 

supply issues and the importance of retaining strategic minerals infrastructure.  

 

Monitoring:  

7.51.20 The wharf has been non-operational since 2010 and its status is reviewed annually 

through the: Local Aggregate Assessment; RAWPs Annual Aggregates Monitoring 

Report and MPAs Annual Monitoring Report  

 

Consistent with national policy  

NPPF 

7.51.21 The approach set out in policy MSGP51 is consistent with the NPPF and in particular 

paras 203/4 which state that it is essential that there is a sufficient supply of minerals 

to provide the infrastructure, buildings, energy and goods that the country needs.  

Paragraph 204 states: “Planning policies should: … 

e) safeguard existing, planned and potential sites for: the bulk transport, handling and 

processing of minerals…” 

 

PPG 

7.51.22 PPG (Reference ID: 27-006-20140306) states that planning authorities should 

safeguard existing, planned and potential storage, handling and transport sites to: 

• ensure that sites for these purposes are available should they be needed; and 

• prevent sensitive or inappropriate development that would conflict with the 

use of sites identified for these purposes. 
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MSGP52 Brick Clay  

The brick clay deposit at Lamesley will be safeguarded against unnecessary sterilisation by 

development. 

 

Purpose of the policy 

7.52.1 This policy is a site-specific safeguarding policy which builds on policy CS20 and defines 

the extent of safeguarding in regard of the brick clay reserve at Lamesley.  It should 

be read in conjunction with policy CS20 Minerals. 

 

Positively prepared  

Local Plan Vision and Objectives  

7.52.2 This policy includes a broad safeguarding designation, and will contribute to the 

achievement of the following strategic objective: SO9 Ensure the development and use 

of land protects, sustains and enhances the quality of the natural, built and historic 

environment, and ensuring our communities are attractive, safe and sustainable. 

 

Consultation / policy preparation  

Regulation 18 (Draft Plan – October 2017) 

7.52.3 Durham County Council supports MSGP52 safeguarding brick clay deposits at 

Lamesley as a valuable source for the union brickworks. DCC recommend 

consideration is given to whether the union brickworks need to be safeguarded to 

prevent encroaching incompatible developments.  

 

Regulation 19 (Submission Draft Plan – October 2018) 

7.52.4 The Minerals Products Association support the safeguarding of Brick Clay but would 

questioned the plan’s overall approach to minerals and minerals infrastructure 

safeguarding. 

 

Sustainability Appraisal  

7.52.5 In general, the policy will have a broadly neutral to positive effect on the majority of 

the social sustainability objectives. The policy will have a broadly neutral effect on the 

environmental sustainability objectives. Re-opening the clay quarry could result in a 

decrease in air quality; however, simultaneous application of MSGP21 (Air Quality) 

should mitigate negative impacts. In general, the policy will have a positive effect on 

the economic sustainability objectives as a result of safeguarding resources and likely 

increased should the deposit be actively used in the future. 

 

7.52.6  The importance of brick clay deposit at Lamesley is highlighted in CSUCP policies CS20 

Minerals. 

 

Justified 
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Evidence 

7.52.7 Policy MSGP52 takes into account information on the location of resources in 

Gateshead and is a continuation of existing and previous Local Plan policies 

safeguarding brick clay resources in Gateshead.  Thus, previous versions of this policy 

are:  

• Saved 2007 UDP - policy MWR13 Brick Clay: The brick clay deposit at Lamesley 

will be safeguarded against unnecessary sterilisation by development.  

• 1998 UDP - policy M18: The following site will be safeguarded against 

unnecessary sterilisation by development. planning permission for mineral 

working in this area during the plan period is not likely to be given. 18.1 

Lamesley 

• 1989 Tyne and Wear Minerals Local Plan - policy MIN9: Land with laminated 

clay resources at Lamesley should be safeguarded against unnecessary 

sterilisation by development. There will be a general presumption against 

mineral working in this area during the plan period. 

 

7.52.8 The site lies north of the Bowes Railway Scheduled Ancient Monument opposite the 

site of the former Kibblesworth Quarry and lies across Moormill Lane to Kibblesworth 

Bank. The reserve was identified in the Tyne and Wear Minerals Local Plan (1989) as 

suitable for safeguarding against sterilising development.  It was not considered 

necessary to allocate the site for extraction because there were significant reserves 

available and extraction was static in the 1980s. 

 

7.52.9 Data relating to the reserve is limited.  It is identified in Tyne and Wear Minerals 

Subject Plan: A Geological Appraisal (1981) as follows; “The most extensive deposit of 

laminated clay occurs in the area around.  Kibblesworth and Lamesley. Much of this 

deposit contains potentially workable material” (paragraph 6.2.6). 

 

7.52.10 Paragraph 2 (a) page 11 of this report discusses laminated clay and states: “Extensive 

deposits of glacial lake clay, laminated clay or brick clay occur widely within Tyne and 

Wear.  By far the most extensive deposit of this type falls within the area of ground 

lying north-north-west of Kibblesworth and Union Brickworks and largely, but not 

wholly, west of the railway line.  Although there is a lack of adequate borehole 

information, a sequence largely thought to be composed of laminated clay up to 20m 

thick is present underlying other surface deposits ranging to a maximum of 11m” 

 

7.52.11 The Brick Clay Fact Sheet64 (British Geological Survey, 2007) states that brick clay and 

shale is used in the manufacture of structural clay products such as facing and 

engineering bricks, pavers, clay tiles for roofing and cladding, and clay pipes. The 

                                                           
64 file://vmsanusers1/Users/grainey/Downloads/mpfbrickclay.pdf 

file://///vmsanusers1/Users/grainey/Downloads/mpfbrickclay.pdf
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manufacture of facing bricks is the most important use of brick clay accounting for 90% 

of demand, and the principal markets for bricks are new housing (60%), commercial 

buildings (20%) and repairs and maintenance (20%). 

 

7.52.12 The Ibstock Group which operates Birtley Brickworks in the Borough submitted a letter 

in support of the safeguarding of the brick clay reserve at Lamesley (2006). 

 

7.52.13 The Birtley Quarry site straddles the border between Gateshead and County Durham, 

on the western edge of Birtley, and is closely associated with the adjacent Union 

Brickworks, both owned by Ibstock Brick Ltd.  Clay excavation from the site began in 

1932, whilst the brickworks began manufacturing pre-1900.  The existing quarry void 

is located in Durham, while the area for stockpiling and the brickworks are located in 

Gateshead.  Thus, the operative consent for extraction was issued by County Durham 

(2/88/116CM), whilst land in Gateshead has been subject to permissions CA218 and 

372/88.  A recent application was granted permission to increase the depth of clay 

extraction, defer the end dates for mineral extraction and restoration, and to landfill 

the site with inert waste materials (EIA/13/007).  The proposed deepening of the site 

increased the approved clay reserves by 198,000sqm (including 53,000sqm already 

excavated below the current depth limitation).  The approved end date for extraction 

is 2044. 

 

Alternatives 

7.52.14 There is no realistic alternative given the approach advocated by national policy and 

local evidence.  The policy is a continuation of existing policy protection (saved policy 

MWR13) and the principle of the policy has not been contested.   

 

Effective  

Deliverable:  

7.52.15 The policy will be delivered through the development management process. The 

policy will influence the processing and determination of planning applications for 

development of land within and adjacent to this site.  

 

Joint-working: 

7.52.16 The policy is Gateshead specific but reflects national policy and guidance, and also 

reflects a collaborative approach within the region on minerals, and with County 

Durham and South Tyneside specifically, in regard to the supply of brick clay.  

 

Monitoring:  

7.52.17 CSUCP monitoring indicator 

48. Mineral 
extraction 

Planning applications and approvals for mineral extraction by 
type, projected quantity and location 
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7.52.18 The policy will be monitored with reference to CSUCP indicator 48 on planning 

applications and approvals for mineral extraction by type, projected quantity and 

location, and through a narrative based review of the sites use. Trigger for remedial 

action is new or approved development preventing the use of the safeguarded land 

for its intended use. 

 

Consistent with national policy  

NPPF  

7.52.19 The approach set out in policy MSGP52 is consistent with the NPPF and in particular 

paragraph 203 which states it is essential that there is a sufficient supply of minerals 

to provide the infrastructure, buildings, energy and goods the country needs.  Para 

208 states: “Minerals planning authorities should plan for a steady and adequate 

supply of industrial minerals by:  

a) co-operating with neighbouring and more distant authorities to ensure an 

adequate provision of industrial minerals…  

b) encouraging safeguarding or stockpiling so that important minerals remain 

available for use… 

d) taking account of the need for provision of brick clay from a number of 

different sources to enable appropriate blends to be made “ 

 

PPG 

7.52.20 The approach in the plan is consistent with guidance in the PPG which states that since 

minerals are a non-renewable resource, minerals safeguarding is the process of 

ensuring that non-minerals development does not needlessly prevent the future 

extraction of mineral resources, of local and national importance (Reference ID: 27-

002-20140306). The policy reflects a systematic approach reflecting data on the 

location of resources and cooperation with the minerals industry and other local 

authorities. 
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MSGP53 Dormant Mineral Sites  

The following sites are designated dormant sand and gravel sites under the Environment Act 1995: 

MSGP53.1: Land at Bog Wood 

MSGP53.2: Land West of Barlow Lane 

 

Purpose of the policy 

7.53.1 This policy is a site-specific policy which identifies the location of dormant mineral 

sites in Gateshead and includes them on the policies map. This policy should be read 

in conjunction with policy CS20 Minerals in the CSUCP. 

 

Positively prepared  

Local Plan Vision and Objectives  

7.53.2 The policy includes broad safeguarding designation, and will contribute to the 

achievement of the following strategic SO9: Ensure the development and use of land 

protects, sustains and enhances the quality of the natural, built and historic 

environment, and ensuring our communities are attractive, safe and sustainable. 

 

Consultation / policy preparation 

Regulation 18 (Draft Plan – October 2017). 18 

7.53.3 Consultation at this stage yielded no responses. 

 

Regulation 19 (Submission Draft Plan October 2018) 

7.53.4 A landowner of the Northern part of land at Bog Wood (53.1) questioned the 

appropriateness of the site boundary. 

 

7.53.5 The Minerals Products Association questioned why the issue of dormant minerals sites 

requires a separate policy. 

 

Sustainability Appraisal  

7.53.6 In general, the policy will have a broadly neutral to positive effect on the majority of 

the social sustainability objectives.  The policy will have a broadly neutral effect on the 

environmental sustainability objectives. Re-opening the quarry could result in a 

decrease in air quality; however, simultaneous application of MSGP21 (Air Quality) 

should mitigate negative impacts.  In general, the policy will have a positive effect on 

the economic sustainability objectives as a result of safeguarding resources and 

increased positive effect should the deposit be actively used in the future. The 

importance mineral resources is highlighted in CSUCP policy CS20. 

 

Justified 

Evidence 
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7.53.7 Review of Mineral Planning Permissions – List of Dormant and Active Phase 1 and 2 

Mineral Sites (23 January 1996): This document constitutes the list of dormant and 

active Phase I and Phase II mineral sites pursuant to the requirements of the 

Environment Act 1995 and Minerals Planning Guidance Note 14 (1995). Bog Wood and 

Land West of Barlow Lane are identified as dormant sites. 

 

7.53.8 The Joint Local Aggregate Assessment for County Durham, Northumberland and 

Tyne and Wear (2018) sets out information on active and dormant aggregate sites for 

each of the sub-regions. For Tyne and Wear the LAA confirms that there are two 

dormant sites for sand and gravel extraction both located in Gateshead at Bog Wood 

and Land West of Barlow Lane. Both have an end date of 21 February 2042.  Bog Wood 

lies to the south west of Blaydon Quarry on the southern side of Longridge Road. Bog 

Wood benefits from the following planning permissions for mineral extraction. CA 

2633 (1950) CA6271 (1951) supersedes CA2633 (1950) CA 7073 (1952).  

 

7.53.9 The policy will be delivered through the development management process. The 

policy will influence the processing and determination of related planning applications 

for development of land within and adjacent to this site. 

 

7.53.10 Land West of Barlow Lane: This site lies adjacent to western boundary of Burnhills 

Quarry. This site benefits from the following planning permissions for mineral 

extraction: CA 2633 (1950) CA 6271 (1951) supersedes CA2633 (1950). At the time of 

the review, the sites were both in the ownership of Tilcon Ltd. It was indicated that 

reserves of sand and gravel still remained to be worked at both of these sites. Tilcon 

Ltd considered that both sites formed part of Burnhills Quarry a single “active” site. 

However, after due consideration the MPA determined the two as separate dormant 

sites. 

 

Alternatives; 

7.53.11 There is no realistic alternative given the approach advocated by national policy and 

local evidence. The policy is a continuation of existing approach, with both sites 

designated in the UDP and referred to in UDP paragraph 13.17. 

 

Effective  

Deliverable:  

7.53.12 The policy will be delivered through the development management process. The 

policy will influence the processing and determination of related planning applications 

for development of land within and adjacent to this site. 

 

Joint-working: 
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7.53.13 The policy is Gateshead specific but reflects national policy and guidance, and also 

reflects a collaborative approach within the region on minerals.   

 

Monitoring:  

7.53.14 The policy relates to the designation of specific areas of land.  It can be monitored 

through a narrative-based review of the use of each site.  The dormant site designation 

has an end date of 2042 which will be the subject of future planning review processes. 

 

Consistent with national policy  

NPPF 

7.53.15 The approach set out in policy MSGP53 is consistent with the NPPF and in particular 

para. 203 which states that “It is essential that there is a sufficient supply of minerals 

to provide the infrastructure, buildings, energy and goods that the country needs...” 

 

PPG 

7.53.16 The approach in the plan is consistent with guidance which refers to categories of site 

which are subject to reviews of minerals planning conditions, including: 

• “dormant sites, where planning permission was granted between 21 July 1943 and 

22 February 1982, but where extraction has yet to take place. Most of these sites 

had few, if any, operating and restoration conditions attached to them” (Reference 

ID: 27-178-20140306)  

• “Minerals development on dormant sites cannot lawfully commence until the 

applicant has submitted an application for appropriate minerals conditions and 

conditions have been agreed by the mineral planning authority. An application for 

conditions may need to be accompanied by an Environmental Statement under the 

Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 

2011” (Reference ID: 27-180-20140306). 

• “There are 3 main restrictions on planning conditions that may be imposed as part 

of the review of planning conditions: 

• all conditions must meet the policy tests, be necessary and should not affect 

the economic viability of the operation (eg conditions which restrict the total 

quantity of mineral for extraction). 

• all final applications must include a condition that the winning and working of 

minerals or depositing of mineral waste must cease not later than 21 February 

2042, except where the original permission is already time-limited (see 

Schedule 2 to the Planning and Compensation Act 1991 and Schedule 13 of the 

Environment Act 1995); and 

• conditions may be used to withdraw any outstanding permitted development 

rights only if there are exceptional and sound planning reasons for doing so.”  

(Reference ID: 27-186-20140306) 

  

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/minerals#Dormant-sites
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MSGP54 Unacceptable Areas of Mineral Working 

Sand and gravel extraction will not be permitted in the following locations: 

MSGP54.1 south-east of Crawcrook Quarry;  

MSGP54.2 between Low Folly and Woodhouse Farm; or  

MSGP54.3 between Hexham Old Road and Stella, including land to the south-east of Image 

Hill. 

 

Purpose of the policy 

7.54.1 This policy is a site-specific policy which identifies three locations in Gateshead 

where mineral working would not be acceptable due to the constraints present and 

resulting impacts.  This policy should be read in conjunction with policy CS20 

Minerals in the CSUCP. 

 

Positively prepared  

Local Plan Vision and Objectives  

7.54.2 The policy will contribute to the achievement of strategic objective SO9: Ensure the 

development and use of land protects, sustains and enhances the quality of the 

natural, built and historic environment, and ensuring our communities are attractive, 

safe and sustainable. 

 

Consultation / policy preparation  

Regulation 18 (Draft Plan – October 2017)  

7.54.3 No responses were received at this stage 

 

The Reg. 19 consultation yielded one response to this policy: 

7.54.4 The Minerals Products Association questioned whether there was appropriate 

evidence supporting the policy. 

  

Sustainability Appraisal  

7.54.5 In general, the policy was assessed to have will have a broadly neutral effect on the 

social sustainability objectives, with some positive effects; neutral and positive 

effects on environmental objectives, and neutral effects on economic objectives. 

 

Justified 

Evidence 

7.54.6 Policy MSGP54 is a continuation of the current approach under saved policy MWR8 

of the UDP, and prior to that under Policy M15 in the 1998 UDP, both tested at 

inquiry, and before that in the Ryton Greenside Quarries Landscape and Restoration 

Local Plan (Policy RG3). 
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7.54.7 In regard to the site south-east of Crawcrook Quarry it is adjacent to and in between 

the residential area of Crawcrook and the existing Crawcrook Quarry (south and 

central) site. 

 

7.54.8 Land between Low Folly and Woodhouse Farm is adjacent the existing residential 

area along Folly Lane. 

 

7.54.9 Land between Hexham Old Road and Stella, including land to the south-east of Image 

Hill, overlooks an existing residential area, is prominent in views along and across the 

Tyne Valley and is partly within both a Designated Local Wildlife Site and the Path 

Head Conservation Area.  

 

7.54.10 The Council considers that circumstances have not changed regarding the three sites 

identified as not being suitable for working, indeed in regard to sites 54.1 and 54.3, 

there has been an increase in potential sensitive receptors in the form of additional 

housing development adjacent to or near the site.  There has been only one objection 

to the policy.  

 

Alternatives 

7.54.11 An alternative would be to discontinue with this as a Local Plan policy and deal with 

each proposal on its merits. 

 

Effective  

Deliverable  

7.54.12 The policy will be delivered through the development management process. The 

policy will influence the processing and determination of related planning 

applications for development of land within and adjacent to this site.  

 

Joint-working 

7.54.13 The policy is Gateshead specific but reflects national policy and guidance.  There are 

not considered to be any significant cross-boundary implications associated with this 

policy, but the council continues to engage with other local authorities in the region 

through minerals and waste working groups. 

 

Monitoring 

7.54.14 CSUCP monitoring indicator 

48. Mineral 
extraction 

Planning applications and approvals for mineral extraction by type, 
projected quantity and location 

 

Consistent with national policy 

NPPF   
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7.54.15 The policy conforms with the NPPF which states at paragraph 205b that MPAs should: 

“ensure that there are no unacceptable adverse impacts on the natural and historic 

environment, human health or aviation safety, and take into account the cumulative 

effect of multiple impacts from individual sites and/or from a number of sites in a 

locality;”. 



1 

 

Appendix 1: List of Statutory and Duty to Cooperate Consultees invited to comment on 
the Plan 
 
Environment Agency 

Historic England 

Natural England 

Highways England 

Civil Aviation Authority 

Homes and Communities Agency 

Gateshead Health NHS Foundation Trust 

Gateshead Lead Local Flood Authority 

Office of Rail Regulation 

North East Combined Authority 

Tyne and Wear Integrated Transport Authority 

North East Local Enterprise Partnership 

Neighbouring Local Authorities, inclusive of: 

- Newcastle City Council; 

- Durham County Council; 

- South Tyneside Council;  

- Sunderland Council; and 

- Northumberland County Council 

Northern Electric Distribution Ltd 

Northern Gas Networks Ltd 

Northumbria Police 

Northumbrian Water 

Network Rail Infrastructure Ltd. 

The Coal Authority 

Marine Management Organisation 

Local Nature Partnership 

General Consultation Bodies: 

- Voluntary bodies some or all of whose activities benefit any part of the local 

planning authority’s area; 

- Bodies which represent the interests of different racial, ethnic or national groups in 

the local planning authority’s area; 

- Bodies which represent the interests of different religious groups in the local 

planning authority’s area; 

- Bodies which represent the interests of disabled persons in the local planning 

authority’s area; 

- Bodies which represent the interests of persons carrying on business in the local 

planning authority’s area 


