
 

 
 

Making Spaces for Growing Places Report of Representations  

This document forms one of the submission documents referred to in Regulation 22 (1)(d) of the 

Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012. This document should be 

read in conjunction with the Report of Representations; Schedule of Representations and 

Consultation Statement, together these documents fulfil the requirements set out within Regulation 

22. Enclosed within the document are the full responses received during the Regulation 19 stage of 

consultation for Making Spaces for Growing Places (MSGP) Local Plan document held between 29th 

October to 9th December 2018. The contents table within this document includes respondent and 

comment reference numbers that correspond to those within the Schedule of Representations, where 

summaries of responses received at regulation 19 and the Councils responses can be found.  

The representations were able to be submitted in a number of ways: via the Council’s official 

representation form, with others submitted through and e-mail or by letter; and the Council’s digital 

portal. Many respondents chose to respond by more than one format, in cases other than where 

identical duplications have been submitted all responses have been included. Typically, the cases of 

duplication would be using the representation from and email responses, where this has occurred to 

avoid repetition the official representation form only has been enclosed. Some submissions received 

via the Digital Portal included no content other than contact details and have been included in a table 

at the bottom of the document however due to no comments being submitted do not have 

corresponding references to the Schedule of Representations.  
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Consultee Name: ARES.  

Agent: Savills. 

Contact Name: Matthew Sabic (MSobic@savills.com)  

Date Received: 07/12/19 

Team Valley Retail World, Gateshead                                                                                                  Representations 

to the Gateshead Making Spaces for Growing Places Local Plan Document – Submissions Draft Consultation  

Introduction  

We write on behalf of our client, ARES Management L.P. (ARES), to make representations on the 

Submission Draft of the Making Spaces for Growing Places Local Plan Document, herein referred to 

as MSGP, which is currently being consulted on by Gateshead Council. Savills submitted 

representations to the previous consultation version of the MSGP Local Plan Document on the 10th 

December 2017. These representations are accompanied by the following:  

• Representations to the Gateshead Making Spaces for Growing Places Consultation 

(December 2017);  

• Site Location Plan – Team Valley Retail World;  

• Aerial Image – Minories Site;  

• Existing Site Plan – drawing no. 10958-002 Rev: B; and,  

• Proposed Site Plan – drawing no. 10958-020.  

These representations are made in relation to Team Valley Retail World (Retail World) and the 

adjoining vacant land formerly occupied by a garage and car dealership, known as the Minories site, 

both of which are owned by ARES.  

ARES are a leading global alternative asset manager which acquired Team Valley Retail World in late 

2015. ARES are seeking to invest further at Retail World to improve its offer for both customers and 

tenants. Given the scale of jobs that Retail World supports and the number of visitors its attracts it is 

an important economic location in terms of jobs and wages for the local community and an important 

regional retail facility.  

Having reviewed the current consultation document we consider that it is necessary to reiterate our 

previous comments as well as providing additional commentary as appropriate. The comments below 

are focussed primarily on the parts of the MSGP that relate to retail, employment and ARES’ 

aspirations for further development at Retail World at the Minories site which is shown on the aerial 

image. Silence on other areas of the MSGP document does not necessarily imply that ARES supports 

or objects to these aspects. 

Draft Policies 

Our comments relate to the following policies: 

• MSGP4 – Loss of Employment Land 

• MSGP6 – Targeted Recruitment and Training Requirements 

• MSGP8 – Retail and Leisure Impact Assessment 

• MSGP30 – Flood Risk Management 

We comment on each in turn below. 
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MSGP4 – Loss of Employment Land 

Draft Policy MSGP4 seeks to retain land allocated for employment uses, it protects employment by 

setting a range of criteria that would need to be addressed for non Use Class B development on 

designated sites. The wider Team Valley trading estate is identified as a Key Employment Area (draft 

Policy MSGP2). The Minories site falls within the Team Valley Key Employment Area. The policy 

criteria are: 

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 

ARES has two principal concerns: 

1. The Dukesway Site should be excluded from the Key Employment Area allocation 

2. Recommended amendments to the MSGP4 Criteria to ensure the policy is sound 

Overall these lead us to conclude that the policy is not justified, effective or consistent with national 

policy. We therefore suggest appropriate changes below. 

1. The Case for the Dukesway Site to be excluded form the Key Employment Area allocation 

By reference to the policy criteria, the Dukesway site should be excluded from the Key Employment 

Area 

allocation for the following reasons: 

1. The majority of the Minories site is vacant and has been for many years. Marketing to potential 

occupiers has taken place, however, the site has never come forwards for B Class development. 

2. As existing, there is also a small scale car washing operation taking place on the former petrol 

filling station fronting onto Dukesway. The remainder of the site comprises vacant land which was 

previously used as a Peugeot car dealership operated by Minories. The car dealership use ceased 

several years ago and the dealership buildings were demolished in 2010. It is shown on the attached 

plan (ref. 10958-002 Rev: B). 

3. A lawful Development Certificate confirming that Class A1 retail use from 621 sq. m of floorspace 

was (the showroom and offices) was lawful was granted in January 2005 (Ref: DC/04/01598/FUL), 

but the retail use was never taken up. 
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4. On 25 January 2012 the Council approved outline planning permission reference 

DC/11/00934/OUT for the erection of two cafe/restaurant/coffee shop units with associated parking 

and drive-thru facilities (use classes A1/A3/A5). Plan reference 10958-020 showing the approved 

scheme is appended. This demonstrates that the Council has previously supported retail use at the 

site. 

5. In light of the above, the site has never been used for Class B employment purposes. However, the 

Council has previously supported retail use at the site through the grant of planning permissions and 

certificates of lawfulness that have been issued for retail use. 

6. National policy states that employment allocations should not be unnecessarily protected where 

there is no prospect of the land-use coming forwards on the site. Paragraph 120 of the National 

Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states:  

‘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.’ 

The above clearly demonstrates that that the Minories site has never been utilised for development 

within any part of Use Class B (B1/B2/B8) and that there is no prospect of the site coming forward for 

such uses. Indeed the Council’s own evidence base acknowledges this as stated at (1) above. As 

such any policy allocation for employment uses would directly conflict with national policy and 

therefore be unsound as there is no reasonable prospect of the site being developed for Class B 

employment uses. 

 

Alternative Site Specific Proposals 

Instead, it is recommended that the site is allocated as suitable expansion land for the Team Valley 

Retail World: 

1. The site is located in close proximity and well related to the retail units at Retail World. It is directly 

opposite to the units currently occupied by TK Maxx, Next and Smyths Toys. The site shares the 

same access roads as the retail units. The use of the site for retail purposes would not negatively 

affect the activities of other businesses within the Key Employment Area. 

2. As above, given the location of the site in relation to Retail World, development of the site for retail 

would not detract from the character of the Key Employment Area. As the site is vacant and 

underutilised and has been for some time, development of the site for retail warehousing would 

regenerate the site and enhance the character of the immediately surrounding area. 

3. The Team Valley trading estate accommodates approximately 700 businesses employing over 

25,000 employees. It is one of the largest commercial estates in Europe. There are currently plans for 

further development, including three new office buildings at Kingsway North (starting in 2017), Princes 

Way (starting in 2018) and Dukesway North (starting in 2019). Given the scale and strength of Team 

Valley as an office and industrial area, it is clear that developing the Minories site for retail purposes 

would not prejudice the future development of employment uses in the area. 
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4. Development of the Minories site would not adversely affect the availability of employment land / 

premises. As stated above the site is largely vacant and has been for some time. If the site was 

developed and bought into retail use it would provide variety and short-term growth. The development 

would bring the site into and active and beneficial use that generates employment. 

Retail uses generate employment 

The retail sector is a significant employer across the UK. It offers a range of jobs from management 

and supervisor staff level to clerical, administrative and service positions. Retail jobs are socially 

inclusive by providing the range of jobs in both full and part-time positions. Reducing barriers of entry 

to employment positions is a key part of the enabling social progress, which is encompassed within 

the economic and social roles that the planning system performs. 

There are over 900 full or part time jobs currently provided at Retail World. That number is set to 

increase significantly in the short-term during the construction works for the ongoing package of 

improvements being implemented by the landowner. In addition, following the delivery of new units at 

Retail World and potentially at the Minories site, significant numbers of longer-term employment 

opportunities will be created in the retail sector. It follows that supporting additional retail development 

at Team Valley, even on sites that are identified as employment land, will generate significant new 

employment opportunities, in-line with Government objectives. Paragraph 80 of the NPPF states that 

“significant weight should be placed on the need to support economic growth and productivity, taking 

into account both local business needs and wider opportunities for development.” 

As stated above it is clear that the allocation of the site for employment purposes would directly 

conflict with national policy and therefore not be sound (Paragraph 35 of the NPPF). Part A of 

Paragraph 120 of the NPPF 5 is clear that where the local planning authority considers that there is 

no reasonable prospect of an application coming forward for the use allocated in a plan: “They should, 

as part of plan updates, reallocated the land for a more deliverable use that can help to address 

identified needs (or, if appropriate, deallocate a site which is undeveloped).”  

Given the surrounding land use context, an allocation for retail uses at the site would be more 

appropriate and enhance the deliverability of development at the site given no Class B use 

employment development has been delivered at the site under the current land use designation. 

 

 

2. Suggested amendments to the MSGP 4 Criteria to ensure the policy is sound  

In order to be sound, Local Plan policies must be consistent with the NPPF (National Planning Policy 

Framework). On that basis we make the following comments in relation to the range of uses permitted 

under draft Policy MSGP4: 

Definition of Employment Uses 

We would argue that the definition of employment uses that has been adopted, referring only to the B 

Use Classes, is too narrow and fails to recognise the wide range of other economic development uses 

that contribute toward successful economy. Paragraph 8 of the NPPF defines the economic objective 

of the planning system as:  

‘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.’  
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We therefore consider that employment uses should be expanded to allow a wider range of 

employment uses including retail, leisure, trade counter and sui generis uses. 

Marketing Evidence  

Notwithstanding the above, definition of employment uses, Policy MSGP4 does allow for non-Class B 

land uses subject to meeting certain criterion. One of which, part (a) states that change of use 

proposals for employment areas will not be permitted unless ‘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.’  

We do not consider that this policy criterion complies with the NPPF as a 30 month marketing period 

will unnecessarily stymie development and is considered to be an excessive period of time. It is not 

reasonable to expect land to lie underutilised for two and a half years whilst a marketing exercise is 

carried out. This completely conflicts with the aims and aspirations of the NPPF which seek to build a 

strong, responsive and competitive economy.  

In light of the above, we suggest that the policy is amended to provide a greater level of flexibility with 

regards to the part (a) of draft Policy MSGP4. It is therefore suggested that a shorter marketing period 

should be considered, such as 12 months and the policy approach to allowing non-Class B uses 

should be: 6  

• Where the premises have been actively marketed for sale for at least 12 months up to the 

date of the submission of the planning application; or  

• Where the premises have been completely vacant for at least two continuous years up to the 

date of the submission of the planning application; or  

• Where the premises have the benefit of a valid planning permission involving demolition and 

or redevelopment of the premises.  

The above is considered to be more consistent with the aspirations of the NPPF as well as the 

approach tested at Examination within other authorities. It will provide the Council a means of 

permitting the required levels of development in order to generate the objective of sustainable 

economic growth and job creation. 

MSGP6 Targeted Recruitment and Training Requirements 

Draft Policy MSGP6 relates to targeted recruitment and training that will be required to be delivered 

on all major developments, where appropriate, during the construction and occupation of 

development. However, it is unclear clear what the policy is seeking to achieve or what the objective 

of the policy is. The supporting text states: 

4.13 This policy will help deliver CSUCP policy CS5 by improving skills and access for local 

people to job opportunities. The requirement for considering the need for targeted recruitment 

and training provision will apply to all major planning applications. New major developments 

as defined in the Town and Country Planning (Development Management) Order 2010) 

consist of the creation of 10 or more residential units, residential development on a site of 0.5 

hectares or more, non-residential development on a site of at least 1 hectare and the creation 

or change of use of 1000 square metres or more of gross floor space (not including housing). 

4.14 As set out in the Planning Obligations Supplementary Planning Document targeted 

recruitment and training will be delivered through a Training and Employment Management 

Plan or through a developers existing recruitment programme. 

There are a number of matters relating to this policy which the Council should clarify: 
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a. The policy should clarify whether the purpose of the policy is to target training for residents 

of Gateshead only, or the long term unemployed. 

b. It is not clear how the policy could be applied to speculative developments. For example, 

where a developer applies for planning permission for a building that will be let out to a tenant 

or tenants (as is the case in the vast majority of commercial schemes – very few are owner 

occupied) the occupier might not be known. Similarly, for the construction phase, contractors 

are normally appointed after a competitive tendering process, and the labour force will 

comprise of existing employees deployed to a particular development project. It is not clear 

what would be required of a contractor assigning existing employees or sub-contractors to a 

project. 

c. It is not clear which national policies the policy is consistent with.  

We therefore suggest that the policy is revised to provide greater clarity as to its objectives, if 

it is necessary to retain it at all. In its current format it is not considered that the Policy is 

justified, effective or consistent with national policy 

MSGP8 - Retail and Leisure Impact Assessment 

Draft Policy MSGP8 relates to retail and leisure impact assessments. Subject to the location of the 

proposed development it requires an assessment for retail and leisure proposals exceeding 500 sq.m 

(net). It states:  

‘ 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’  

National Planning Policy Framework  

For Local Plan documents, Chapter 3 of the NPPF states that the planning system should be 

genuinely plan led, with succinct and up-to-date plans. It comments that Plans should be prepared 

positively, in a way which is aspirational but deliverable.  

Paragraph 89 of the NPPF states:  

‘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 2,500m of gross floorspace).’  

It is then expanded to comment that this should include the assessment of:  

a) ‘the impact of the proposal on existing, committed and planned public and private investment in a 

centre or centres in the catchment area of the proposal; and  

b) the impact of the proposal on town centre vitality and viability, including local consumer choice and 

trade in the town centre and the wider retail catchment (as applicable to the scale and nature of the 

scheme).’  
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Weight must be given to the fact that the NPPF is concerned with ‘significant adverse impacts’ 

(paragraph 90). The Policy has been purposefully drafted in these terms because all development will 

have an impact. The pertinent question therefore is not whether there will be an impact, but whether 

that impact is significant. In the absence of a locally set threshold, in accordance with the NPPF, 

proposals falling below 2,500 sq.m would not require an impact assessment. It follows that the NPPF 

implies that proposals falling below that level are unlikely to lead to a ‘significant adverse impact’.  

The threshold in draft Policy MSGP8 for the policy is set at any proposal over 500 sq. m, which is just 

20% of the 2,500 sq. m threshold recommended in the NPPF. Even if the Council considers that a 

threshold lower than the recommended 2,500 sq.m is necessary, 500 sq.m is thought to be too low to 

be deemed proportionate and in accordance with the NPPF.  

The justification for the significantly low threshold is stated at 4.17 and 4.18 of the supporting text to 

Policy MSGP8 as follows: 8  

‘Gateshead has a significant proportion of out of centre retail floorspace, and a number of designated 

centres which are struggling or at risk (centres which are underperforming but have the potential to 

improve). It is therefore considered appropriate to set a lower impact assessment threshold to protect 

against the effect of applications under the NPPF requirement of 2,500 square metres, and this 

principle is set out in CSUCP policy CS7… The objective of the locally set threshold is to ensure that 

the vitality and viability of existing centres is reinforced through new developments coming forward, 

and not threatened.’  

Comments  

We do not agree that the above provides an appropriate evidence base to set such a 

disproportionately low threshold, as this could have the effect of stifling investment, development and 

job creation in employment generating areas such as Retail World.  

Retail World is a long-standing and well established retail destination in Gateshead. It comprises over 

35,000 sq.m of retail floor space, and planning permission is in place for further retail development.  

Gateshead town centre is the largest and main centre in the development plan retail hierarchy. The 

regeneration of the town centre at Trinity Square is largely delivered. The Trinity Square scheme has 

provided a significant boost to the local economy through the delivery of new shops, leisure facilities 

and student accommodation in the heart of the town centre. It follows that the centre is quite vibrant in 

terms of the range of uses in the centre and therefore less likely to be harmed by out of centre 

developments.  

Retail World’s function is as a regional shopping destination drawing customers from a wide 

catchment area. Subsequent impacts on surrounding shopping locations are therefore widely 

dispersed across a large geographical catchment, enforcing the inappropriateness of a 500 sq.m 

threshold in this location rather than recommendations set out in the NPPF of 2,500 sq.m. Indeed the 

average size of the 33 units (including those smaller units which offer complimentary non-retail uses) 

is 1,102 sq.m. This further demonstrates that requiring an impact assessment for proposals of over 

500 sq.m, particularly at an established retail destination such as Retail World would be wholly 

inappropriate.  

In light of the above we request that the Council amends the policy to bring it in-line with the NPPF 

and that the threshold for requiring a retail and leisure impact assessment increased to 2,500 sq.m. If 

the Council does not consider a 2,500 sq. m threshold to be appropriate, we kindly request that it 

provides clear evidence demonstrating that a lower impact threshold than 2,500 sq. m is appropriate 

in order for us to advise our client further in advance of the Examination on this matter. Our view is 

that given the impacts of Team Valley are dispersed across the Region and therefore not significant 

on specific destinations, a 2,500 sq. m threshold is appropriate for the retail location. 
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3. Minories Site – plan showing former Car Showroom (ref. 10958-002 Rev: B) 

4. Minories Site – approved site plan ref. 10958-020 for two cafe/restaurant/coffee shop units 

 

MSGP30 Flood Risk Management  

MSGP30 relates to flood risk management and it is considered to be broadly consistent with the 

guidance Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) and the Non-Statutory Technical Standards for 

Sustainable Drainage. Indeed we are pleased to see that our previously suggested amends to Part 3 

of the Policy have been incorporated. However, our concerns remain in relation to Part 2 of draft 

Policy MSGP30 which requires compliance with the Flood Risk and Surface Water Management 

SPD.  

It is considered that planning policies should look to incorporate a degree of flexibility, to allow 

consideration of site specific circumstances, such as practicability and viability. In this context 

reference should be had to both the PPG and the Non-Statutory Technical Standards for Sustainable 

Drainage.  

PPG (Paragraph: 082 Reference ID: 7-082-20150323 &Paragraph: 083 Reference ID: 7-083-

20150323) states that:  

“The decision on whether a sustainable drainage system would be inappropriate in relation to a 

particular development proposal is a matter of judgement for the local planning authority. In making 

this judgement the local planning authority will seek advice from the relevant flood risk management 

bodies, principally the lead local flood authority, including on what sort of sustainable drainage 

system they would consider to be reasonably practicable.  

The judgement of what is reasonably practicable should be by reference to the technical standards 

published by the Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs and take into account design 

and construction costs.  

In terms of the overall viability of a proposed development, expecting compliance with the 

technical standards is unlikely to be reasonably practicable if more expensive than complying 

with building regulations – provided that where there is a risk of flooding the development will be 

safe and flood risk is not increased elsewhere.” (Savills emphasis in Bold)  

The emphasis here should be taken from the PPG’s comments that local planning authorities should 

seek guidance on the type of sustainable drainage they consider practice to each individual 

development, along with the PPG’s reference to overall viability of developments being assessed on a 

more individual basis.  

Non-Statutory Technical Standards for Sustainable Drainage  

In 2015 the Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs produced the Non-statutory technical  

standards for sustainable drainage systems which states that:  

“For developments which were previously developed, the peak runoff rate from the development to 

any drain, sewer or surface water body for the 1 in 1 year rainfall event and the 1 in 100 year rainfall 

event should be as close as reasonably practicable to the greenfield run off rate from the 

development for the same rainfall event, but should never exceed the rate of discharge from the 

development prior to redevelopment for that event.”  
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We would again highlight the flexibility within the guidance which states that results should be ‘as 

close as reasonably practical’ to the objective rates.  

Suggested Amendments  

On the basis of the above we suggest the following amendments (additional suggested wording in 

bold) to Policy MSGP30:  

Part 2: Where reasonably practicable flood risk assessments and drainage assessments should 

accord with  

the requirements within the flood risk and surface water management SPD.  

The amendments set out above better reflect the principles set out in national planning policy and 

guidance. 10  

Conclusion  

We trust that these representations will be considered as part of the Council’s on-going consultation 

process, and would be very grateful if you were able to inform us of any future consultations relating 

to the Local Plan.  

If you have any questions relating to these representations please do not hesitate to contact Peter 

Whittingham at these offices.  

Yours faithfully  

Savills Planning  
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From: Chris Carr [mailto:ChrisCarr@Gateshead.Gov.Uk]  

Sent: 09 January 2019 14:12 

To: Alun Davies <alun.davies@savills.com> 

Subject: RE: Representations - Gateshead Making Spaces for Growing Places Local Plan Document – 

Submissions Draft Consultation 

Hi Alun 

We are just reviewing your comments made on behalf of ARES Management LP on the submission 

draft MSGP local plan document. 

I have two queries: 

1. The comment requesting the removal of the Minories site from the Team Valley Key 
Employment Area designation – this has been badged under MSGP4 (loss of employment 
land) but the designation actually links to policy MSGP2 – are you happy for me to change 
this to MSGP2 or would you prefer to link it to policy MSGP4? 

2. Is there an intention to want to attend the examination  
Regards 

Chris 

Chris Carr 

From: Peter Whittingham <PWhittingham@savills.com>  

Sent: 16 January 2019 16:38 

To: Chris Carr <ChrisCarr@Gateshead.Gov.Uk> 

Cc: Matthew Sobic <MSobic@savills.com> 

Subject: RE: Representations - Gateshead Making Spaces for Growing Places Local Plan Document – 

Submissions Draft Consultation 

 

 

Good afternoon Chris, 

Thanks for your e-mail and sorry for the delay in getting back to you. Yes, I am happy for you to 

update the policy reference – thank you for pointing that out.   

In terms of the examination, there is a good chance we will attend – when is the deadline for 

registering please?  

Best regards 

Peter 

.

mailto:ChrisCarr@Gateshead.Gov.Uk
mailto:alun.davies@savills.com
mailto:PWhittingham@savills.com
mailto:ChrisCarr@Gateshead.Gov.Uk
mailto:MSobic@savills.com
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Attachment 4: Ares: Proposed Site Plan 10958-020. 
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Portal Response  

Respondent l 
Details  

Agent Details / Representative 
(If Applicable)   

Response 

Barratt David 
Wilson Homes  

Amy Ward, Barratt David Wilson 
Homes North East, Barratt 
House, The Watermark, 
Gateshead, NE11 9SZ 
amy.f.ward@barratthomes.co.uk 
1914933863 

MSGP9 Do you support? No Why is policy unsound? Justified, Consistent with National Policy, 
Effective, Compliant with law.                                                                                                                                                                                                                  
Minor Changes: Digital Infrastructure The proposed requirement is that â€˜new developments 
should be â€˜future-proofâ€™ with appropriate digital infrastructure that will meet existing and 
future communication needs and avoid the need for retrofitting. It is essential that the Council works 
with developers to make sure that the appropriate digital infrastructure is incorporated, including 
high speed broadband, 4G and 5G networksâ€™. Government had made clear its intentions in a 
number of documents such as set out in Fixing the Foundations, the Housing Standards Review, 
planning practice guidance and the Written Ministerial Statement of 2015 that they are looking to 
reduce red tape associated with planning. The Written Ministerial Statement is clear that local 
planning authorities should not set in their emerging Local Plan any additional local technical 
standards or requirements relating to the construction, internal layout or performance of any new 
dwellings, as these issues will be dealt with more appropriately by Building Regulations. Part R of 
the Building Regulations clearly sets the appropriate standards for high speed electronic 
communication networks. It is not considered appropriate for Durham to seek additional local 
technical standards over and above this requirement. The inclusion of digital infrastructure is not 
within the direct control of BDW, as such this policy could create deliverability issues and impact 
upon Durham achieving its housing requirement. Paragraph 43-46 of the NPPF establishes that 
Councilâ€™s should seek to support the expansion of electronic communication networks, however 
it does not seek to prevent development that does not have access to such networks. BDW are fully 
aware of the benefits of having their homes connected to super-fast broadband and what our 
customers will demand. The Council should work proactively with telecommunications providers to 
extend provisions and ensure sites identified and allocated are adequately linked to the net.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                   
How to make sound or legal? The Council should work proactively with telecommunications 
providers to extend provisions and ensure sites identified and allocated are adequately linked to the 
networks. We would urge the Council to delete this requirement.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                     
Want to attend examination? Yes                                                                                                      
Why neccessary?  In order to put forward our representations and recommendation to make the 
Planning Policy Sound - The Council should work proactively with telecommunications providers to 
extend provisions and ensure sites identified and allocated are adequately linked to the networks. 
We would urge the Council to delete this requirement                                        . Keep you 
informed of progress? Yes  
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GATESHEAD COUNCIL’S MAKING SPACES FOR GROWING PLACES SUBMISSION DRAFT 

PLAN OCTOBER 2018 CONSULTATION - BELLWAY HOMES (NORTH EAST)  

Barton Willmore have been instructed by Bellway Homes (North East) (the ‘client’) to submit 

representations to Gateshead Council (the ‘Council’) regarding the Making Spaces for Growing 

Places (MSfGP) Submission Draft as part of the current consultation period which runs until the 9th 

December 2018. The document will sit alongside the existing Core Strategy and Urban Core Plan 

(CSUCP) and will act as part of the Development Plan for Gateshead and its environs.  

The MSfGP Submission Draft is being consulted on under Regulation 19 of the Town and Country 

Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012, which is the last round of consultation prior to 

the submission of the document to the Secretary of State for Examination in Public.  

Our client has land interests in the village of Ryton (the ‘Site’), to which these representations are 

applicable, and the representations seek to ensure the appropriate delivery of the Site for residential 

development in order to contribute to the Council’s strategic development aims and objectives, as 

defined in the CSUCP (2015). However, the representations also reflect more widely, in view of how 

the MSfGP document and its policies sit in the wider national policy guidance backdrop, in particular 

the Government’s national aim of boosting the supply of housing.  

1. Background  

Our Client’s land interests form part of the Ryton Village Growth Area, identified within Policy GV6 of 

the Core Strategy and Urban Core Plan’ (CSUCP). This policy identifies a residential allocation for up 

to 550 homes on a strategic site. Our client currently has a planning application with Gateshead 

Council for determination for 283 homes, and they are actively in discussions with the Council to 

resolve the remaining outstanding issues. As such, the planning application is still awaiting 

determination.  

2. General Overview  

It is important to consider that it is not just CSUCP policy GV6 which is relevant to the Site, and there 

are further CSUCP policies which cover the Village Growth areas, such as policy CS4. This acts as a 

form of Development Management policy and states that development must be in accordance 

20082/A3/RS/kb 2 7th December 2018  

with an approved masterplan which will show how the development is sustainable and deliverable, 

whilst also including phasing plans and infrastructure triggers. Deliverability and sustainability in cover 

a wide range of topics, and this includes landscape masterplans, biodiversity impact and 

infrastructure such as highways and drainage. As part of the current planning application, a 

Masterplan has been submitted for the Site, which shows how the proposed development will meet 

the policy requirements, not only of GV6 but CV4 as well, including SuDS, landscaping, street 

hierarchy and open space.  

Taking all of the above into consideration, it is the belief of our client that the MSfGP should not seek 

to add additional layers of convoluted development management polices over and above those that 

already apply to sites identified in the CSUCP. This would have the otherwise detrimental effect of 

delaying the deliverability of development and adding further viability impacts.  

The housing market our client operates in is unpredictable and ever changing, and the Council needs 

to adopt policies that, considering they are to cover a period up to 2030, allow for flexibility to enable 

housebuilders to respond to market forces through such mechanisms as Section 73 planning 

applications, should our client need to adapt to meet the needs and demands of the housing market.  
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We therefore consider that there are a number of matters to be addressed in the MSfGP document, in 

order for the document to be found sound before submission to the Secretary of State, and these are 

set out below.  

3. Housing Policies  

MSGP10 Housing Sites Allocation  

The MSfGP identifies 104.17ha of land for the supply of housing, provided across 112 sites and 

providing 2,917 dwellings. This is a reduction from the 2017 version of the draft MSfGP which 

proposed to allocate 123.59ha of land for housing, spread between 118 sites and providing 3,589 

dwellings. This is a reduction in units of nearly 19% based on the 2017 draft allocations. There are a 

number of factors, including some sites dropping out, some new sites being added, and some 

updates to the potential capacity of some sites.  

On review of the proposed housing site allocations and the Council’s 5 Year Land Supply, our client 

has significant concerns regarding Gateshead’s supply of land for housing over the plan period and 

beyond. The CSUCP policy CS10 stated that Gateshead’s target over the plan period was a net figure 

of 8,500, however the Council have under delivered net housing completions since the Local 

Development Plan Period began in 2010, and the reduction in land proposed to be allocated in the 

MSfGP for residential purposes will only serve to worsen the problem.  

Our client considers that in order to ensure the Council has enough land for the supply of housing, the 

Council must increase the amount of land it is proposing to allocate for residential purposes. This 

should also include the Council revisiting already allocated sites to maximise their potential density 

whilst still taking viability, and any further polices which are considered to potentially impact a layout.  

As such, we consider the Council’s approach to be unsound as it not justified and effective, and 

considering the Council should be aiming to significantly boost the supply of housing, the policy is not 

considered to be consistent with national policy or positively prepared either. On this basis our client 

objects to Policy MSGP 10.  

Further commentary on the 5 Year Land Supply in provided in the accompanying ‘Review of 

Gateshead Council’s 5 Year Land Supply’ document, which forms part of these representations. 

20082/A3/RS/kb 3 7th December 2018  

 

MSGP11 Accessible and Adaptable Dwellings  

Our client notes that whilst the draft wording has been revised to provide additional clarity, it still 

presents the same issues raised at the last round of consultation by ourselves relating to the evidence 

supporting the policy. Whilst reasoning behind the optional policy is set out within national guidance, 

many developments run a fine line on viability and it is a concern that by applying policy obligations 

such as this, even on schemes striving to meet the aim, it will have an indirect consequence of 

making them unviable.  

The Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) has not been updated since the last consultation, 

so the 2017 version remains the most relevant. The SHMA makes it clear the application of standards 

should be subject to viability. The Viability and Deliverability Report (VDR) has been revised, dated 

September 2018. Within the VDR it concludes in its viability testing that the 25% requirement stated in 

draft policy MSGP11 makes schemes unviable in the low and low/mid urban and suburban areas. For 

schemes that are 100 dwellings or more, the areas where the 25% requirement makes them unviable 

increases to include mid, mid/high and high urban and suburban areas.  
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The VDR concludes that by applying the 25% requirement, this increases viability pressure, but it 

considers that it is a level that would not undermine the viability or deliverability of the plan. However, 

we consider that when 9 out of the 24 modelled scenarios fail (37.5%) when tested at the 25% 

requirement, this does fundamentally undermine the policy’s aim of increasing accessible and 

adaptable dwellings by reducing the amount of developments that are viable. This is even more stark 

when you consider the impact on brownfield sites in low value areas, which makes up a proportion of 

the proposed allocated sites in draft policy MSGP10.  

It is noted that in the supporting text of draft Policy MSGP13 (Housing Space Standards), the Council 

will apply a one year transition period before the standards are applied. However, we note it is not 

proposed to apply a transition period to draft policy MSGP11. Further to that, there is no confirmation 

off whether the policy would be applied retrospectively. Our client considers it vital that the policy is 

not applied retrospectively to developments already benefiting from outline permission, as often these 

developments are based and costed on indicative schemes, and retro-fitting this policy to those 

schemes will have a significant detrimental effect, including potentially making schemes unviable, or 

reducing the number of dwellings. Therefore, if the Council are to impose this policy, we consider it 

imperative that the Council make it explicitly clear a transition period is in place, and that the policy 

will not be retrospectively applied to schemes benefiting from outline permission gained prior to 

adoption of the plan.  

Contrary to the Council’s own consideration, it is clear this policy fails the test that NPPF paragraph 

34 sets about policies not undermining the deliverability of the plan. The fact that the draft wording of 

the policy will apply to all residential development and makes no reference or caveat to viability 

compounds the issue. On this basis, our client considers policy MSGP11 to be unsound as it is not 

effective, justified, consistent with national policy or positively prepared, and therefore we object to its 

inclusion.  

 

MSGP13 Housing Space Standards  

Policy MSGP13 states that all new homes should be built in accordance with the Nationally Described 

Space Standards (NDSS). The implementation of a planning policy requiring development to meet the 

NDSS is not a compulsory requirement, as Reference ID: 56-020-20150327 of the Planning Practice 

Guidance makes clear when considering how local planning authorities establish a need for internal 

space standards:  

“Where a need for internal space standards is identified, local planning authorities should 

provide justification for requiring internal space policies.” 20082/A3/RS/kb 4 7th December 2018  

The PPG makes it clear the implementation of such a policy is optional, and Local Authorities must 

take into account the need for them, its potential impact on viability, and the use of a transition period. 

Such policies as the one proposed by the Council therefore must only be adopted where the need has 

been clearly established taking into account these areas and they should not be a ‘catch all’ policy.  

Our client considers that there is no underlying evidence that has been provided which shows that 

dwellings which do not meet NDSS equates to a negative perception or a lower quality of life. Our 

client was recently re-awarded 5* status by the Home Builders Federation based on feedback from 

customers and there is no indication there is any dissatisfaction with the properties and the internal 

space provided. Further to that, as the evidence provided by the Council shows, it is the 2 and 3 bed 

properties which would be more likely to require increasing in size if the NDSS were to be an adopted 

policy. Despite this, sales of our client’s 2 and 3 bed properties are strong, robust and popular.  

As already discussed in relation to policy MSGP11, viability is of considerable concern to our client.  
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Adopting NDSS will increase the floorplate of the most popular units, decreasing the dwellings per 

hectare of development sites, reducing capacity and, ultimately increase affordability pressure. When 

taking into account the already evidenced viability concerns that are plainly evident, and the 

deliverability issues currently demonstrated by the Council, the implementation of an NDSS policy 

would only serve to further harm viability, affordability and deliverability. The transition period noted in 

the supporting text is supported, but as with draft policy MSGP11, it is important the Council make it 

clear this policy would not be retrospectively applied to schemes already benefiting from outline 

permission prior to the adoption of the plan.  

Our client therefore considers that the adoption of an NDSS policy is unjustified and unsound. We 

therefore object to its inclusion in the MSfGP.  

MSGP14 Housing Density  

Our client notes and supports the inclusion of the flexibility that is proposed in the policy, however, 

considers that it does not go far enough considering the deliverability issues currently experienced by 

the Council, and the implication the current wording could have over the plan period.  

The wording of the policy should be amended to allow flexibility for changes in local housing market 

demands and viability concerns and site-specific characteristics as it must be considered alongside 

both policy MSGP11 and policy MSGP13.  

We therefore object to the proposed wording of policy MSGP14 as it is not positively prepared or 

effective, pending revisions to increase the flexibility of its application.  

4. General Policies  

MSGP 16 Mitigating the Impacts of Development on the Transport Network  

Whilst our client understands the rational, the policies prime references to Transport Assessments, 

Transport Statements and Travel Plans essentially replicates the NPPF paragraph 111 and contains 

guidance more appropriate to inclusion on the Council’s validations checklist. It should not be the aim 

of a Local Development Plan document to duplicate the NPPF.  

As such our client objects to the inclusion of Policy MSGP 16 as it is not effective in the context it is 

proposed.  

MSGP19 Residential Amenity  

Whilst our Client supports the aspirations of policy MSGP19, they also consider that at present the 

wording is not reflective of the aims and aspirations of the NPPF. The proposed wording is inflexible 

and does not take into account the planning balance. As read, any planning permission will be 

20082/A3/RS/kb 5 7th December 2018  

granted for new development where it does not have an adverse impact on the amenity or character 

of an area. This infers refusal to those applications that will have an adverse impact.  

As an example, it is clear that heritage assets play an important role in framing the character of an 

area. NPPF paragraph 196 states that those development proposals which lead to less than 

substantial harm to the significance of a designated heritage asset (such as a Conservation Area or 

Listed Buildings) will be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal. Even less than 

substantial harm is a form of adverse impact, however minor, but based on the current wording of 

MSGP19, our client is concerned that a situation such as the example above would incur a refusal.  

Therefore, it is clear the wording is not flexible enough to represent the intentions of the Council. Note 

is taken of supporting text 7.1 which states that ‘in circumstances where the type or degree of change 
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resulting from a proposal would have significant adverse impact on residential amenity, permission 

will normally be refused’, but this is not reflected in the wording of the policy, leading to conflict with 

the aims of the NPPF.  

Our client therefore objects to the currently proposed wording of policy MSGP 19 as it is neither 

effective nor consistent with national policy.  

MSGP25 Design Quality  

With regard to policy MSGP25 Part 1, sub-section f, it identifies that the design quality of proposals 

will be assessed with regard to the incorporation of living roofs and walls. The Council responded to 

our 2017 representations, stating that the inclusion of living walls and roofs were not a requirement, 

but any inclusion would be looked on favourably. Our client still considers that the inclusion of this 

within the policy is completely unreasonable and is not supported by any justification or evidence 

base.  

This requirement is unreasonable and is not supported by any justification or evidence base and will 

only serve as a further viability concerns with the potential to act as backdoor policy requirement. 

There are references to the upcoming Design Guidelines Supplementary Planning Document which 

we consider a more appropriate document to include guidance on living walls and roofs.  

As such our client objects in the strongest possible terms to the inclusion of Part 1, sub-section f on 

the basis it is not justified, therefore making the policy unsound.  

MSGP 41 Providing and Enhancing Open Space, Sports and Recreation Facilities  

Our client is concerned that the proposed policy MSGP 41 overlaps with the CSUCP policy GV6 and 

the requirement for the strategic housing site at Ryton to provide open space sport and recreational 

facilities where necessary. The CSUCP is further supplemented by policy CS4 and the requirement 

for a Masterplan.  

Given the clear overlap with the strategic allocations from the CSUCP, we feel that it is unnecessary 

to make this policy requirement applicable to these allocations and in order to avoid adding further 

policy burdens, the allocations should either be clearly defined on the Policies Map and/or the 

proposed policy requirement should be excluded from the CSUCP allocations.  

Our client also has the overriding concern that the proposed policy will have viability implications, and 

the current wording does not go far enough in its flexibility to reflect the aims of the NPPF, notably 

paragraph’s 34 and 122.  

We consider this policy being applied to the already allocated Neighbourhood and Village Growth 

Areas, despite the fact there is already significant policy protection in place through the CSUCP, is 

unsound in its current form and it is not positively prepared, and we consider the wording should be 

revised to reflect this, and ongoing viability concerns. We therefore object to the wording of this 

policy. 20082/A3/RS/kb 6 7th December 2018  

5. Conclusion  

Whilst we support the broad aims and the application of the policies contained within the Making 

Spaces for Growing Places Submission Draft Plan, we are concerned at the approach the Council 

have taken with certain policies, which do not reflect the evidence presented .  

In particular we have concerns over viability and the inclusion of policies MSfGP 11 and 13 relating to 

proposed requirements to meet targets for accessibility standards and NDSS, as they will have the 

unwelcome consequence of impacting on the viability of development sites, and further slowing 

delivery.  
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As such, we consider the emerging MSfGP to be unsound, as it fails the 4 tests set out in NPPF 

paragraph 35, and we object to polices MSGP10, MSGP 11, MSGP 13, MSGP 14, MSGP 16, MSGP 

19, MSGP 25, MSGP 41 contained within the document in its current form, and we recommend 

further revisions to take into account our representations .  

We would be more than happy to assist with any further queries and clarifications, should you require 

any further information do not hesitate to contact us on 0191 605 3500.  

Yours sincerely  

RICHARD SWANN  

Senior Planner 
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Consultee Name: Bellway Homes (North East) and Taylor Wimpey UK Limited  

Agent: Barton Willmore 

Contact Name: Richard Swann (Richard.Swann@bartonwillmore.co.uk)  

Attachments: 1 Appendix. 

Date Received: 07/12/18  

 Background and Overview  

1. As part of the evidence base for Gateshead Council’s Making Spaces for Growing Places (MSfGP) 

submission draft policy document, an updated Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment 

Update (SHLAA) has been produced. The document is an update of the previously published 2017 

SHLAA, and is dated September 2018 on the Council’s Evidence webpage, however, is noted within 

the document as being published in October 2018.  

2. A SHLAA is a vital part of the Council’s evidence base which underpins the MSfGP policy 

document, in particular policy MSGP10: Housing Sites Allocation. Having an up to date and accurate 

SHLAA is of paramount importance, as set out in the 2018 National Planning Practice Guidance 

paragraph 67, which states:  

‘Strategic policy-making authorities should have a clear understanding of the land 

available in their area through the preparation of a strategic housing land availability 

assessment. From this, planning policies should identify a sufficient supply and mix of 

sites, taking into account their availability, suitability and likely economic viability.  

3. This should then allow the authority to ensure they have enough deliverable and developable sites 

to provide a minimum of five years’ worth of housing, as per NPPF paragraph 73. This is all in order to 

help meet the Government’s overarching aims of boosting significantly the supply of housing.  

4. Barton Willmore has produced this note which examines the Council’s revised position in 

supporting draft policy MSGP10, and this note should be read in conjunction with representations 

made on behalf of our client’s Bellway Homes (North East) and Taylor Wimpey UK Limited. Our 

clients have concerns over the robustness of the 5 Year Land Supply assessment provided by the 

Council, which threatens the credibility of key draft policies in the MSfGP document.  

Council’s Current Position  

5. As outlined in the Council’s latest SHLAA 2018 update, the Council’s current position is 

summarised as follows from the 2018 SHLAA Fig 6: ‘Five-year supply of housing land as at March 

2018’:  

 

(a)  Core Strategy and Urban Core 

Plan (CSUCP) requirement 

2017-22 plus 20% buffer  

4056  

(b)  Requirement plus 2010-18 net 

undersupply  

3985  
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(c)  Calculated supply 2018-23 

from Strategic Housing Land 

Availability Assessment 

(including allocations and 

unexpired permissions 

assessed as deliverable)  

7175  

(d)  Calculated supply plus 

assumed windfall  

7300  

(e)  Total supply as a percentage = 

7300/3985 =  

183.2%  

(f)  Total supply in years  9.2 years  

 

 

 Review of 5 Year Land Supply Calculation  

6. The Council explicitly state in paragraph 5 of the SHLAA document published in 

September/October 2018 that it is not a full annual update to consider the period 2018-2023, as it 

merely serves the purposes of updating the database and will therefore still consider the period 2017-

2022. The logic  of this is questioned, particularly with the Government’s requirement for annual 

position statements as stated in NPPF paragraph 74. Nonetheless, in order to maintain consistency of 

the review, the Council’s own calculation method has been used.  

7. Paragraph 26 of the 2018 SHLAA states:  

“The Core Strategy requirement for 2017-22 (row (a) above) is calculated by annualising 

the five-year net provision totals in CSUCP policy CS10. It will be noted that the 

calculated supply (row (c) above) is much higher than that shown in the Trajectory. This 

is because the calculated supply includes all sites found suitable and deliverable, even 

though in practice many of them will be delivered beyond the first five years.”  

8. We consider this to be an incorrect approach to calculating a 5 year supply of land, as it 

misinterprets the NPPF and its definitions of deliverable and developable. As per NPPF paragraph 74, 

the sites included in the 5 year land supply should be deliverable. The exact definition of deliverable 

taken from the Glossary of the NPPF is:  

 

“To be considered deliverable, sites for housing should be available now, offer a suitable 

location for development now, and be achievable with a realistic prospect that housing will be 

delivered on the site within five years. Sites that are not major development, and sites with 

detailed planning permission, should be considered deliverable until permission expires, 

unless there is clear evidence that homes will not be delivered within five years (e.g. they are 

no longer viable, there is no longer a demand for the type of units or sites have long term 

phasing plans). Sites with outline planning permission, permission in principle, allocated in 

the development plan or identified on a brownfield register should only be considered 

deliverable where there is clear evidence that housing completions will begin on site within 

five years.”  
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9. The onus is clearly on the Council, at this stage, to provide clear evidence that housing completions 

will begin on site within five years for sites with outline planning permission, permission in principle, 

allocated sites or on the Brownfield Register. This is further backed up by appeal decision on land on 

East Side of Green Road, Woolpit, (ref: APP/W3520/W/18/3194926) where the Inspector applied the 

definition from the NPPF appropriately to the Local Authority’s 5YLS. Paragraph 68 of the Inspector’s 

Decision Notice in particular states that ‘the onus is on the Council to provide the clear evidence that 

each of these sites would start to provide housing completions within 5 years’. This is further 

reinforced by the Planning Practice Guidance in Reference ID: 3-028-20180913 and ID: 3-029-

20180913.  

10. We therefore do not consider the Council’s stance as set out in paragraph 26 of the 2018 SHLAA 

to be compliant with the NPPF.  

11. We must assume that the Council have received the most up to date information from 

applicants/developers/agents in relation to the sites contained within the 2018 SHLAA, including the 

trajectory. It is therefore clear that for those sites in the 2018 SHLAA Appendix 2 where housing 

completion trajectory extends beyond 5 years, not all the units count towards the 5 year supply of 

housing by virtue of simply not being able to be delivered within 5 years based on the evidence 

presented, regardless of their suitability, availability and developability.  

12. The overview assessment contained within Appendix 1 to this Supplementary Note reviews the 

sites contained within the 2018 SHLAA and the expected delivery. The overview shows, before any 

individual site assessment has taken place, that the supply of houses based on trajectory is 4,221. 

This is a significant reduction of 2,954 based on the currently proposed figure of 7,175 in the 2018 

SHLAA Fig 6 (c).  

13. As set out in the Core Strategy and Urban Core Plan policy CS10: Delivering New Homes, 

Gateshead Council’s housing target over the plan period is a minimum of 8,500 houses. This is split 

into net provision targets between 5 year periods (2010-15, 2015-20, 2020-25 and 2025-30) which 

can then be annualised. When these targets are compared against the actual net delivery of dwellings 

in Gateshead, this shows a net undersupply since the beginning of the Core Strategy Period. This is 

set out in the table below:  

          

 2010/11 2011/12  2012/13 2013/14 2014/15  2015/16 2016/17 2017/18 Total 

Target  96  96  96  96  96  484  484  484  1,932  

Delivery  89  168  281  90  73  251  289  164  1,405  

Cumulative 
Supply +  
or -  

-7  79  264  258  235  2  -193  -320  -527  

 

14. This shows a net undersupply over the Plan period of 527 dwellings. The 2018 SHLAA states in 

footnote 3 to Fig 6 that it considers having a net undersupply over the plan period of 207 dwellings. 

There is no explanation as to how it has come to that conclusion. The figures used in our table above 

are taken from the Council’s own Annual Monitoring Reports, with the exception of the figure for 

2017/18 which is calculated from the 2018 SHLAA itself.  

15. We agree with the Council’s conclusion that it has persistently undersupplied, and therefore the 

20% must be applied, as set out in the NPPF. We have recalculated the Council’s 5 year land supply 

based on their own methodology below, with updated figures. 

(a)  Core Strategy and Urban Core Plan (CSUCP) requirement 2017-22 plus 20% 
buffer  

4056  

(b)  Requirement (4056) plus 2010-18 net undersupply (527)  4583  
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(c)  Calculated supply 2018-23 from Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment 
(based on NPPF definition of Deliverable)  

4221  

(d)  Calculated supply plus assumed windfall (25dpa)  4346  

(e)  Total supply as a percentage = 4346/4583 =  94.8%  

(f)  Total supply in years  4.74 
years  

 

16. Therefore, on review of the assessment of sites and the Council’s 2018 SHLAA update, we do not 

concur with the Council’s stance on their housing land supply position, their method of calculation and 

in particular the claimed 9.2 years supply of land for housing.  

Overview of Sites 

17. There are a number of anomalies with the 2018 SHLAA, predominantly a difference in numbers 

which we can only assume are drafting errors. For the following sites, the calculation of capacity 

differs between Appendix 1 and Appendices 2 and 3 (for Site Ref: HLC18 it is the number of dwellings 

included in the 5 year land supply that differs).  

Site Ref  Site  Appendix 1  Appendices 2 and 3  

HLC18  Tynegate Blocks  89  257  

HLH12  Seymour Street  7  8  

HLI1  Central Nursery  223  230  

HLI4  Dunston Hill Persimmon  317  352  

HLS5  Whickham Front St Sch new bldgs.  19  8  

HLV4  Hookergate School  63  45  

 

 

18. For the avoidance of doubt, in our calculations that we have undertaken, we have used the figures 

contained within the 2018 SHLAA Appendices 2 and 3. Nonetheless, given the importance of the role 

the document plays, it is important to ensure all figures are correct.  

19. When taking into consideration the appropriateness of a site’s inclusion in the 5 year land supply, 

it is imperative to refer back to the NPPF definition of deliverability and the interpretation of this by 

Planning Inspectors considering Council’s 5 year land supply calculations. The guidance is 

unequivocal in stating clear evidence is required for sites with outline planning permission, permission 

in principle, allocated in the development plan or are identified on a brownfield register  

20. With this in mind we have significant concerns over a number of sites included in the 5 year land 

supply, and their suitability to be included. The below list is by no means exhaustive, but is reflective 

of those concerns:  

Site 
Ref  

Site  2018 
SHLAA 
5YLS 
capacity  

Comments  

HLB9  Garden St  32  The site is considered suitable in the SHLAA, however its 
achievability is only pending successful site assembly. We 
consider that this is a significant hurdle to clear before there 
is any prospect of a planning application being lodged. It is 
not a proposed site allocation in the MSfGP and delivery of 
dwellings on site in 2020/21 is unrealistic.  

HLB12  Horse 
Crofts  

10  Planning Permission for this site has expired. The SHLAA 
notes significant constraints and with no new planning 
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application permitted, this site fails to meet the deliverable 
definition of the NPPF.  

HLF6  Sealburns 
Farm  

10  Farmstead in the Green Belt. Defined as brownfield land, but 
the SHLAA makes reference to constraints which are 
significant, including ‘Access to site is very narrow so will 
need to be demonstrated that any development does not 
have greater vehicular movements than existing’. Given the 
SHLAA also identifies the site for 10 units, this is likely to be 
difficult. The Site also is proposed to be removed from the 
Green Belt as part of the MSfGP, and any planning 
application is likely to follow the adoption of the MSfGP so 
that the site would benefit from that. Given the above, it is 
considered very unlikely the site would deliver within 5 
years, as indeed noted by the 2018 SHLAA trajectory, 
despite being counted as part of the 5YLS.  

HLH13  Play Area, 
Wolsely 
Close  

41  The site is a large existing play area and over half of it 
greenfield. Significant policy hurdles to clear before gaining 
planning permission and re-provision of play provided 
elsewhere. No evidence the site is likely to come forward 
within 5 years and noted viability concerns.  

HLK2  Beacon 
Lough East  

174  Whilst the site is identified as being a Gateshead 
Regeneration Partnership site, there are significant 
constraints which will require further work to provide 
mitigation before the site starts to deliver houses. It is a 
mainly cleared housing site, but this occurred in 2005 with 
no evidence of the site coming forward in the short term, as 
shown in the 2018 SHLAA. Should not be considered as 
likely to deliver dwellings in the next 5 years.  

HLV10  High Spen 
West  

42  The site is an allocated site in the CSUCP, however that 
does not automatically mean it forms part of the 5YLS. As 
noted in the trajectory, it is likely to come forward after the 
other CSUCP allocated site at High Spen East, which is 
beyond 5 years. To be deliverable in order to be considered 
as part of a 5YLS, even as an allocated site, clear evidence 
must be shown to indicate likely delivery  

 

21. The above are just noted examples of sites where the 2018 SHLAA has included sites in its 5 year 

land supply without the clear evidence to support their inclusion. That is not to say they are not 

suitable sites for housing, simply that they have constraints or evidence provided which indicated 

delivery after 5 years, and therefore should not be included in the Council’s 5 year land supply.  

22. Further to the table above, an overriding concern is the inclusion of several sites which are 

unviable. Many of the sites in the Council’s 5 year land supply are supported by the commentary that 

‘The site has viability issues which can be addressed by the Council as landowner’.  

23. Paragraphs 28-30 of the 2018 SHLAA go in to more detail on this issue, stating that:  

24. “Many of the Council-owned sites proposed to be allocated by MSGP are previously 

developed (brownfield) sites and a number of them have been found unviable by the Viability 

and Deliverability Report.”  

26. The 2018 SHLAA admits that there are 704 dwellings across 28 sites that are brownfield sites with 

negative viability but clarifies that the Council can support sites financially which would not otherwise 

come forward. Whilst we offer no further evidence on any of the sites, the fact that 28 sites are 

unviable in the Council’s own viability testing document is clear evidence of deliverability issues which 

are prevalent.  
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25. The Council assert that their approach to these sites will be forthcoming in a Housing Delivery 

Action Plan, but this has not yet been published, and we consider the viability concerns alone are 

evidence to suggest that the sites are not going to deliver dwellings within 5 years. We acknowledge 

that the delivery of these types of sites will become unlocked through funding or JV partners and still 

deliver dwellings, such as Site Ref: HLH14 Ravensworth Road, but consider overriding evidence to 

justify its inclusion is required to outweigh the Viability and Deliverability Report conclusions on the 

sites.  

26. The Council’s approach is therefore considered to be an unsound approach to setting out a 5 year 

land supply. There are 25 of the identified 28 sites which the Council include in their 5 year land 

supply, equating to 679 dwellings, with two of them noted as being under construction.  

Conclusion  

27. We consider that the Council had taken a flawed approach to the production of their 5 year land 

supply, and that fundamentally undermines the Making Spaces for Growing Places policy document, 

and crucially draft site allocations policy MSGP10.  

 

28. It is not considered appropriate to include sites within a 5 year land supply when the evidenced 

trajectory shows that the expected delivery runs well beyond the next 5 years. This is not an approach 

in line with National Policy and Guidance.  

29. Further to that, there are sites that are included which are not considered to meet the NPPF 

definition of deliverable. They have considerable constraints, such as planning permission expiry, land 

ownership issues and Green Belt Designations. There are also several sites which the Council’s own 

evidence base states are not viable. These sites should not be included in the 5 year land supply 

unless there is clear evidence to do so.  

30. We currently consider the existing approach and application of the 5 year land supply to be 

unsound, and we recommend that the Council rethink their methodology and approach to calculating 

the 5 year land supply, so that it can support the future delivery of houses and support the MSfGP 

document. Therefore GMBC is falling well short of having a robust 5 year housing land supply and in 

line with NPPF needs to take urgent action to address this.  
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Respondent 
Details  

Agent Details / 
Representative (If 
Applicable)   

Response 

Bill Quay Ltd  Mr Joe Ridgeon, Hedley 
Planning Services, Unit 3 
Hexham Enterpirse Hub, 
Burn Lane, Northumberland, 
NE46 3HN, 
joe@hedleyplanning.co.uk 

MSGP1, MSGP10, MSGP11, MSGP13, MSGP17, 
MSGP33, MSGP41,  (Policies Map) Fairfield 
Industrial Estate,Do you support? Supports with 
minor changes                                                                                                                                                                              
Why unsound?  justified/ consistent with national 
policy/ effective/ compliant with law/ positively 
prepared. See comments.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  
Would you like to public attend examination?: 
Yes would like to attend examination  to address 
any matters arising during the course of the 
Examination.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          
Keep informed of progress? Yes I would like to be 
kept informed.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                        
Further Comments? No  
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Representations to Gateshead’s Making Spaces for Growing Places DPD submission draft (2018) 
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Bill Quay Ltd.  

Report Title:  Representations to Gateshead’s Making 
Spaces for Growing Places DPD  

Version (Draft/Final):  FINAL  

  

 Reviewee Name Position  Date 

Author:  Laura Mcdermott  Planner  29/11/2018  
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Disclaimer  

This report is issued to the client for their sole use and for the intended purpose as stated in the 

agreement between the client and Hedley Planning Services Limited under which this work was 

completed, or else as set out within this report. This report may not be relied upon by any other party 

without the express written agreement of Hedley Planning Services. The use of this report by 

unauthorised third parties is at their own risk and Hedley Planning Services Limited accepts no duty of 

care to any such third party.  

Hedley Planning Services has exercised due care in preparing this report. It has not, unless 

specifically stated, independently verified information provided by others. No other warranty, express 

or implied, is made in relation to the content of this report and Hedley Planning Services assumes no 

liability for any loss resulting from errors, omissions or misrepresentation made by others.  

Any recommendation, opinion or finding stated in this report is based on circumstances and facts as 

they existed at the time that Hedley Planning Services performed the work. The content of this report 

has been provided in accordance with the provisions of the RTPI Code of Professional Conduct.  

Nothing in this report constitutes legal opinion. If legal opinion is required the advice of a qualified 

legal professional should be secured. 

1.0 Introduction  
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1.1 We have been instructed by Bill Quay Ltd. to make the following representations to the Gateshead 

Making Spaces for Growing Places DPD submission Draft 2018. Bill Quay Ltd. have recently 

purchased the majority of the site (Appendix 1 – Location Plan) with the intention of redeveloping the 

site for approximately 500 new homes.  

1.2 These representations have been prepared having regard to the documents contained within the 

supporting Evidence Library and having assessed the compliance of the Draft DPD against 

paragraphs 16 and 35 of the National Planning Policy Framework (2018)1. Paragraph 16 of the NPPF 

sets out the following attributes that new plans should adhere to throughout the plan-making process:  

Plans should:  

a) 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 e shaped by early, 

proportionate and effective engagement between plan-makers and communities,  

c) Contain policies that are clearly written and unambiguous so is evident how a decision maker 

should react to development proposals;  

d)  Be accessible through the use of digital tools to assist public involvement and policy 

presentation; and  

e)  Serve a clear purpose, avoiding unnecessary duplication of policies that apply to a particular 

area. 

f) Serve a Clear purpose, avoiding unnecessary duplication og policies that apply to a particular 

area.  

1.3 Paragraph 35 sets out the tests of soundness which are applied to new plan policies and states 

that for a plan to be found “sound” it should be:  

• Positively prepared  

• Justified  

• Effective 

• Consistent with national policy  

1.4 Hedley Planning Services are making the following representations to Gateshead’s Making 

Spaces for Growing Placed Draft DPD addressing a number of the proposed policies. Each Section of 

the Draft Plan will be considered in turn and all paragraph numbers referred to relate to paragraphs of 

the draft plan, unless otherwise stated.  

 Chapter 4: Economic Prosperity  

MSGP1 Employment Land Supply  

2.1 Policy MSGP1 Employment Land supply makes provision for a minimum supply of 24 hectares of 

deliverable employment land, capable of meeting quantitative and qualitative needs over a rolling five-

year period with Appendix 1 setting out sites allocated for employment uses.  

                                                                                       
 

 

 

1 The revised National Planning Policy Framework was published 24 July 2018. The revised NPPF provides transitional arrangements and states that the 
policies in the previous NPPF will apply for the purposes of examining plans “where those plans are submitted on or before 24 January 2019.” The current 
Gateshead Local Development Scheme 2017-2020 states that submission for the Making Spaces for Growing Places DPD is anticipated in February 2019, 
therefore Policies contained within the Revised NPPF apply. 
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2.2 We support the deletion of Fairfield Industrial estate as a secondary employment area, which 

allows for a more flexible approach to new development proposals on this site and opens up the 

opportunity for the wider regeneration of the site for residential development. In considering the tests 

of Soundness set out within paragraph 35 of the NPPF, it is considered that this approach is justified 

in enabling greater flexibility in terms of potential future land-uses for the site based upon market 

conditions. In removing employment policy protection from this site, it is considered that, enabling 

greater land-use flexibility, the plan is seeking to meet Gateshead’s objectively assessed needs and is 

therefore considered to be positively prepared.  

2.3 In addition, paragraph 63 of the NPPF recognises the benefits of developing brownfield sites 

containing vacant buildings by providing an incentive by way of reducing affordable housing 

contributions with respect to footnote 28.  

MSGP10 Housing Sites allocation  

2.4 Policy MSGP10 provides for 104.17 hectares of housing land supply over the plan period with 

specific sites being set out within Appendix 2 of the MSGP DPD which lists a number of sites 

allocated for housing.  

2.5 We propose that our Clients site at Fairfield Industrial Estate, Bill Quay is included as a housing 

allocation within Appendix 2, identified for residential development on the Proposals Map and 

included within the list of allocated housing sites within the plan.  

2.6 The Sites’ area extends to 7.3 Hectares and is located on the southern bank of the River Tyne, 

approximately 3 miles east of Gateshead Town Centre. The site has the capacity to delivery up to 500 

dwellings (average density of 70 dwellings per hectare) in a sustainable location, close to Pelaw 

which benefits from a number of key public transport links. 

2.7 The site is considered to be suitable, available and achievable for residential development, 

despite being assessed within the most recent Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment 

(SHLAA) in October 2017 (SHLAA ref: HLO12) as unsuitable for housing. This is due to deliverability 

concerns associated with remediation measures that would be required to develop the site for 

housing. It was also identified within the SHLAA that the site was not put forward by the landowner(s) 

and includes many occupied industrial premises so was deemed ‘not available’ within the 

assessment.  

2.8 In considering the above, in terms of availability for development, we are now actively promoting 

the site for housing development and preparing to submit a planning application in this respect. It is 

also indicated that in terms of currently occupied premises on the site, the final tenancy will come to 

an end within the next 3 years, at which point the site is expected to be vacant and available for 

redevelopment. In addressing the potential remediation measures required to bring this site forward 

for housing development, we are confident that these issues can be overcome by way of suitable 

mitigation which would not impact on the viability of developing the site to such an extent that would 

render the development undeliverable.  

2.9 The regeneration of Fairfield Industrial Estate would provide an excellent opportunity to transform 

a neglected, brownfield area of Gateshead Quays and would contribute a considerable amount to 

housing delivery within the borough throughout the plan period.  

2.10 Development on the site would comprise predominantly residential development with ancillary 

uses to create a new sustainable community along the River Tyne providing a dynamic link between 

the River Tyne and Bill Quay. The scheme will capitalise on the opportunities of this unique waterside 

location and act as a catalyst for future regeneration along the river and within Gateshead.  
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2.11 A number of initial desktop studies have been undertaken in respect of accommodating 

residential development on the site of which the main findings are summarise below.  

2.12 Ecological surveys indicate that, although there is potential for habitat disturbance associated 

with the development, no habitats of importance to waders and wildfowl will be lost as a result of the 

proposed development and to mitigate any potential disturbance to both breeding and non-breeding 

birds, suitable mitigation measures will be put in place including the retention of existing woodland 

area, the use of protective fencing and panelling and limiting clearance of the site during bird breeding 

season where practicable. There is considered to be a low risk that bats may be present within any 

structures to be demolished and in terms of existing landscaping on the site, existing trees and 

hedgerows will be retained where possible and adequate measures will be taken to protect existing 

vegetation during any construction works.  

2.13 A flood risk and drainage assessment has been carried out identifying specific measures that 

should be taken into account should the site be developed for housing. The assessment does not 

identify any immediate impacts associated flood risk that would undermine the deliverability of 

developing the site for housing.  

2.14 Both a Transport Assessment and a draft Residential Travel Plan indicate that the site could be 

accessed safely from the existing residential highway network and development on the site could 

include a package of local highway and public transport improvements to accommodate increased 

capacity.  

2.15 A Sewage and Utilities assessment confirms that existing utilities services can be utilised for 

proposed residential development on the site.  

2.16 A phase 1 land quality report has been carried out to consider land contamination, due to the 

sites’ industrial use. The desk based assessment concludes that, although the site would be 

considered ‘high risk’ in terms of environmental risk, the issues identified should not preclude 

redevelopment of the site to its proposed usage. The report sets out a number of recommendations 

for further work and mitigation measures to consider.  

2.17 A desk-based site investigation was undertaken to determine ground conditions and to identify 

any risks associated with the redevelopment of the site for residential use. The report makes a 

number of recommendations and precautionary measures that should be followed prior to the 

redevelopment of the site for residential uses.  

2.18 The Air Quality Assessment concluded overall that the site is considered to be suitable for the 

proposed end use without the implementation of mitigation techniques to protect future residents from 

elevated pollutant concentrations.  

2.19 The desk-based archaeological assessment recommends that a programme of historic building 

recording is carried out on any surviving sections of the stone-built quayside wall as well as on the 

surviving stone and brick built buildings in the north east part of the site. With respect to historic 

buildings recording, the stone-built structures on the southern edge of the site, among others should 

also be subject to recording.  

2.20 Finally, a noise impact assessment was carried out which identified no issues with respect to 

garden amenity and estimated the impact of development-led traffic on the surrounding road network 

would range from negligible to minor.  

2.21 Paragraph 117 of the NPPF makes clear that previously developed or ‘brownfield’ land should be 

prioritised as much as possible in accommodating objectively assessed needs with paragraph 118 c) 

stating that planning policies and decisions should:  
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“give substantial weight to the value of using suitable brownfield land within settlements for homes 

and other identified needs, and support appropriate opportunities to remediate despoiled, degraded, 

derelict, contaminated or unstable land.”  

2.22 With the above in mind, as currently drafted, policy MSGP10 would not meet the fourth test of 

soundness concerning the level of consistency with national policy as, by not including the site at 

Fairfield Industrial Estate, the policy has not given substantial weight to the value of utilising 

brownfield land to accommodate the redevelopment of an otherwise neglected site in a sustainable 

location with the potential to drive significant redevelopment of this area of Gateshead Quays.  

2.23 It has been demonstrated that, with appropriate mitigation, the site is suitable, available and 

deliverable for residential development within the plan period and should be included as a housing 

site allocation within the proposals map and in Appendix 2 of the MSGP DPD. It is considered that the 

non-inclusion of Fairfield Industrial Estate as a housing allocation within Policy MSGP10 would result 

in this policy failing to meet the tests of soundness set out within paragraph 35 of the NPPF as it could 

not be considered to be positively prepared or effective in terms of meeting the Borough’s objectively 

assessed housing needs.  

 

MSGP11- Accessible and adaptable dwellings  

2.24 The Written Ministerial Statement dated 25th March 2015 stated that the optional new national 

technical standards should only be required through any new Local Plan policies if they address a 

clearly evidenced need, and where their impact on viability has been considered.  

2.25 Policy MSGP11 states that 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 

Dwelling standard or equivalent successor standards.  

2.26 In reference to the inspectors report for the Gateshead and Newcastle Core Strategy Urban Core 

Plan (CSUCP) in relation to meeting the needs of the forecast population and housing standards 

(CS11.3/3/4/5 &6), it is noted that the inspector concluded the following:  

“There is widespread support for most other requirements of policy CS11. The clause encouraging 

the provision of Lifetime Homes and Wheelchair- Accessible Homes strikes an appropriate 

strategic balance between highlighting this important need whilst not making it a specific 

requirement that could compromise viability.”  

2.27 In considering policy CS11 of the CSUCP, we do not consider policy MSGP11 is in line with 

Policy CS11 which only seeks to encourage the provision of wheelchair accessible homes and 

increase the choice of suitable accommodation for the elderly population.  

2.28 Whilst we are supportive of providing quality living environments for residents both now and in 

the future, we question whether the imposition of this policy is sufficiently evidenced to justify need.  

2.29 Within the supporting text of Policy MSGP11, it is stated that this evidence is set out within the 

Councils’ SHMA. However upon assessing the evidence in the SHMA, this justification is based 

predominantly upon the number of people in Borough with a long-term limiting illness (LTLI) 

substantiated by population projections indicating an ageing population. It is not considered that this 

evidence is in line with the PPG (ID 56-07) which identifies the type of evidence required to introduce 

such a policy, including the likely future need; the size, location, type and quality of dwellings needed; 

the accessibility and adaptability of the existing stock; how the needs vary across different housing 

tenures; and the overall viability.  
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2.30 Unfortunately, the evidence in the SHMA is lacking in several elements, particularly in assessing 

the accessibility and adaptability of existing housing stock. The Councils’ SHMA (2017) states the 

following:  

“It is not known with any accuracy what proportion of existing stock meets either standard, particularly 

the M4(2) accessible standard. Nor are there any robust figures on the proportion of existing stock 

that it would be possible and financially viable to adapt to either standard”  

2.31 This lack of evidence does question how the percentage identified within policy MSGP11 was 

identified. Whilst we do not dispute the ageing population or the presence of those with a long-term 

limiting illness, it is not clear how this evidence reflects in the need for 25% of all new homes to be 

provided at M4(2) standards, particularly as the accessibility of existing stock and viability implications 

have not been taken into consideration.  

 

MSGP13- Housing Space Standards  

2.32 Policy MSGP13 states that new homes should be built in accordance with the Nationally 

Described Space Standards (NDSS) as a minimum. Upon reviewing the Nationally Described 

Spacing Standards Supplementary Evidence Report, we object to the inclusion of this policy within 

the MSGP DPD.  

2.33 While we recognise the benefits of improving housing standards, we are concerned about the 

implications on the deliverability of policy MSGP13.  

2.34 The ministerial statement on the topic of space standards highlights that “The optional new 

national technical standards should only be required through any new Local Plan policies if they 

address a clearly evidenced need, and where their impact on viability has been considered, in 

accordance with the National Planning Policy Framework and Planning Guidance.”  

2.35 The evidence base underpinning policy MSGP13 is presented in the ‘Nationally Described 

Spacing Standards Supplementary Evidence Report’ published in Sept 18 to support the MSGP DPD. 

In considering the evidence set out within this document, it is noted that only 594 dwellings were 

sampled in total across a 5-year period. It is likely that the very low housing delivery across 

Gateshead, with only 855 net additions built in past 5 years in Gateshead2 means that it is not 

possible to form an accurate view of house building within the Borough. Without sufficient data a clear 

evidenced need cannot be demonstrated.  

2.37 The analysis of housing completion data identified that the level of NDSS compliance with the 

new build samples is generally quite low, identifying the non-compliance of 3 bedroom homes with 

NDSS as a ‘particularly acute issue’ considered to undermine the strategic objective of making new 

housing within Gateshead ‘attractive to families and providing larger flexible properties’. However, the 

imposition of NDSS will likely have the opposite result of limiting the range of 3 bedroom homes 

available on the market.  

2.38 In considering the Council’s evidence base and justification for the imposition of NDSS within 

local policy, we consider that the identification of a need for NDSS must be more than simply stating 

                                                                                       
 

 

 

2 https://www.gov.uk/government/statistical-data-sets/live-tables-on-dwelling-stock-including-vacants 
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that in some cases, the standards have not been met, notwithstanding the very small amount of 

houses sampled to justify this.  

2.39 NDSS is based upon demographic information that assumes the space people need/want based 

upon household projections and the assumed number of occupants of certain sized homes. The 

NDSS makes no allowance for under-occupancy on the part of the purchaser which is becoming more 

common as the composition of households is diversifying beyond the traditional ‘nuclear’ family 

model.  

2.40 There is no evidence provided that the size of the homes being completed are considered 

inappropriate by those purchasing them or that these homes are struggling to be sold in comparison 

to homes that do not meet the standards. Evidence collected by the Home Builders Federation 

suggests that housebuilders in the area do not have any issues with selling properties at less than the 

NDSS, with three-bed non-NDSS compliant homes often being the top selling properties on sites. To 

date, no tangible evidence supporting the need for a space standard has been presented. Evidencing 

the existence of a market failure should be the starting point from which to discuss the necessity for 

the imposition of NDSS within the MSGP DPD.  

2.41 There could be significant cost implications for purchasers of homes that are the subject of 

unnecessary local space standards as larger homes inevitably come with a higher pricing point to 

reflect the higher costs incurred by the developer. This is most likely to be an issue for first-time 

buyers and has the potential to price them out of the market for 3 bedroom houses particularly, 

reducing flexibility and choice in the market due to affordability issues, particularly in a lower market 

value area such as Gateshead.  

2.42 The Gateshead Joint Strategic Needs assessment states the following: “There is a significant 

level of under-occupation within our housing stock. 64,900 (73%) households in Gateshead are 

under-occupying properties; having at least one more room than the statutory standards require.”  

2.43 This evidence confirms the points raised above with regards to NDSS failing to consider the 

number of bedroomed homes that people want to purchase, which is essentially driving the housing 

market rather than the imposition of NDSS conditioning the market into buying smaller, NDSS 

compliant smaller homes because that is what is affordable.  

2.44 We would encourage the Council to consider further the impact of the imposition of NDSS 

requirement within policy MSGP13 and the implications on affordability in a generally low market 

value Borough.  

2.45 As it stands, it is not considered that policy MSGP13 meets the tests of soundness set out within 

paragraph 35 of the NPPF as the policy has not been sufficiently justified in terms of need, it is not 

considered that the policy would be effective as there is no evidence presented that suggests market 

failure in the size of dwellings being built and the policy would not be consistent with national policy in 

this respect.  

3.0 Chapter 6: Transport and Accessibility  

MSGP17- Transport aspects of the design of new development  

3.1 It is considered that, in relation to point 5 of policy MSGP17, more flexibility should be provided for 

new developments which are sustainably located to provide less parking than what is required by the 

standards (Appendix 3a of the MSGP DPD) in order to encourage sustainable travel methods such as 

public transport, walking and cycling.  

3.2 Paragraph 103 of the NPPF is highly supportive of new developments being located in locations 

that facilitate sustainable modes of travel, stating:  
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“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. This can help to 

reduce congestion and emissions, and improve air quality and public health”  

3.3 In considering the above, a new development in a sustainable location should not be expected to 

provide 2 parking spaces per dwelling with an additional space per 3 dwellings for visitors as required 

by Gateshead’s parking guidelines as this would not encourage the use of sustainable transport 

modes and therefore would be contrary to paragraph 103 of the NPPF. In this respect, it is not 

considered that Policy MSGP17 meets the tests of soundness set out within paragraph 35 the NPPF 

as it has been demonstrated that the policy is not wholly consistent with the provisions set out in the 

NPPF.  

4.0 Chapter 7: People and Place  

MSGP33- Maintaining, protecting and enhancing green infrastructure  

4.1 Policy MSGP33 is generally supported, however, we consider that specific reference should be 

made to the benefits of utilising Brownfield land, acknowledging that in this case, the benefits of 

bringing brownfield land back into use through redevelopment can outweigh any harm imposed upon 

the green infrastructure network.  

4.2 Paragraph 118 c) of the NPPF states that planning policies and decisions should:  

“give substantial weight to the value of using suitable brownfield land within settlements for homes 

and other identified needs, and support appropriate opportunities to remediate despoiled, degraded, 

derelict, contaminated or unstable land.”  

4.3 In considering paragraph 118 of the NPPF, although it is acknowledged in point 1b) of Policy 

MSGP33 that it should be demonstrated that the benefits of development would outweigh any harm to 

the GI network, we propose that specific reference should be made to the value of using brownfield 

land in such cases to avoid ambiguity and in order for the policy to meet the fourth test of soundness 

in paragraph 35 of the NPPF relating to consistency with national policy.  

MSGP41- Providing and enhancing open space, sports and recreation facilities  

4.4 We support the need for new development to provide open space in order to meet identified 

needs, however we do not consider it necessary to set such prescriptive thresholds for the provision 

of open space and play facilities as set out within criterion 1, particularly where the viability of a 

scheme is already undermined by abnormal costs relating to the remediation of brownfield land.  

4.5 Paragraph 118 c) of the NPPF states that planning policies and decisions should:  

“give substantial weight to the value of using suitable brownfield land within settlements for homes 

and other identified needs, and support appropriate  

opportunities to remediate despoiled, degraded, derelict, contaminated or unstable land.”  

4.6 Taking this into account, Policy MSGP41, criterion 1, by requiring that all new housing 

developments over 10 dwellings are expected to provide a prescribed amount of open space and play 

facilities, it is not considered that the policy is sufficiently flexible and gives due regard to paragraph 

118 point c. of the NPPF. The imposition of this policy, as written, could exacerbate viability issues 

that may already be presented, further discouraging developers to bring brownfield land back into use 

and would therefore be contrary to policy 118 of the NPPF.  
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Authorised by:  JH  JH  

 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Barton Willmore have been instructed by the Church Commissioners for England (‘the Client’) to 

submit representations to Gateshead Council (‘the Council’) regarding the Making Spaces for 

Growing Places (‘MSGP’) plan, which is currently out for public consultation. 

1.2 The MSGP plan is being consulted upon through Regulation 19 of the Town and Country Planning 

(Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012. Along with the Core Strategy and Urban Core Plan, the 

MSGP plan will form part of the Councils Local Plan. The plan sets out site allocations and 

designations as well as detailed planning policies on a range of issues to form the basis for decisions 

on planning applications. 

1.3 The consultation format of the MSGP plan invites comments on the contents of the draft plan, 

rather than direct questions. As such, we have provided comments on sections of the MSGP plan 

where we consider it appropriate to do so, and this is made clear throughout the representations. 

1.4 Our Client is grateful for this opportunity to engage in the forward planning process. Our Client is 

committed to ensuring the emerging plan is prepared on a sound and robust basis which complies 

with the policies of the National Planning Policy Framework (‘NPPF’) and has regard to the 

accompanying Planning Practice Guidance (‘PPG’). 

1.5 This representation sets outs several issues in relation to the plan that our Client believes should 

be addressed prior to the document being submitted to the Secretary of State for examination. 

1.6 We set out our comments in accordance with the chapters of the plan, responding to policies as 

relevant to our Client. Consultation on the submission plan differs from previous stages in that, 

representations must focus upon the plan’s soundness, in line with the tests for soundness set out in 

paragraph 35 of the NPPF, legal compliance and duty to cooperate. This representation outlines 

where we believe the plan does not meet the criteria set out. 

1.7 Our Client has land interests at land west of Mandela Way near the Metro Centre. The site is a 

12-hectare, brownfield site. Historically it was used for heavy industry and a power station, but all 

buildings have been demolished. 

1.8 Furthermore, our Client also has other land holdings near the Metro Centre. This includes land 

south of the A114 and to the east of the River Derwent (at the rear of Aldi) and land north of 

Scotswood View and south of the railway line (and the A114 Riverside Route). 

 

 

2.0 NATIONAL POLICY BACKGROUND 
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2.1 These representations set out our Client’s comments on the MSGP plan and highlights several 

issues in relation to the document that we believe should be addressed as part of the local plan prior 

to submission. 

2.2 On 24 July 2018, the Government published a revised NPPF, updating the 2012 version and the 

guidance contained within. The revised NPPF sets out transitional arrangements that Local Planning 

Authorities should be aware of and states in Annex 1 that policies from the 2012 NPPF will still apply 

for those plans which are submitted on or before 24 January 2019. The Council’s Local Development 

Scheme (2017) indicates a submission of the MSGP plan to the Secretary of State in February 2019, 

and adoption forecast for October 2019. Therefore, the guidance contained within the revised NPPF 

must be reflected in future drafts of the emerging Local Plan. 

2.3 The revised NPPF outlines how the production of development plans is to be undertaken. It notes 

that a plan should be assessed to determine if they have been prepared in accordance with legal and 

procedural requirements and whether it is sound. The soundness of a plan relates to whether it is: 

a) Positively prepared; 

b) Justified; 

c) Effective; and 

d) Consistent with national policy. 

2.4 This is reiterated in paragraph 16 of the revised NPPF, which states plans should be prepared 

with the objective of contributing to the achievement of sustainable development, and in a way which 

is aspirational but deliverable. 

2.5 The Local Plan should do this through the implementation of strategic and non-strategic policies. 

Strategic polices should set out an overall strategy, including making sufficient provision for housing in 

line with the presumption in favour of sustainable development. Paragraph 11b of the revised NPPF 

states what the presumption in favour of sustainable development is: 

“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 policies 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.” 

2.6 Non-strategic policies should be used to set out more detailed polices for specific areas, 

neighbourhoods and communities, or types of development, and includes the allocating of sites. 

2.7 The preparation and review of all policies throughout the plan’s preparation should be 

underpinned by relevant and up-to-date evidence. The revised NPPF sets out that the evidence 

should be adequate and proportionate, focused tightly on supporting and justifying the policies 

concerned, and take into account relevant market signals. 
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2.8 An important thread running through the revised NPPF, and relevant to our client, is that the 

Government has a key objective to ‘significantly boost the supply of homes’, as set out in paragraph 

59. Crucially: 

“It is important that a sufficient amount and variety of land can come forward where it 

is needed, that the needs of groups with specific housing requirements are 

addressed”. 

2.9 Further polices contained with the revised NPPF in relation to significantly boosting the supply of 

housing are: 

• Paragraph 67: Planning policies within a Local Plan should identify a sufficient supply and 

mix of sites, taking into account their availability, suitability and likely economic viability, and 

not just focus on the first 5 years of the plan, but identify specific developable sites or broad 

locations for growth for years 6-10 and, where possible, for years 11-15 of the Plan; 

• Paragraph 72: The supply of large numbers of new homes can be best achieved through 

planning for larger scale development such as new settlements or significant extensions to 

existing villages and towns; and 

• Paragraph 73: Strategic policies should include a trajectory illustrating expected rate of 

housing delivery over the plan period and local authorities should identify and update annually 

a supply of specific housing sites. The supply of specific sites should include a buffer, 5% to 

ensure choice and competition, 10% where an authority demonstrates a 5-year plan through 

the publication of an annual position statement, and 20% where there has been significant 

under delivery of housing over the previous three years, measured against the Housing 

Delivery Test. 

2.10 The production and consultation on the MSGP plan has been underpinned by a number of new 

and updated pieces of evidence, which cover a range of issues including housing, employment and 

retail. Where necessary, these documents will be cross referenced when setting out our 

representations. 

3.0 CHAPTER 5 - HOMES 

3.1 Chapter 5 relates to the quantum and general approach to future housing development in the 

borough over the plan period. 

Policy MSGP10- Housing Sites Allocation 

3.2 Our Client considers that Policy MSGP10 is not sound as it is not justified, effective or consistent 

with national policy as set out below. 

3.3 Policy MSGP10 aims to help facilitate the delivery of the Newcastle and Gateshead Core Strategy 

and Urban Core Plan policy 10 (Delivering New Homes). Policy MSGP10 sets out that provision will 

be made for 104.17 hectares (gross) of housing land supply over the plan period. This is a 16% 

reduction from the previous 123.59ha outlined in the draft plan (October 2017). Our Client is 

concerned that during the period between the production of the draft plan in October 2017 and the 

Submission plan in November 2018, no new evidence has been produced or come to light to warrant 

this reduction in housing land supply. Both plans are based upon the August 2017 Strategic Housing 

Market Assessment. Therefore, we consider that this policy is not justified based on the evidence 

available. 
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3.4 The NPPF imposes a requirement on Local Planning Authorities to fully understand housing 

needs in their area. To facilitate this, paragraph 60 states that strategic policies should be informed by 

a local housing need assessment. 

3.5 The CSUCP looks to make provision for approximately 30,000 new homes over the period from 

2010 to 2030. This includes 8,500 homes net in Gateshead. This is broken down over the following 

periods: 

• 2010-15: 480 homes; 

• 2015-20: 2,420 homes; 

• 2020-25: 4,020 homes; and 

• 2022-30: 1,580 homes 

3.6 Net completions within the Plan period so far are below those set out in the CSUCP. Table 3.1 

sets out that between 2010/11 to 2017/18 the Core Strategy requirement was 1,932 homes. However, 

net completions were only 1,382, leading to a significant under supply. 

Chapter 5 -Homes 

 CORE STRATEGY  NET COMPLETIONS OVER/UNDER SUPPLY 

2010/11  96  89  -7  

2011/12  96  168  72  

2012/13  96  281  185  

2013/14  96  90  -6  

2014/15  96  73  -23  

2015/16  484  251  -233  

2016/17  484  269  -215  

2017/18  484  161  -323  

Total  1,932  1,382  -550  

 

3.7 Table 3.1 demonstrates that to date the CSUCP has failed to deliver against its housing 

requirements. A key concern of our client is one of housing delivery. There is a need to ensure that 

appropriate sites are identified for housing delivery and that policies within the plan do not delay or 

prevent this delivery. 

3.8 In light of this, the Council should consider allocating further sites in the MSGP plan. We 

understand that it is the intention of the Council to produce an Area Action Plan (‘AAP’) for 

MetroGreen in the future. However, if this AAP were not to be developed, or adopted, a large and 

significant Area of Change in the borough would essentially have no allocations. In light of this, we 

believe that the Council should allocate the land west of Mandela Way for housing. The site measures 

12 hectares and has the capacity to develop 480 dwellings at a density of 40 dwellings per hectare. 

3.9 Our Client has submitted the two sites mentioned above to the Council and both have been 

assessed as part of the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA): 

• SHLAA site reference HLH20- Riverside West Central (referred to above as West of 

Mandela Way); and 

• SHLAA site reference HLH23- Riverside South West. 

3.10 The document considers both sites suitable and developable subject to mitigation of constraints 

however concludes neither can proceed until the MetroGreen AAP is adopted. Our client does have 
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concerns regarding the production of the AAP and what contingency plans the council has in place if 

the AAP does not progress or is found to be unsound at the examination stage. 

3.11 Our client welcomes the continuing reference in the supporting text which states that the 

allocation should be considered alongside those allocated in the CSUCP and MetroGreen. However, 

the Council first produced an Options Report for MetroGreen in November 2015. Since then little 

progress has been made on the preparation of an AAP. Our Client is concerned that if the AAP does 

not progress, or is found to be unsound at examination, then a significant area within the borough will 

be without the allocations it needs to bring forward development and provide certainty and confidence 

to developers and the market. Furthermore, the spatial strategy, outlined in the CSUCP, will be 

severely hindered. 

3.12 Our client considers that the plan should include a 20% buffer of housing sites including sites in 

MetroGreen and including the site West of Mandela Way. 

Policy MSGP13- Housing Space Standards 

3.13 Policy MSGP13 aims to ensure that new homes are built in accordance with the Nationally 

Described Space Standards (NDSS) as a minimum. Our Client considers that Policy MSGP13 is not 

sound as it is not justified, effective or consistent with national policy as set out below. 

3.14 PPG (ID: 56-007-20150327) states that “where a need for internal space standard is identified, 

local planning authorities should provide justification for requiring internal space policies”. The PPG 

then sets out three areas which a local authority should take into consideration when establishing 

space standards: 

• Need- evidence should be provided on the size and type of dwellings currently being built in 

the area, to ensure the impacts of adopting space standards can be properly assessed, for 

example, to consider any potential impact on meeting demand for starter homes. 

• Viability- the impact of adopting the space standard should be considered as part of a 

plan’s viability assessment with account taken of the impact of potentially larger dwellings on 

land supply. Local planning authorities will also need to consider impacts on affordability 

where a space standard is to be adopted. 

• Timing- there may need to be a reasonable transitional period following adoption of a new 

policy on space standards to enable developers to factor the cost of space standards into 

future land acquisitions. 

3.15 The PPG is clear in that Local Authorities need to provide justification to introduce NDSS, based 

on the criteria set out above, and which should also include evidence on the size and type of 

dwellings currently being built. To support the policy the council are relying upon the Analysis of 

Space Standards in Gateshead (2016) and Nationally Described Space Standards Supplementary 

Evidence Report (2018). 

3.16 Although, the reports provide evidence on the size and type of dwellings that have gained 

consent in the borough in the past, it is considered that the collation of evidence in itself does not 

identify a need- rather it just sets out the current situation in the borough. 

3.17 Furthermore, the two evidence reports mentioned above highlight a significant number of 

submitted applications which were consented before the CSUCP, which was adopted in March 2015, 

and submitted before the introduction of the NDSS in March 2015. For example, Figure 2 of the 

Nationally Described Space Standards Supplementary Evidence Report, lists 14 sites which the 

report assesses against their compliance with the NDSS. However, all of these 14 applications 
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appear to have been submitted before 2015 with the majority submitted between 2011 and 2013 and 

one application submitted as far back as 2005. 

3.18 Furthermore, the 2016 report only examines four case studies which were submitted to the 

Council between 2006 and 2013. The applications examined were all submitted, and approved, by the 

Council several years before the introduction of NDSS in 2015. 

3.19 The 2016 report also undertook a series of surveys including postal surveys. The postal surveys 

were sent out to residents of the four case study sites. Residents were asked their top three priorities 

when viewing a house (Figure 6.9). Location was considered to be the most important followed by 

cost and number of bedrooms. Out of 10 categories, the size of the bedroom came in as 6th whilst the 

size of other rooms came in 8th as the most important priority when viewing a house. Storage 

capacity came in last. This demonstrates that size is not the overriding factor for residents when 

buying a house- it is a potential buyer’s lowest consideration. 

3.20 The report also highlights other factors which supports the case that the size of rooms are not 

particularly important when buying a house in Gateshead. This includes the fact that only 25% of 

respondents said that the overall size of rooms was more important than the number of rooms (Figure 

6.11) and that 65% of respondents felt they had enough storage space (figure 6.15). 

3.21 Also 62% of respondents did not decide against buying another house because of its size. The 

38% that said it did matter does not break down if the number or size of rooms was a determining 

factor. 

3.22 Our Client considers that the proposal is not sound as it not justified. This is based on the 

premise that the basis that the evidence used to justify the policy is significantly out-of-date as the 

applications examined (and in most cases approved and constructed) were submitted to the Council 

before the introduction of the NDSS in 2015. 

3.23 Furthermore, the Council should also take into consideration the impact that the policy will have 

on the viability of sites, particularly sites which have a number of constraints, in line with national 

policy. It is considered that the policy should be deleted from the plan. 

4.0 CHAPTER 7- PEOPLE AND PLACE 

Policy MSGP25- Design Quality 

4.1 Our client considers that Policy MSGP25 is not sound as it is not justified, effective or consistent 

with national policy as set out below. Our Client is supportive of the objective of the policy but has 

concerns with regards to criterion ‘f’ of the policy- “the incorporation of living roofs and walls”. 

4.2 Our Client’s concerns are twofold. Firstly, the inclusion of criterion f is not justified due to a lack of 

evidence. Secondly, the criterion does not sit comfortably with the rest of the policy. Criteria a-e set 

out overarching, high level design factors that should be taken into account when designing proposals 

whilst criterion f states that living roofs and walls should be incorporated- there is a clear disconnect 

between the two. 

4.3 Furthermore, this will no doubt increase development costs and reduce viability and therefore is 

not in accordance with paragraph 34 of the NPPF. 

4.4 The supporting text states that the policy in intended “not to restrict design freedom”. However, 

our client considers that ensuring the incorporation of living roofs and walls and ensuring that the 

“design quality of proposals will be assessed” against this criterion, does restrict design freedom. Our 

Client would like to see criterion F of policy MSGP25 deleted. 

Policy MSGP33- Maintaining, Protecting and Enhancing Green Infrastructure 
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4.5 Our Client considers that Policy MSGP33 is not sound as it is not effective or consistent with 

national policy as set out below. 

4.6 The policy sets out to maintain, protect and enhance green infrastructure within the borough and 

covers our Client’s land interests at the site West of Mandela Way. 

4.7 Paragraph 34 of the NPPF states that “policies should not undermine the deliverability of the 

plan”. 

4.8 Our client is generally supportive of the policy and welcomes its aims which promote the 

importance of green infrastructure. However, we suggest further flexibility is incorporated into the 

policy to ensure the cost if implementing such aims does not preclude development or greatly impact 

upon the economic viability of sites across the borough. 

4.9 As such, our client requests the following change to the opening paragraph of the policy: 

“When determining planning applications, consideration will be given to how 

development proposals, where appropriate, maintain and protect existing green 

infrastructure and, where viable, contribute towards the delivery of new and/ or 

enhance green infrastructure assets by…” 

4.10 Furthermore, one of the key aims of green infrastructure is its multi-functionality, including 

allowing access to the various spaces which make up the network to people as well as wildlife. This is 

confirmed in CSUCP policy Cs18 which states that green infrastructure “offers ease of movement and 

appealing natural environment for people and wildlife”. PPG (ID: 8-028-20160211) further expands on 

this and states that green infrastructure provides multiple benefits including to “the individual, for 

society, the economy and the environment”. 

4.11 Furthermore. the PPG (ID: 8-030-20160211) goes on to state that green infrastructure can help 

to deliver a variety of planning policies including: 

• “Building a strong, competitive economy- Green infrastructure can drive economic 

growth and regeneration, helping to create high quality environments which are 

attractive to businesses and investors; 

• Delivering a wide choice of high-quality homes- Green infrastructure can help deliver 

quality of life and provide opportunities for recreation, social interaction and play in 

new and existing neighbourhoods. More broadly, green infrastructure exists within a 

wider landscape context and can reinforce and enhance local landscape character, 

contributing to a sense of place. Green infrastructure is also an important approach to 

delivering ecosystem services and ecological networks; 

• Requiring good design- Well-designed green infrastructure helps create a sense of 

place by responding to, and enhancing, local landscape character. Green 

infrastructure can also help create safe and accessible environments in new 

development and the regeneration of brownfield sites in existing built up areas; and 

• Promoting healthy communities- Green infrastructure can improve public health and 

community wellbeing by improving environmental quality, providing opportunities for 

recreation and exercise and delivering mental and physical health benefits. Green 

infrastructure also helps reduce air pollution, noise and the impacts of extreme heat 

and extreme rainfall events.” 
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4.12 The Council’s Green Infrastructure Delivery Plan Update Report (September), section S10 

(MetroGreen), states that at the riverside “GI has key role in creating a setting for and adding value to 

new housing development”. 

4.13 Our Client considers that the policy is too heavily focussed on the biodiversity and environmental 

benefits of green infrastructure at the detriment of the economic and social benefits of green 

infrastructure. PPG is clear that green infrastructure can help to deliver various policy objectives and 

contribute to regeneration, provide opportunities for recreation, can create a sense of plan and 

contribute to the well-being of people. 

4.14 As stated, our Client is generally supportive of the policy but considers that it should be more 

balanced in its aim and recognise the broader importance of green infrastructure in particular the 

positives that delivering new homes can have on people and neighbourhoods. Furthermore, our 

Client’s land interests are based near the Metro Centre which is highlighted in the CSUCP as an Area 

of Change which will deliver new homes and jobs. The policy should therefore take into consideration 

the role that green infrastructure has in building a strong and competitive economy which is attractive 

to business and investors 

4.15 We consider that the development of the site West of Mandela Way offers opportunities for 

increased access to green infrastructure for residents, workers nearby and visitors in an area of the 

borough where there is little useable space for people. This will need to be done in a sensitive manner 

but would increase multi-functionality of the green infrastructure on site and make the site more 

attractive in line with the wider MetroGreen objective in creating new homes and jobs. Furthermore, 

the development of this site would contribute to the ambitions of this policy by introducing a link to 

green infrastructure to the River Tyne. Any potential development on site could also provide additional 

open space and green infrastructure enhancement to balance recreation and biodiversity needs. 

Policy MSGP38- Biodiversity and Geodiversity 

4.16 Our Client considers that Policy MSGP38 is not sound as it is not justified, effective or consistent 

with national policy as set out below. 

4.17 Our Client is generally supportive of the policy and welcomes its aims which aims to promote the 

importance of biodiversity in the borough. Point 6 of Policy MSGP38 relates specifically to Wildlife 

Corridors. Our clients land interests at the site West of Mandela Way and rear of Aldi fall within a 

Wildlife Corridor. 

4.18 The Council’s Green Infrastructure Delivery Plan Update Report (September 2017), section S10 

(MetroGreen), states that “brownfield habitat loss is anticipated from development, but still aim to 

retain or recreate some brownfield habitat”. Our Client considers that this statement is true of most 

brownfield sites, not just those in MetroGreen, and that this statement should be reflected and 

recognised in the policy. In doing so, the policy would be consistent with national policy by 

recognising the importance of redeveloping previously developed land whilst also promoting 

biodiversity. 

4.19 Furthermore, to make the policy consistent with national policy, our Client proposes several 

minor amendments are made to the policy. Currently, point 6 is relatively inflexible, and we suggest 

further flexibility is incorporated into the policy by removing the word “only”. The word “possible” 

should also be removed and replaced with “viable” so that the policy reads “…and where viable 

enhance the value and integrity of the corridor”. These small changes will ensure that the policy is in 

accordance with national policy. 

Policy MSGP39- The River Tyne 
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4.20 Our Client considers that Policy MSGP39 is not sound as it is not justified, effective or consistent 

with national policy as set out below. 

4.21 The policy covers the River Tyne, its banks and tributaries and seeks to protect these from 

damaging development whilst also seeking their enhancement. The policy also states that a 

continuous multi-user route will be provided along the River Tyne and seeks to safeguard an area of 

land between 10 and 30 metres for this purpose. Our client is supportive of the overall aims of the 

policy however has concerns relating to its delivery. 

4.22 The supporting text states that there are significant gaps in the Keelmans Way riverside route. 

This is particularly evident in sections of the river bank which are in private ownership and where 

development has not yet taken place. Our client considers that the development of their site west of 

Mandela Way is a crucial part in implementing the continuous multi-user route and enhancing 

accessibility to the river. 

4.23 Our Client considers that the policy is not deliverable without the development of the site west of 

Mandela Way, and other sites in third party ownership. As the council is not allocating sites in 

MetroGreen in the MSGP plan but waiting to do so as part of an AAP, our client considers that this 

policy should be removed, or significantly amended to make reference to its non-application in 

MetroGreen. 

4.24 A further amendment is also believed to be required in relation to the amount of safeguarded 

land. The Council’s Green Infrastructure Delivery Plan Update Report, section S10, states that “the 

buffer strip or bund on the riverside needs to accommodate the Keelman’s Way GI riverside route 

within a landscape setting”. Our Client is supportive of the Keelman’s Way proposal but believes that 

the policy is too restrictive by proposing a set amount of land to be safeguarded and that this is not 

supported by evidence. The policy should remove reference to “between 10 and 30 metres” and this 

should be replaced with “safeguard an area of land based upon site specific design responses for this 

purpose”. Not only will this provide flexibility but will also ensure that viability is taken into account 

during the design process. 

5.0 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

5.1 These representations are prepared on behalf of the Church Commissioners for England and sets 

out their comments on the Submission Draft Making Spaces for Growing Places Plan. These 

representations set out a number of issues in relation to the Local Plan that our Client believes should 

be addressed in order for the Plan to be found sound. 

5.2 Our Client has a keen interest in the future development of Gateshead and is grateful for this 

opportunity to engage in the forward planning process. They are committed to ensuring that the Local 

Plan is prepared on a sound and robust basis. This will help to ensure that the correct amount of 

housing is provided throughout the plan period to meet the needs of residents Gateshead and that 

this housing is suitable for the current and future population of the borough. 

5.3 These representations set out our Client’s comments on the Submission Plan 2018 and highlight 

several issues in relation to the Local Plan that our Client believes should be addressed during the 

examination stage. 

5.4 Our Client is committed to ensuring the emerging Local Plan is prepared on a sound and robust 

basis and ensure that the correct provision of housing is provided throughout the plan period to meet 

the needs of residents within the district. Our client is supportive of the aims of policy MSGP11 and 

MSGP13 set out in the plan but has concerns relating to their viability and the age of evidence which 

they are based upon. 
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5.5 Our Client is generally supportive of the environmental policies set out in Chapter 7 (People and 

Place) but has concerns relating to the detail and deliverability of the policies. We consider policy 

MSGP 25(f) too restrictive and should be removed; that policy MSGP33 does not take into account 

the wider benefits that green infrastructure can provide; and that policy MGSP39(2) is undeliverable. 

Subject to a number of amendments, as set out within these representations, we consider that the 

plan can be made sound. 

5.6 We trust these representations will be afforded full consideration by Gateshead Council and the 

Inspector in relation to the emerging Local Plan. 
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Respondent 
Details  

Agent Details / Representative 
(If Applicable)   

Response 

Coal Authority Melanie Lindsley, The Coal 
Authority, 200 Lichfileld Lane, 
NG18 4RG 
planningconsultation@coal.gov.uk 
01623 637119 

MSGP22 Land contamination and land 
instability Do you Support? Yes                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                               
Why support? 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.                                                                                                                  
Attend Examination? No Would you like to 
be kept informed? Yes                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                   

Coal Authority  Melanie Lindsley, The Coal 
Authority, 200 Lichfileld Lane, 
NG18 4RG 
planningconsultation@coal.gov.uk 
01623 637120 
  

Para 7.8 Do you support? Yes Why 
support? The Coal Authority is pleased to 
see that this supporting text identifies that 
where land instability is present and is a 
planning consideration a Coal Mining Risk 
Assessment (or equivalent report), will need 
to be submitted to support the planning 
application, in accordance with the Tyne and 
Wear Validation requirements and in the 
context of relevant national and local 
planning policy.                                                          
Attend examination? no  Would you like to 
be kept informed? Yes 

Coal Authority Melanie Lindsley, The Coal 
Authority, 200 Lichfileld Lane, 
NG18 4RG 
planningconsultation@coal.gov.uk 
01623 637121 

MSGP46 Environmental impacts & minerals 
and waste Do you support? Yes                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                               
Why support? This Coal Authority supports 
this policy which sets out criteria against 
which proposals for mineral extraction will be 
considered.                                                                                                                                                                                                         
Would you like to attend examination? No                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                        
Would you like to be kept informed? Yes 
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Email Submission 

 

Introduction  

1.1 These representations have been prepared by George F White on behalf of DAMF (NE) Ltd (“our 

Client”), in respect of land at Highfields, Rowlands Gill. These representations are to the Gateshead 

Making Spaces for Growing Places Local Plan Document Submission Draft Plan for Regulation 18 

Consultation (“The Plan/ Consultation Document”).  

 

1.2 The representations have been prepared having regard to the documents contained within the 

supporting Evidence Library and assessed against the compliance of the documents against paragraph 

182 of the National Planning Policy Framework (July 2018) (NPPF) with respect to the ‘soundness’ of 

the Plan. Paragraph 35 states that for a plan to be found “sound” it should be:  

• Positively prepared;  

• Justified;  

• Effective; and  

• Consistent with National Policy  

 

1.3 All paragraph numbers referred to relate to paragraphs of the Consultation Document unless 

otherwise stated. References to supporting documentation will include the relevant reference 

number from the Evidence Library or external source where relevant.  

 

1.4 We would like to be kept informed and notified about the progression of the Plan, further stages of 

consultation or amendments, and would welcome further discussions with the Local Planning 

Authority. Please use the contact details provided:  

 

1.5 Please use the contact details provided:  

• Email: lauradixon@georgefwhite.co.uk  

• Phone: 0191 605 3484  

Background  

2.1 The main comments of this representation relate to:  

• Policy MSGP10 – Housing Sites Allocation;  

• Policies Map;  

• Policy MSGP13 – Housing Space Standards;  

• Policy MSGP14 – Housing Density; and  

• Other relevant comments  

 

2.2 Our Client has a land holding to the south of Highfields, Rowlands Gill. These representations 

primarily relate to the site in our Client’s ownership.  

 

2.3 The site was an allocated site in the former Gateshead UDP. 

 

2.4 These representations seek the inclusion of the above site as an allocated site within the forthcoming 

Plan.  
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2.5 Our Client can confirm that the Site is available for development, free from known constraints which 

would prejudice development, and can demonstrate that the Site is suitable, available, achievable, 

and therefore deliverable within the Plan period.  

 

2.6 It is the intention of our Client to develop the site within the next 2 – 3 years.  

 

Site Location and Consultation with Local Planning Authority  

Location  

3.1 The site is shown on the Site Location Plan at Appendix A.   

 

3.2 The site has been assessed in the SHLAA as reference HLD1. The assessment states:  

• Suitable;  

• Available;  

• Deliverability issues, two previous permissions, but has not come forward; and  

• Concludes suitable but not deliverable/ developable.  

 

3.3 The site has recently been purchased by our Client who seeks to develop and deliver the site for up to 

40 no. units.  

 

Consultation with Local Planning Authority  

 

3.4 A meeting was carried out between the owner (who is also the developer), George F White, as Agent, 

and Amanda Reed, Housing Growth Co-ordinator and Andrew Softly, Senior Planner on 18 September 

2018 to discuss the deliverability of the site, following new ownership and our Client’s intent to 

develop the site.  

 

3.5 The meeting was positive and the Local Planning Authority encouraged the development of the site 

for residential, and it was suggested that the site would remain as an identified site through the 

emerging plan. However, the SHLAA suggests deliverability issues with the site, despite the owner 

meeting recently with the Local Planning Authority to demonstrate intentions to bring the site 

forward in the near future.  

 

Representations to Gateshead Making Spaces for Growing Places Local Plan 

Document Submission Draft Plan for Regulation 18 Consultation  
 

4.1 These representations to the Regulation 18 Consultation of the Gateshead Making Spaces for Growing 

Places Local Plan Document Submission Draft Plan (’the Plan’) and are made on behalf of our Client 

with the aim of working with the Council, in line with our previous meetings with the LPA, towards 

allocation of a suitable residential site. We have therefore identified a number of areas where it is 

considered that the Plan would benefit from modifications to ensure it is positively prepared, 

justified, effective and consistent with national policy.  

 

4.2 Forms have been completed and submitted to the Council with respect to the relevant paragraph, 

policy or supporting document. 

Policy MSGP10 – Housing Sites Allocation  
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4.3 There are a number of concerns relating to the scale and the distribution of the proposed delivery of 

new homes set out in the Plan, however this representation concerns the deallocation of a site which 

was allocated under the former Gateshead UDP and is currently ‘saved’.  

 

4.4 Our Client strongly objects to the removal of site HLD1 as a housing site allocation in the Emerging 

Local Plan Document.  

 

4.5 The site has been removed as it is considered that there are deliverability issues.   

 

4.6 The site was purchased in 2017 by our Client, and following completion of another site in his 

ownership, the site at Highfields, near to Rowlands Gill is proposed to come forward for residential 

development. The Client is a keen developer, with a proven track record of delivering sites across the 

north east and north west of England.  

 

4.7 A meeting has been held with the LPA (18 September 2018) and detailed above, to demonstrate our 

Client’s intent to develop the site in the next 2 – 3 years.  

 

4.8 Further information is given below in regards to the sites suitability, availability and deliverability.  

 

4.9 The site is located in Highfields, near Rowlands Gill.  

 

4.10 Highfield is a sustainable settlement and is closely linked to Rowlands Gill, also a sustainable 

settlement, with further services and facilities.  

 

4.11 The site has an existing access and accessible footpaths which will connect the site to the nearest bus 

stop (located north of the site on the B6315), St Joseph’s Primary School, shops, day care centre, 

restaurants and other facilities.  

 

4.12 The site is closely located to Rowlands Gill which has access to a good range of services and groups 

including;  

 

• Community Centre;  

• Medical Centre;  

• Children’s Centre;  

• Post Office;  

• Schools;  

• Grocery Shops;  

• Bank;  

• Nursery;  

• Public Houses;  

• Social Club;  

• Restaurants;  

• Hot Food Takeaways;  

• Bus services to surrounding settlements; and  

• Open and recreation areas, including Derwent Park  
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4.13 The site is proposed for residential development and is considered to be infill development, due to 

existing residential development surrounding the site.  

 

4.14 The site has a suitable access point, and is closely located to a bus stop, north of the site on the 

B6315, which has a regular bus service connecting to Gateshead, Newcastle and surrounding local 

settlements.  

 

4.15 Design and materials would be of a high quality representative of the local area. The scale of the 

development would be commensurate to Highfield and Rowlands Gill, and would include family 

dwellings, affordable housing and properties suitable for older persons/ people with specific living 

requirements.  

 

4.16 The site is well connected to existing residential development in Highfields, residential development is 

located north and south of the site. It is intended that the site will form a sensible and reasonable 

extension to the settlement. The site is bound by:  

 

• To the west: highway;  

• To the south: existing residential development;  

• To the north: existing residential development; and  

• To the east: St Joseph’s Primary School  

 

4.17 There are various access options for the site and the most appropriate would be agreed with 

Highways.  

 

4.18 The site is suitable and available to come forward, and it is our Client’s intention to develop and 

deliver the site.  

 

4.19 A suitable form of development could be accommodated on the Sites providing for internal road 

layout, car parking provision and a suitable level of private amenity space, and suitable areas of open 

space, SUDs pond or appropriate form of drainage and walking route linking to nearby footpaths.  

 

4.20 It is considered that a suitable development could be delivered in a sustainable location that would be 

respectful of the context of the existing settlement and provide mitigation for any identified 

constraints, whilst providing for residential growth within the existing Plan period.  

 

4.21 The site is available and there is a willing landowner and a developer on board. The site is achievable 

subject to planning consent; therefore overall the site is deliverable and could contribute towards the 

delivery of housing in Gateshead.  

 

4.22 It is acknowledged that the site has previously been subject to two planning consents, which have not 

been delivered. The reasons that the permissions have not come forward have been due to previous 

downturns in the economy and a national housebuilder choosing to not take the site forward due to 

economies of scale. It is market forces that will ultimately direct location and deliverability of 

residential development sites.  

 

4.23 The current owner and developers intention is to develop the site and has had interest from future 

potential occupiers in the plots when they come forward for sale. It is demonstrated that there is a 

market for new dwellings in the Highfields and Rowlands Gill area. The right homes, in the right places 
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should be provided where the market demands and where there is developer interest to take these 

sites forward, such as site HLD1.  

 

4.24 The removal of the site (HLD1) could stagnate development in Highfields, when there is an 

opportunity for additional residential capacity for Highfields to grow, to supply new housing and 

opportunities for economic growth.  

 

4.25 It is noted that there are sites which remain as identified allocations which have not previously 

delivered and there is uncertainty to whether these sites will come forward. The Emerging Local Plan 

Document should be sufficiently flexible to allow for the development of new homes, at an 

appropriate scale and form, in locations where there are willing landowners, developer interest and 

the housing market can deliver news homes in a timely manner.  

 

4.26 By removing site HLD1 as an identified allocated site it could prevent the interest of a willing 

developer to bring the site forward and prevent the goal of achieving sustainable development or 

support for economic growth.  

 

4.27 It is suggested that the policy is not fully justified and is not effective, and site (HLD1) should be 

identified as a residential site and allocated for development in the Emerging Local Plan.  

Policies Map  

4.28 In line with the comments detailed for Policy MSGP10 it is suggested that site HLD1 is included as an 

identified site, which should remain allocated for residential development.  

 

4.29 It is suggested that the removal of site HLD1 is not complaint with paragraph 35 the NPPF (2018) for 

the following reasons:  

• The removal of this site is not fully justified as consultation between the landowner, developer 

and LPA have been undertaken recently to confirm the deliverability of the site and the intention 

to develop this site within the next 2 – 3 years.  

• The removal of site HLD1 is not effective as it could stagnate Highfields, when development of 

the site could enhance the vitality of local services and facilities.  

• The removal of site HLD1 is not positively prepared, as it would it could prevent a site with keen 

developer and market interest from coming forward.  

 

4.30 Our Client strongly suggests the inclusion of site HLD1 as a residential site allocation.  

Policy MSGP13 – Housing Space Standards;  

4.31 Our Client objects to the proposed policy as currently worded, as the need for all new homes to be 

built in accordance with the Nationally Described Space Standards (NDSS) could prevent the 

deliverability of some residential sites, which would undermine the currently identified housing 

delivery over the next five years and throughout the Plan period.  

 

4.32 It is suggested that this policy is reconsidered, as its inclusion is not fully justified and if it 

4.32prevents deliverability of sites throughout the Plan period then it prevents the Emerging Local 

Plan Document from being positively prepared.  

Policy MSGP14 – Housing Density  
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4.33 Our Client objects to the proposed policy as currently worded.  

 

4.34 There is no national planning policy requirement to have a blanket approach to housing density within 

Local Authority areas.  

 

4.35 Different areas throughout the Plan period, over different times within the Plan period, will 4.35have 

different market forces, which dictate the density, scale and design of a residential site. If a blanket 

approach regarding density is adopted this could prevent developer interest and deliverability. It 

suggested that this policy is reconsidered. Page 10 of 15  

Summary  

5.1 We trust the council will take due consideration of the points made above to the various sections of 

the Consultation Document.  

 

5.2 We would welcome the opportunity to discuss the representations further with the Council. Should 

you require any clarification or further information please due the contact details provided;  

 

• Email: lauradixon@gerogefwhite.co.uk 

• Phone: 0191 605 3484 

 

mailto:lauradixon@gerogefwhite.co.uk
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Consultee Name: Durham County Council  

Contact: Graham Black (Graham.black@durham.gov.uk) 

Date received: 7th February 2019   

 

Duty to Co-operate – Gateshead Council, Making Spaces for Growing Places (MSGP) 

Submission Draft Local Plan Document (LPD) 2018 

Durham County Council welcomes the opportunity to comment on Gateshead Council’s MSGP 

consultation document. In setting out comments below, Durham County Council would welcome 

further discussions on the issues raised as our evidence base develops and prior to submission. 

Landscape 

Environment and Design Services team have reviewed the proposed housing allocations in the 

MSGP, focusing on those sites towards the County boundary. Based on the details provided to date 

none of the sites would give rise to significant landscape or visual effects in County Durham. 

Transport 

Transport policy colleagues have reviewed the MSGP policies and housing allocations. It is proposed 

that it is discussed further during the duty to cooperate meetings with Gateshead Council. 

Section 7.11 (7.12) and in particular policy MSGP25 gives regards design quality and specific 

solutions within eye-line of key corridors including the East Coast/Durham Coast rail line appears to 

raise no cross boundary issues. 

Public Transport 

Durham and Gateshead share the same bus corridors, with the most obvious being the A694 (the 

route of the 45, and 46), A692 (the route of the X31) and the A167 (the route of the 21). Therefore, 

there is a joint interest in managing housing and employment growth in a way that supports the 

development of these bus corridors for the benefit of all.  

We note that there are 413 new dwellings proposed in the Birtley area so welcome discussing 

potential improvements on the A167 corridor to support the efficiency of the bus network in this area. 

We would encourage positive dialogue between the councils, NECA and the bus operators to provide 

better public transport on and around these corridors.  

The council also support better rail facilities and services in the area and specifically support more 

services utilising Chester-le-Street station which would have benefits for the residents of both areas. 

Strategic Mineral Supply  

Policy MSGP51 - The council welcomes the safeguarding of Gateshead Wharf and the recognition 

given to is as a strategically important facility as this will help ensure that this site remains available in 

the long term allowing the landing of marine aggregates within Gateshead Borough. This site is 

considered important as the landing of marine sand and gravel in Gateshead could help to meet the 

future need for sand and gravel in the Tyne and Wear sub-region and north Durham thereby helping 

to supplement supplies of land won sand and gravel worked elsewhere within the North East. 

MSGP52 Brick Clay – The council welcomes the safeguarding of brick clay deposits at Lamesley and 

the recognition given to this area of land as a potentially valuable long term source of clay for the 
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nearby Union Brickworks, which is itself an important site for the production of bricks within the North 

East.  

MSGP53 Dormant Mineral Sites – The council welcomes the safeguarding of the dormant sites 

identified in this policy. Specific safeguarding of such sites will help ensure that the sites remain 

available for future extraction and could help enable sand and gravel working to resume with 

Gateshead Borough subject to a new scheme of working and restoration conditions being agreed with 

the Borough Council.  

We would welcome the opportunity to discuss the issues raised in this response as part of our 

continuous and ongoing engagement as part of the Duty to Cooperate as the MSGP develops and 

other related work. 

I am happy to discuss this matter further. 

Regards 

 

Stuart Timmiss  

Head of Planning and Assets 
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Consultee Name: Environment Agency 
 
Contact Lucy Mo (lucy.mo@environment-agency.gov.uk) 
 
DATE Received: 07/12/18 
 
Attachments: No 
 
 
Making Spaces for Growing Places Site Allocations – Submission Draft  
 
Thank you for giving us the opportunity to comment on the above consultation. We consider that the 
submission version of the Local Plan is legally and procedurally compliant and sound, and complies 
with the Duty to Cooperate. However, we have additional general comments to make in respect of the 
submission version of the Local Plan as set out below.  
 
MSGP4 Loss of employment land  
Section 3 of the policy states that exceptions will be made for development and change of use 
proposals for crèches and nurseries. It is noted that small sections of the Team Valley Trading Estate 
and Durham Road Birtley employment area are located within flood zones 3a. Therefore, the 
exceptions test will need to be carried out for the development of these uses within flood zones 3a, as 
they are classed as ‘more vulnerable’. We would welcome reference to this within this policy or policy 
MSGP30 flood risk management.  
 
MSGP19 Residential Amenity  
We 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. Residential developments which are located near permitted sites could be exposed to 
potential issues such as excessive noise and dust impacts. If planning permission was granted for 
housing, it could mean that the operator of the existing facility may have to take further steps to 
reduce the impact of its operation within its location. It is also possible that the operator may choose 
to relocate to a more economically viable location. However, if an economically viable solution cannot 
be found, it may result in the closure of the permitted facility.  
 
MSGP31 Water quality and river environments 
With respect to criteria 4, we would welcome reference to achieving sustainable river crossings, 
where appropriate. The Environment Agency has a desire to avoid the use of culverts in new 
developments, in order to facilitate natural flow and morphology and free passage of riparian and 
aquatic fauna.  
 
In terms of paragraph 7.27, we would welcome reference to a maintenance plan being stipulated for 
all new developments. Where Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) and other wetland features are 
created, there is a requirement to maintain these over a number of years to prevent them silting up 
and ceasing to perform their original function. The risk is exacerbated by ecological succession, and 
the establishment of botanic species that dry up wetland habitats.  
 
Paragraph 7.28 makes reference to outfalls, weirs and alterations to channels. These are not 
desirable options, particularly weirs, as they can negatively affect Water Framework Directive (WFD) 
classifications and restrict natural processes and fish migration.  
Paragraph 7.29 makes reference to new developments within 200m of a watercourse should consider 
opportunities to improve river water quality and the capacity of surface waters to support wildlife. It is 
recommended that this section is amended to include reference to river morphology.  
 
MSGP37 Woodland, trees and hedgerows  
with respect to criteria 13, we would welcome references to preserving the appropriateness of the 
ecological character of the area by selecting tree species that are native and in-line with those already 
naturally present within Gateshead.  
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MSGP38 Biodiversity and geodiversity  
We would welcome references to a requirement to manage any invasive non-native species on all 
development sites.  
 
MSGP39 The River Tyne  
We welcome this policy but would support a more ambitious statement that reflects the DEFRA 25 
year environment plan and current work that the Environment Agency have been conducting to create 
a habitat vision for the estuary.  
 
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. Furthermore, developers should 
look for environmental net gain in any future proposals, as detailed in the governments DEFRA 25 
year environment plan. Actions to address the WFD mitigation measures associated for flood, 
navigation and ports use of the estuary should also be referenced within the policy and/or policy 
narrative.  
 
Developments should also support the Tyne Estuary Habitat Vision, which is due for publication in 
March 2019.  
 
MSGP 51 Gateshead Wharf  
If the Wharf was to be brought back into operation, we would like to see the following considerations 
on the site:  

• 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.  

 
Updated Climate Change Allowances  
An updated set of climate change projections, UKCP18, is due to be published by the end of 
November 2018. This will include:  
- updated sea level rise projections; and  
- updated monthly and daily rainfall projections.  
 
The SFRA and Local Plan must take account of UKCP18 as soon as it is published in order to ensure 
planning decisions are in line with policies in the NPPF.  
 
Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA)  
The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) was updated in July 2018. The SFRA needs to 
reflect the latest iteration of the NPPF.  
With respect to section 6.4.1, recommendations A, B, and C all make reference to a 10% threshold 
i.e. recommendations A, B and C only apply to sites which have 10% or greater of their site boundary 
within a certain flood zone. This 10% threshold does not reflect NPPF or Planning Practice Guidance 
(PPG).  
All sites located within flood zones should be assessed using the principles set out in the NPPF and 
PPG. However, it is acknowledged that the proposed allocations within flood zones have been 
assessed within the local plan process, in line with the flood risk vulnerability classification.  
 
Team Valley Surface Water Management Plan  
The locations identified with the risks and potential solution options is welcomed. However, the 
viability of these potential options are still unknown, as the costs have not been calculated and 
reviewed. These costs are important as these set the scene on the task in hand 
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MSGP37 Woodland, trees and hedgerows  
with respect to criteria 13, we would welcome references to preserving the appropriateness of the 
ecological character of the area by selecting tree species that are native and in-line with those already 
naturally present within Gateshead.  
 
MSGP38 Biodiversity and geodiversity  
We would welcome references to a requirement to manage any invasive non-native species on all 
development sites.  
 
MSGP39 The River Tyne 
We welcome this policy but would support a more ambitious statement that reflects the DEFRA 25 
year environment plan and current work that the Environment Agency have been conducting to create 
a habitat vision for the estuary.  
 
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. Furthermore, developers should 
look for environmental net gain in any future proposals, as detailed in the governments DEFRA 25 
year environment plan. Actions to address the WFD mitigation measures associated for flood, 
navigation and ports use of the estuary should also be referenced within the policy and/or policy 
narrative.  
Developments should also support the Tyne Estuary Habitat Vision, which is due for publication in 
March 2019.  
 
MSGP 51 Gateshead Wharf  
If the Wharf was to be brought back into operation, we would like to see the following considerations 
on the site:  
 

• 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.  

 
Updated Climate Change Allowances  
An updated set of climate change projections, UKCP18, is due to be published by the end of 
November 2018. This will include:  
 
- updated sea level rise projections; and  
- updated monthly and daily rainfall projections.  
 
The SFRA and Local Plan must take account of UKCP18 as soon as it is published in order to ensure 
planning decisions are in line with policies in the NPPF.  
 
Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA)  
The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) was updated in July 2018. The SFRA needs to 
reflect the latest iteration of the NPPF.  
 
With respect to section 6.4.1, recommendations A, B, and C all make reference to a 10% threshold 
i.e. recommendations A, B and C only apply to sites which have 10% or greater of their site boundary 
within a certain flood zone. This 10% threshold does not reflect NPPF or Planning Practice Guidance 
(PPG).  
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All sites located within flood zones should be assessed using the principles set out in the NPPF and 
PPG. However, it is acknowledged that the proposed allocations within flood zones have been 
assessed within the local plan process, in line with the flood risk vulnerability classification.  
 
Team Valley Surface Water Management Plan  
The locations identified with the risks and potential solution options is welcomed. However, the 
viability of these potential options are still unknown, as the costs have not been calculated and 
reviewed. These costs are important as these set the scene on the task in hand to find these costs 
and look for wider opportunities to fund these options.  
 
Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions regarding this letter.  
 
 

Lucy Mo 
Planning Technical Specialist - Sustainable Places 
 
 
Direct Dial: 020847 46524 
Direct e-mail: lucy.mo@environment-agency.gov.uk 

mailto:lucy.mo@environment-agency.gov.uk
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Email Response 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

i. These representations are submitted by Gladman Developments Ltd (from hereon referred to as 

Gladman) in response to Making Spaces Growing Places Local Plan for Gateshead Submission 

Draft (MSGP) 

ii. Gladman has considerable experience in the development industry across several sectors, 

including residential and employment development. Gladman's specialism  includes  the 

promotion of strategic land for residential development. 

iii. These representations concern the following main matters: o National Policy and Guidance 

• Legal Compliance 

• Site Allocations and Development Management Policies 

• Conclusions 

iv. With reference to the Local Development Scheme 2017, Gladman note that it is the intention of 

the Council to submit the plan for examination in February 2019. Given the transitional 

arrangements set out in the NPPF18 and the intended timescales for submission of the MSGP 

Local Plan this representation has been prepared on the basis of the revised Framework 

(NPPF18). 

v. As outlined through this submission, Gladman are concerned by a number of policies contained 

in the Submission version of the MSGP. Gladman recommend that modifications would be 

required to ensure that the plan is capable of being found sound at Examination. 

1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Introduction 

1.1.1 These representations are submitted by Gladman Developments Ltd (hereafter referred to as 

Gladman) in response to the Making Spaces Growing Places Local Plan for Gateshead 

Submission Draft (MSGP). 

1.1.2 Gladman has considerable experience in the development industry across a number of sectors 

including residential and employment development. From that experience, we understand the 

need for the planning system to provide local communities with the homes and jobs that are 

needed to ensure that residents have access to the homes and employment opportunities that 

are required to meet future development needs of the area and contribute towards sustainable 

economic development. 

1.1.3 Gladman specialise in the promotion of strategic land for residential development and associated 

community infrastructure. Gladman also has a wealth of experience in contributing to the 

Development Plan preparation process, having made representations on numerous local 

planning documents throughout the UK and having participated in many Local Plan public 

examinations. It is on the basis of that experience that the comments are made in this 

representation. 

1.2 Context 

1.2.1 The Core Strategy and Urban Core Plan for Gateshead and Newcastle Upon Tyne 2010-2030 

(CSUCP) was adopted in 2015. This sets out the strategic planning framework that will guide 

development in Gateshead and Newcastle Upon Tyne to 2030. The CSUCP sets the overall 

requirements for housing and employment within the administrative boundaries. 
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1.2.2 The MSGP forms part 3 of the Local Plan and will supplement and support the policies and 

objectives as set out in the CSUCP. In December 2017 Gladman submitted representations to 

the Regulation 18 consultation. This submission builds on concerns and objections made within 

this earlier representation. 

1.3 Structure of Representations 

1.3.1 These representations cover the following: 

• National Policy and Guidance 

• Legal Compliance 

• Site Allocations and Development Management Policies 

• Conclusion 

 

1.4 Plan Making 

1.4.1 The Government published its final version of the revised National Planning Policy Framework 

on 24th July 2018, bringing in some major changes to the planning system. The revisions to the 

Framework are almost entirely focussed on housing, improving delivery to achieve the increased 

target of 300,000 homes per year as set out by the Government along with significantly 

increasing affordable housing provision. 

1.4.2 Gladman draw the Council's attention to paragraph 214 of the NPPF18 which states: 

'The policies in the previous Framework will apply for the purpose of examining plans, where 

those plans are submitted on or before 24 January 2079. Where such plans are withdrawn or 

otherwise do not proceed to become part of the development plan, the policies contained in 

this Framework will apply to any subsequent plan produced for the area concerned." 

1.4.3 With reference to the Local Development Scheme 2017, Gladman note that it is the intention of 

the Council to submit the plan for examination in February 2019. Given the transitional 

arrangements set out in the NPPF18 and the intended timescales for submission of the MSGP 

Local Plan this representation has been prepared on the basis of the revised Framework 

(NPPF18). 

1.4.4 The Framework sets out four tests that must be met for Local Plans to be considered sound. In 

this regard we submit that in order to prepare a sound plan it is fundamental that it is: 

• "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 this Framework." (NPPF 18, paragraph 35) 
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1.4.5 Gladman also note paragraph 36 of the NPPF18 which outlines that "these 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." 

 

2. NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY AND GUIDANCE  

2.1.1 Revised National Planning Policy Framework 

  

2.1.1. As outlined above, the Government published its final version of the revised National Planning 

Policy Framework (NPPF18) on 24th July 2018. The changes to the planning system and revisions 

to the Framework are almost entirely focused on housing, improving delivery to achieve the 

increased target of 300,000 homes per year as set out by the Government along with increased 

provision of affordable housing.  

 

2.1.2. The framework sets out four tests that must be met for Local Plans to be considered sound. In this 

regard we submit that in order to prepare a sounds plan it is fundamental that it is:  

 

• Positively prepared – providing a strategy which, as a minimum, seeks to meet the area’s 

objectively assessed needs19; 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 this Framework. 

 

2.2.1 Planning Practice Guidance  

 

2.2.2 The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) provides additional guidance to be read alongside the 

NPPF. Numerous updates have been made to the PPG in September 2018 to reflect the changes 

in the approach brought through the revised NPPF. Numerous updates have been made to the 

PPG in September 2018 to reflect the changes in approach brough through the revised NPPF. 

Relevant references from the guidance contained in the PPG are made within this submission.  

3 LEGAL COMPLIANCE 

3.1 Duty to Cooperate 

3.1.1 The Duty to Cooperate is a legal requirement established through Section 33(A) of the Planning 

and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, as amended by Section 110 of the Localism Act. It requires 

local authorities to engage constructively, actively and on an ongoing basis with neighbouring 

authorities on cross-boundary strategic issues throughout the process of Plan preparation. As 

demonstrated through the outcome of the 2012 Coventry Core Strategy Examination and the 

2013 Mid Sussex Core Strategy Examination, if a Council fails to satisfactorily discharge its Duty 

to Cooperate, this cannot be rectified through modifications and an Inspector must recommend 

non-adoption of the Plan. 

3.1.2 Whilst Gladman recognise that the Duty to Cooperate is a process of ongoing engagement and 

collaboration as set out in the PPG, it is clear that it is intended to produce effective policies on 
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cross boundary strategic matters. In this regard, the Council must be able to demonstrate that it 

has engaged and worked with neighbouring authorities, alongside their existing joint working 

arrangements, to satisfactorily address cross boundary strategic issues. This is not simply an 

issue of consultation but a question of effective cooperation. 

3.1.3 The need to positively plan to meet full housing needs across a HMA should not be 

underestimated. Whilst it is all too easy for the DtC to be seen as an administrative exercise, 

there is a fundamental social and economic need to ensure a supply of good quality housing to 

meet the housing and employment requirements across the wider area is a key issue that must 

be addressed properly through the plan making process. 

3.2 Sustainability Appraisal 

3.2.1 In accordance with Section 19 of the 2004 Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act, policies set 

out in local plans must be subject to Sustainability Appraisal (SA). Incorporating the requirements 

of the Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004 (SEA 

Regulations), SA is a systematic process that should be undertaken at each stage of the Plan's 

preparation, assessing the effects of the Local Plan's proposals on sustainable development 

when judged against reasonable alternatives. 

3.2.2 The Local Plan should ensure that the results of the SA process clearly justify its policy 

choices, including the proposed site allocations and the approach taken to new growth when 

judged against 'all reasonable alternatives'. In meeting the development needs of the area, it 

should be clear from the results of the assessment why some policy options have been 

progressed and others have been rejected. The Council's decision making and scoring should 

be robust, justified and transparent and should be undertaken through a comparative and 

equal assessment of each reasonable alternative. Too often the SA process flags up the 

negative aspects of development whilst not fully considering the positive aspects which can be 

brought about through new opportunities for housing whilst not fully considering the positive 

aspects which can be brought about through new opportunities for housing development and 

hose these can influence landscape issues, social concerns and the economy 

4 SITE ALLOCATIONS AND DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT POLICIES 

4.1 MSGP10 - Housing Site Allocations 

4.1.1 The NPPF18 expresses the Government's goal to significantly boost the supply of housing and 

how this should be reflected through the preparation of Local Plans. 

4.1.2 Whilst Gladman do not have any detailed comments on the proposed housing site allocations, 

we would like to make the following comments regarding housing site allocations and housing 

land supply more generally. 

4.1.3 Gladman query why the proposed housing allocations are listed within an Appendix to the MSGP 

rather than within a policy in the Local Plan. Gladman recommend the Council make a 

modification which ensures these proposed allocations are contained within a policy. Further to 

this, Gladman recommend that the policy should outline the total minimum scale of housing to 

be delivered by the allocations during the course of the plan period and clearly outline how this 

relates to the overall housing need figure and strategic site set out within the CSUCP. Gladman 

also suggest that it is more common practice to refer to the allocations in terms of indicative or 

'at least' number of dwellings to be delivered rather than the total site area of the land supply. 

Once this detail is provided it should be clear what scale of flexibility buffer the Council have 

included. 
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4.1.4 As set out in paragraph 5.1 of the consultation document the MSGP Local Plan aims to support 

the delivery of the housing targets set out in Policy CS10 of the CSUCP. To do so, it claims the 

MSGP allocates sufficient land to be delivered over the course of the plan period. The sites 

proposed through the MSGP are in addition to the strategic sites identified in the CSUCP and 

when combined would, the Council claim, deliver the required scale of housing. Gladman are 

unclear whether the Council have included any flexibility or contingency in their overall supply  

and suggest that the details of this should be set out within the supporting text to Policy MSGP10. 

4.1.5 In order to provide flexibility and suitable contingency to ensure that the development needs are 

met, the Council should allocate additional sites to ensure that it is capable of meeting at least 

the minimum level of housing that is required. As long as the Council allocates sustainable sites, 

then there would be no harm should this result in delivering a greater scale than the minimum 

requirement of housing. 

4.1.6 This approach would ensure that any delays that may be experienced in the delivery of more 

difficult to deliver strategic sites or the identified brownfield sites can be supported by a wide 

range of small/medium sized sites that have the ability to provide additional housing numbers in 

the shorter term. Greater flexibility should therefore be provided within the MSGP to ensure that 

development opportunities in sustainable locations can be brought forward across the settlement 

hierarchy. 

4.1.7 In allocating sites, the Council should be mindful that to maximise the housing supply, the widest 

possible range of sites, by size and market location are required so that house builders of all 

types and sizes have access to suitable land in order to offer the widest possible range of 

products. In summary a wide variety of sites in the widest possible range of locations ensures 

all types of house builder have access to suitable land which in turn increases housing delivery. 

4.2 MSGP11 - Accessible and Adaptable Dwellings 

4.2.1 Policy MSGP11 sets out the Council's proposed approach regarding the optional accessibility 

standards. The policy requires that on housing developments of 15 or more dwellings 25% of 

dwellings will be constructed to meet Building Regulation M4(2) Category 2: Accessible and 

Adaptable Dwellings or the equivalent successor standard. 

4.2.2 Gladman refer to the Viability and Deliverability Report 2018 which highlights that there are 

viability issues within Gateshead and specifically sets out that the 25% accessible and adaptable 

homes standard is not viable for any scheme in the low-mid, low urban/ suburban areas and for 

a 100 dwelling scheme is not viable in any area of the urban/ suburban areas tested. It is clear 

from this that the Council's own evidence is not supportive of the proposed policy requirements 

and that this could hinder the delivery of homes. 

4.3 MSGP12 - Housing for Specific Groups 

4.3.1 Gladman support the inclusion of a policy in relation to housing for specialist groups, particularly 

in relation to housing for older people. 

4.3.2 The provision of specialist housing to meet the needs of older people is of increasing importance 

and the Council need to ensure that this is reflected through a positive policy approach within 

the Local Plan. The Councils need a robust understanding of the scale of this type of need across 

the Borough. 

4.3.3 Specialist housing with care for older people is a type of housing which provides choice to adults 

with varying care needs and enables them to live as independently as possible in their own self 

contained homes, where people are able to access high quality, flexible support and care 

services on site to suit their individual needs (including dementia care). Such schemes differ 
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from traditional sheltered/retirement accommodation schemes and should  provide  internally 

accessible communal facilities including residents' lounge, library, dining room, guest suit, quiet 

lounge, IT suit, assisted bathroom, internal buggy store and changing facilities, reception and 

care managers office and staff facilities. 

4.3.4 The following text provides an example of the type of policy which could be included in the new 

Local Plan: 

“The provision of purpose built and/or specialist accommodation with care for older people 

in sustainable locations will be supported in sustainable settlements where there is a 

proven need. Apartments should be restricted for occupation by only those with care  

needs, include minimum compulsory care packages, should also include age restrictions 

and an extensive range of communal facilities. 

Schemes are expected to be promoted in partnership with an onsite 24/7 care provider to 

safeguard the delivery of care and support to residents. 

Such schemes fall wholly within the auspices of C2 use, meet an otherwise unmet need 

for specialist accommodation for older people, deliver care and communal facilities and 

will not therefore be required to contribute towards affordable housing." 

4.4 MSGP13 - Housing Space Standards 

4.4.1 Policy MSGP13 outlines that new homes should be built in accordance with the Nationally 

Described Space Standards (NDSS) or equivalent successor standards, as a minimum. The 

supporting text in paragraph 5.8 outlines that these standards  will be introduced one year after 

the adoption of the plan to allow for a period of transition. 

4.4.2 In this regard, Gladman refer to the Written Ministerial Statement (WMS) dated 25th March 

2015 which confirms that "the optional new technical standards should only be required 

through any new Local Plan policies if they address a clearly evidenced need, and where their 

impact on viability has been considered in accordance with the NPPG." Furthermore, with 

particular reference to the nationally described space standards the PPG confirms "where a 

need for internal space standards is identified, local planning authorities should provide  

justification for  requiring internal space policies" (ID: 56-020-20150327). If the Councils wishes 

to adopt this standard it should be justified by meeting the criteria set out in the PPG including 

need, viability and impact on affordability. 

4.4.3 Gladman's concern regarding the use of the option NDSS relates to the additional cost and the 

implications on affordability. If for example a housebuilder would build a standard 2-bedroom 

dwelling at 72sqm the NDSS require dwellings to have certain dimensions that means they can 

only be built to a minimum of 79sqm, this can add significantly to the cost of the property and in 

turn increase the cost of an entry level 2-bedroom dwelling, further exacerbating affordability 

issues in the area and may also limit the number of dwellings to be delivered on site than what 

is being suggested in the MSGP document. 

4.5 MSGP14 - Housing Density 

4.5.1 Policy MSGP14 outlines that new housing development 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 overriding townscape, heritage or amenity considerations indicating a 

lower density. 

4.5.2 Gladman support the inclusion of flexibility through the caveat within this policy as there may 

be instances, where due to local the local circumstances a lower density is more appropriate. 
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4.5.3 Having reviewed the supporting text to this policy, paragraph 5.9 of the consultation document, 

Gladman are confused by what the Council are seeking to achieve. The wording of this text is 

confusing and potentially misleading as a low density is not necessarily going to result in 

meeting need and achieving efficient use of land as suggested. Gladman recommend the 

council revisit this policy and supporting text to ensure it is unambiguous and still provides the 

flexible policy approach required. 

4.6 MSGP25 - Design Quality 

4.6.1 Whilst Gladman agree that high quality design is important we raise concerns regarding the 

criteria set out within policy MSGP25, specifically that proposals will be assessed with regard 

to the incorporation of living roofs and walls. Gladman are not aware of any justification for the 

inclusion of this criterion and whilst the other criteria listed are more common features of 

design policies this criteria appears a bit specific and unnecessary. As such Gladman 

recommend that criteria 1) f) should be removed from the policy 

4.6.2 Design policies should avoid being overly prescriptive and should enable proposals to respond 

positively to the local character and setting, they should not seek to impose 'one size fits all' 

policy requirements. 

4.7 MSGP26 - Conservation and Enhancement of Heritage Assets 

4.7.1 Policy MSGP26 provides the proposed policy approach in relation to conserving and 

enhancing heritage assets. Gladman object to this policy as currently drafted as it does not 

align with the NPPF18. 

4.7.2 Gladman's concern relates to the element of the policy regarding development affecting the 

setting of a heritage asset. The policy needs to differentiate between designated and non 

designated heritage assets and apply the correct policy test in each circumstance as identified 

in the NPPF18. 

4.7.3 Paragraphs 195 and 196 of the NPPF18 relates to situations when development affects 

designated heritage assets. Where the development would lead to substantial harm (or total 

loss) it would have to be demonstrated that the substantial harm or total loss is necessary to 

achieve substantial public benefits that outweigh that harm or loss. In cases where the 

proposals would lead to less than substantial harm, then this harm should be weighed against 

the public benefits of the proposal, including where appropriate, securing its optimal viable use. 

4.7.4 Paragraph 197 of NPPF18 sets out the policy test to be applied in relation to non-designated 

heritage assets is that a balanced judgement should be reached having regard to the scale of 

any harm or loss and the significance of the heritage asset. 

4.7.5 Gladman recommend that the Council revisit this policy and make the necessary modifications 

to ensure that it aligns with the policy tests as set out in the NPPF18. 

 

 

4.8 MSGP34 - Countryside and Landscape Protection 

4.8.1 Policy MSGP34 provides the proposed approach to countryside and landscape protection. 

Gladman object to this policy as it provides an overly restrictive approach which is not in line 

with national policy. 
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4.8.2 This is not Framework compliant as it is only valued landscapes which should be protected and 

enhanced under paragraphs 170 of the NPPF18, whereas the bullet point included within 

paragraph 170 of the Framework merely states that the intrinsic character and beauty of the 

countryside should be recognised. 

4.8.3 Therefore Gladman submit that plan-making and decision-taking should recognise the intrinsic 

character and beauty of the countryside, not that it should be protected for its own sake. 

Gladman recommend the Council make modifications to policy MSGP34 to ensure consistency 

with the approach set out in NPPF18. 

4.9 MSGP37 - Woodland, Trees and Hedgerows 

 

4.9.1 Gladman object to Policy MSGP37 which seeks to provide protection for all woodland, trees 

and hedgerows irrespective of their quality or importance. Gladman consider this policy to be 

too onerous and recommend the Council consider modifications to ensure that it does not 

unnecessarily preclude otherwise sustainable development from coming forwards 

5 CONCLUSIONS 

5.1 Key conclusions 

5.1.1 When allocating land for new development, local plans must be suitably pragmatic in order to 

ensure that they become an effective tool in managing development. In order to achieve this, 

they must provide a suitable level of flexibility and contingency to respond to changes  in 

circumstances over the plan period. 

5.1.2 The housing requirement contained in the CSUCP must be treated as a minimum requirement 

for the purposes of the MSGP and sufficient land should be identified within the Plan to 

demonstrate that this requirement can be achieved and exceeded, whilst maintaining a rolling  

five-year housing land supply. To achieve this, an appropriate strategy for accommodating 

growth must be selected that responds to the Council's evidence base and provides sufficient 

flexibility. 

5.1.3 In order to meet the tests of soundness, as set out in the NPPF18, Gladman believe that 

modifications are required to the MSGP document as outlined within this representation. This 

would enable the delivery of development proposals without placing undue policy burdens 

which could threaten the overall deliverability of schemes over the plan period. 

5.1.4 Gladman request to participate at the hearing sessions at the Examination in Public of the 

MSGP document and to be added to the consultation database to be kept informed of progress 

of the MSGP Local Plan. 
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Email Submission 
 
 
GATESHEAD METROLPOLITAN BOROUGH COUNCIL – MAKING SPACES FOR GROWING 
PLACES (SUBMISSION DRAFT) COMMENTS MADE ON BEHALF OF GLEESON 
REGENERATION LIMITED  
 
These representations have been prepared by WYG on behalf of our Client, Gleeson Regeneration 
Limited, in relation to the Submission Draft of Gateshead Metropolitan Borough Council’s (the 
Council’s) Making Spaces for Growing Places (MSGP) development plan document. As well as 
providing general comments on the MSGP document, the representations also consider our Client’s 
land interests in the Borough.  
 
The MSGP document forms the next part of the Council’s Local Plan and follows on from the adoption 
of the Core Strategy and Urban Core Plan (CSUCP) in March 2015 (which was jointly prepared with 
Newcastle City Council). The CSUCP provides the strategic planning policies for the Borough as well 
as strategic allocations over the plan period (2010 – 2030). The MSGP aims to sit beside the CSUCP 
and sets out detailed policies to inform decisions made on planning applications.  
 
Upon adoption, the MSGP document will support the implementation of the strategic priorities found in 
the CSUCP and will supersede most of the remaining policies in the Gateshead Unitary Development 
Plan (UDP).  
 
This consultation seeks comments from the general public, landowners and key stakeholders. As a 
major landowner and developer in the Borough, our Client is keen to ensure that the MSGP is 
prepared in a robust, comprehensive and sound way which complies with the policies of the National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and has cognisance of the content of the accompanying Planning 
Practice Guidance (PPG).  
 
Both of the NPPF and the PPG have recently been revised and updated. Within the revised version of 
the NPPF, Annex 1 highlights that the policies of the previous Framework will only apply for the 
purposes of examining plans which are submitted on or before the 24 January 2019. In this case it is 
clear that the MSGP will be assessed against the revised version of the NPPF as it will not be 
submitted before this date.  
 
The NPPF in paragraph 35 highlights that local planning authorities should submit a plan for 

examination which it considers is “sound”; namely that it is: 

• 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;  

• Consistent with national policy – enabling the delivery of sustainable development in accordance 

with the policies in this Framework.  

Paragraph 36 states further 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) Background and Context  
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Gleeson Regeneration Limited specialise in urban regeneration and land development and 

predominantly operates across the north of England. It is committed to providing development which 

is sustainable, fosters vibrant communities and creates a sense of place. Their developments assist in 

the Government’s aim to ‘boost significantly’ the supply of housing across the country to put in place 

300,000 new homes per annum.  

Our Client’s land interests in the Borough relate to land at Moorland View/Valley Dene, Chopwell and 

land at Portobello Road, Birtley. The land at Chopwell is a strategic housing allocation within the 

adopted CSUCP (under Policy GV1) and is currently subject to a full planning application (application 

reference: DC/18/00443/FUL). Land at Portobello Road was granted planning permission for 60no. 

dwellings in March 2017 (application reference: DC/16/00924/FUL) and is proposed to be allocated 

under Policy MSGP 10 of the MSGP document.  

It is our view that both these sites will assist in the ongoing regeneration of the Borough and will 

provide homes in sustainable locations which will add to the housing supply in Gateshead.  

Taking this into account, we comment on the relevant elements of MSGP Submission Draft below 

with reference to the policies contained in the document.  

2) Comments on the MSGP Development Plan Document  

Policy MSGP 10 – Housing Allocations  

It is noted that our Client’s site at Portobello Road, Birtley is allocated for 60 dwellings (allocation 

MSGP 10.3). On this basis, our Client supports the policy (and associated allocation). Indeed, by 

virtue of the planning permission being granted on the Portobello Road site, it can be regarded as 

promoting sustainable development.  

Whilst our Client is committed to delivering this site and work has commenced on development, the 

delivery of housing has been frustrated through the discharge of relevant planning conditions. This 

frustration in relation to delivery does not seem to apply solely to our Client’s land, but also more 

widely in the Borough and this is shown through the low amount of housing completions when 

compared to the targets set out in the adopted CSUCP. This is set out in the table below. 

 

Table 1: CSUCP and Completions 

 CSUCP Target Net Completions Over / Under Supply  

2010/11  96  89  -7  

2011/12  96  168  72  

2012/13  96  281  185  

2013/14  96  90  -6  

2014/15  96  73  -23  

2015/16  484  251  -233  

2016/17  484  269  -215  

2017/18  484  161  -323  

Total  1,932  1,382  -550  

  

This demonstrates that the Council is already behind on its housing completions when set against the 

relevant target; having completed 1,382 dwellings since the beginning of the plan period against the 

target of 1,932 dwellings. Housing delivery is therefore a key concern. The Government has yet to 

publish the results of its Housing Delivery Tests (see paragraph 215 of the NPPF) but initial 

calculations show that Gateshead’s housing delivery will not look favourable and will be amongst the 

poorest performing local planning authorities in the North East.  
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For this reason, it is our Client’s view that it is simply not sufficient for Policy MSGP 10 to allocate the 

sites for housing, rather it needs to set a positive policy context to allow the speedy delivery of sites. 

In the absence of this we believe the policy can be regarded as unsound for not being positively 

prepared and being ineffective.  

In this respect, we believe that a sound approach to Policy MSGP 10 is to expand the policy to 

commit the Council to work with developers in a pragmatic, positive and pro-active way in order to 

prioritise the delivery of allocated housing sites (both in the MSGP document and the CSUCP). In the 

absence of this, the policy does little explain how the Council will deliver these allocations and show 

how the Council is going to start increasing housing delivery in the Borough.  

Policy MSGP 11 – Accessible and Adaptable Dwellings  

This policy sets out that developments of 15 dwellings or more should ensure that 25% of dwellings 

are constructed to the enhanced adaptable and accessible standard covered in standard M4(2) of the 

Building Regulations (or equivalent successor standards). The supporting text to the policy 

(paragraph 5.2) suggests that this requirement would be subject to viability. 

The PPG advises that if such enhanced standards are to be introduced into development plans then 

this needs to be supported by robust evidence that should cover the likely future need; the size, 

location, type and quality of dwellings needed; the accessibility and adaptability of the existing stock; 

how the needs vary across different housing tenures; and the overall viability (Reference ID: 56-007-

20150327). 

Included within the Council’s evidence base which supports the MSGP document is a Viability and 

Deliverability Report (2018). This highlights that there are viability issues across the Borough and that 

the 25% accessible and adaptable homes standard is not viable for any proposals in the low-mid, low 

urban/suburban areas. Similarly, for a typical 100 dwelling scheme, such standards are not viable in 

any of the Urban/Suburban areas tested. For our Client’s land interests in Birtley and Chopwell, this 

would show such standards would not be viable. 

Paragraph 34 of the NPPF establishes the importance of viability to ensure that development 

identified in development plans should not be subject to such scale of obligations and policy burden 

that their ability to be delivered might be threatened. It is considered that given the ongoing issues 

identified in relation to the delivery of housing against the CSUCP target (see our response to Policy 

MSGP 10 above), that the Council need to give consideration to how the requirements of this policy 

will impact on delivery of homes in the authority.  

Given the conclusions drawn, it is clear that the Council’s own evidence does not support the 

application of this policy. As such we strongly object to it and believe it is unsound on the basis of 

being unjustified, ineffective and contrary to national policy. The policy should therefore be deleted.  

Policy MSGP 13 – Housing Space Standards  

This policy seeks to put in place that all new homes built must be in accordance with the Nationally 

Described Space Standards (NDSS) (or equivalent successor).  

National policy and guidance is clear that the NDSS can only be introduced through the plan-making 

process and local planning authorities need to provide sufficient evidence to justify its inclusion. The 

PPG identifies the type of evidence required to introduce such a policy (Reference ID: 56-020-

20150327). It states that:  

“Where a need for internal space standards is identified, local planning authorities should 

provide justification for requiring internal space policies. Local planning authorities should 

take account of the following areas:  
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• Need – evidence should be provided on the size and type of dwellings currently being 

built in the area, to ensure the impacts of adopting space standards can be properly 

assessed, for example, to consider any potential impact on meeting demand for starter 

homes.  

• Viability – the impact of adopting the space standard should be considered as part of a 

plan’s viability assessment with account taken of the impact of potentially larger 

dwellings on land supply. Local planning authorities will also need to consider impacts 

on affordability where a space standard is to be adopted.  

• Timing – there may need to be a reasonable transitional period following adoption of a 

new policy on space standards to enable developers to factor the cost of space 

standards into future land acquisitions.”  

In compiling evidence, the Council has produced two documents. These are An Analysis of Space 

Standards in Gateshead (dated January 2016) and Nationally Described Space Standards 

Supplementary Evidence Report (dated September 2018). These documents principally highlight the 

following:  

• A certain number of properties in the Borough fall short of the NDSS; and 

• • People in the Borough would like to live in larger properties. 

Our Client does not consider this in itself to be robust evidence. Those properties constructed which 

fall short of the NDSS were built prior to its introduction and simply collating evidence of property 

sizes themselves does not constitute need in itself. Likewise, the fact that a survey identified that 

people in the Borough wanted to live in larger properties merely expresses an aspiration rather than a 

specific need. Thus, there is no evidence that the NDSS is required in the Borough.  

In fact, if it were the case that there was a pressing need for houses to be built in line with the NDSS, 

then it would be expected that housebuilders would be struggling to sell homes built to less than the 

NDSS as they would not meet the requirements and needs of prospective purchasers. However, 

there is no evidence that this is the case; indeed in our Client’s experience, the reverse is true as 

people purchasing new homes appear to value the flexibility that is offered in terms of sizes and 

spaces. 

In this respect it is our Client’s view that the NDSS is itself an inflexible and blunt instrument which 

does not take into account the different models of housebuilding each developer has. In the case of 

our Client, their focus is on pricing homes so that they can be afforded by 90% of local couples in full 

time employment. To establish sales prices, the Government’s ASHE (Annual Survey of Hours & 

Earnings) figures are used to determine the lowest wages within the Local Authority. A modest 

multiple is then applied to the bottom twenty percentile to calculate the level of mortgage which can 

be afforded by 90% of people living in the local area. This approach is to ensure that our Client’s 

homes are affordable, and that home ownership is obtainable to a higher proportion of the population. 

This sits foursquare with the overall thrust of the NPPF.  

The application of the NDSS would run entirely counter to this model and mandating that our Client 

builds larger properties would inevitably push up the selling price of our Client’s homes which would 

be contrary to the raison d'être of the company which is to offer the potential for home ownership to 

those on more modest incomes (as these people would inevitably be priced out of the market by 

applying the NDSS). It would therefore make it difficult for our Client to operate in an authority which 

puts the NDSS in place as it fundamentally reduces the purchaser’s choice and our Client’s flexibility 

to tailor developments to suit specific areas and needs.  
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Given the above comments, our Client fundamentally objects to this policy and believes it is unsound 

in being unjustified, ineffective and contrary to national policy and guidance. It would also 

fundamentally undermine the choice for home buyers and price out certain groups from the market. 

As this is the case, we believe the policy should be deleted. 

Policy MSGP 14 – Housing Density  

This policy seeks to ensure new housing development has a net density of at least 20 dwellings per 

hectare. The NPPF puts an emphasis on developers using land efficiently (paragraph 122) but 

acknowledges that there are certain circumstances where lower densities can be considered. Whilst 

Policy MSGP 14 similarly acknowledges such circumstances and this includes where there is 

evidence of a shortage of lower-density housing to meet demand or there are over-riding townscape, 

heritage or amenity considerations, it is our Client’s view that these considerations are too narrow and 

so they object to this policy and believe it is unsound for being ineffective.  

To ensure the policy is sound, greater flexibility should be incorporated to allow developers to take 

account of the evidence in relation to local site characteristics, market aspirations and viability when 

considering housing density.  

Policy MSGP 25 – Design Quality  

Whilst our Client appreciates the need to ensure high-quality design for new developments, it objects 

to the inclusion of ‘living roofs and walls’ within the criteria of Part 1 of this policy. There is no 

evidence presented for its inclusion and therefore this element of the policy is unsound for being 

unjustified.  

As a result of this, this criterion of the policy should be deleted.  

Policy MSGP 37 – Woodland, trees and hedgerows  

Whilst our Client appreciates the need to minimise the loss of vegetation on development sites and to 

preserve trees and hedgerows, as a result of the constraints of some sites, it may not always be 

possible to retain trees and hedges. Such site constraints should be acknowledged through this policy 

as an additional criterion to Part 1. 

Without such a criterion, we consider the policy to be unsound on the basis of being ineffective. 

Policy MSGP 41 – Providing and enhancing open space, sports and recreation facilities 

Our Client recognises the value in providing sufficient open space and play/recreation facilities as part 

of new development proposals and agrees that in instances where such facilities are already present 

in an area, there may not be a need to provide further facilities. Such an approach appears to be 

covered by Part 1 of this policy. 

As this is the case, our Client has concerns regarding Part 2 which seems incompatible with this 

approach in that it requires all housing development over 100 dwellings to make on-site children and 

young people play provision. We regard this part of the policy to be unsound on the basis of being 

unjustified and ineffective. The need for such facilities should be assessed on a case by case basis 

(in a manner put forward in Part 1 of the policy). Furthermore, site constraints may mean that on-site 

provision may not be feasible. As a result of this, this part of the policy requires either deletion or 

substantially amending to pick up the above points so that it can be regarded as sound. 

3) Summary and Conclusions 

We trust that our comments will be noted as the Council progresses the MSGP document. We would 

be happy to discuss any of the issues we have raised further so that the document can go to 
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examination on a sound footing. In particular, we would urge a more supportive planning context for 

allocated and emerging sites and that key policies are revisited to ensure there is enough flexibility to 

bring forward much needed housing growth over the plan period. 

Our Client would like the opportunity to take part in any future examination and be informed of all 

forthcoming consultations relating to the MSGP and associated documents. Please use the contact 

details below for future correspondence 
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Q9. Would you like to be kept informed of progress with the Plan? 

X Yes, I would like to be kept informed  No, I don’t want to be kept informed 

 

Thank you for your comments please send this form to: 

Spatial Planning and Housing Strategy, Gateshead Council, Civic Centre, Regent Street, Gateshead, NE8 1HH 
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Q9. Would you like to be kept informed of progress with the Plan? 

X Yes, I would like to be kept informed  No, I don’t want to be kept informed 

 

Thank you for your comments please send this form to: 

Spatial Planning and Housing Strategy, Gateshead Council, Civic Centre, Regent Street, Gateshead, NE8 1HH 
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Historic England Additional Comments:  

Thank you for consulting Historic England on the Gateshead Site Allocations and Development 

Management Policies Submission Draft Plan. We have set out our comments on the forms attached. 

In addition, we welcome the revisions made to the Plan subsequent to our earlier comments and 

meeting. In particular, we note: 

i) the updating of the supporting evidence base to include much of the information that the 

council holds on the historic environment; 

ii) the amendments to policy wording as per our letter of 8 December 2017; and 

iii) the enhanced assessments of the site allocations within the SHLAA, ELR and SA, considering 

the impacts upon heritage assets. While we would have preferred to see a more rigorous 

approach (as per our guidance, and noted within our letter of 8 December 2017 and our 

subsequent meeting), we acknowledge that a number of the allocated sites which are within 

close proximity to heritage assets already have active planning permissions or developments 

on the site. In addition, from our own brief internal assessment of the allocated sites, we 

recognise that the level of impact for other sites may be such that they can be addressed 

through the planning application process and the Plan’s heritage policies. As new sites come 

forwards (which may have a greater impact upon heritage assets, and will require a more 

rigorous assessment), and the Council reviews its SHLAA, we would be pleased to work with 

the council to put in place a more detailed methodology as per our guidance 

https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/historic-environment-and-site-

allocations-in-local-plans/heag074-he-and-site-allocation-local-plans/ . 

Thank you again for consulting Historic England. 

 

With kind regards 

 

Barbara Hoop

https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/historic-environment-and-site-allocations-in-local-plans/heag074-he-and-site-allocation-local-plans/
https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/historic-environment-and-site-allocations-in-local-plans/heag074-he-and-site-allocation-local-plans/
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Consultee respondent: Home Builders Federation  

Contact: Joanne Harding (joanne.harding@hbf.co.uk) 

Date Received: 07/12/2018 

Attachments: No 

GATESHEAD LOCAL PLAN: MAKING SPACES FOR GROWING PLACES (Site Allocations and 

Development Management Policies) SUBMISSION DRAFT PLAN 

Thank you for consulting with the Home Builders Federation on the Gateshead Local Plan: Making 

Spaces for Growing Places – Submission Draft Plan consultation. 

The HBF is the principal representative body of the house-building industry in England and Wales. 

Our representations reflect the views of our membership, which includes multi-national PLC’s, 

regional developers and small, local builders. In any one year, our members account for over 80% of 

all new “for sale” market housing built in England and Wales as well as a large proportion of newly 

built affordable housing.  

The HBF have noted the additional evidence that has been produced to support a number of policies 

as mentioned in our previous responses. However, a number of our previous concerns remain. 

Therefore, please find below our comments on a selection of policies within the document, that are 

felt to be of relevance to our members. 

MSGP10 Housing Sites Allocation 

The HBF does not consider that Policy MSGP10 is sound, as it is not justified, effective or consistent 

with national policy for the following reasons: 

This policy states that 104.17ha (gross) of housing land be provided over the plan period, this is a 

reduction from the previous 123.59ha. 

The Core Strategy and Urban Core Plan looks to make provision for approximately 30,000 new 

homes over the period 2010 to 2030. The broad distribution of new homes looks for a net provision of 

8,500 homes in Gateshead, with 480 homes in the period 2010-15; 2,420 in the period 2015-2020, 

4,020 in the period 2020-25 and 1,580 homes in the period 2025-2030. 

Completions within the plan period are below those set in the Core Strategy, with 1,382 dwellings 

completed in the eight year period of 2010 to 2018. This is below the 1,932 dwellings that should have 

been completed based on the policies in the Core Strategy. To date the Core Strategy has failed to 

deliver against its requirements. Therefore, a key area of concern for the HBF is that of housing 

delivery. It is clear that there is a need to ensure that appropriate sites for housing delivery are 

identified, and that policies within the plan do not delay or prevent this delivery 

Table 1: CSUCP and Completions 

 CSUCP Target Net Completions Over / Under Supply  

2010/11  96  89  -7  

2011/12  96  168  72  

2012/13  96  281  185  

2013/14  96  90  -6  

2014/15  96  73  -23  

2015/16  484  251  -233  

2016/17  484  269  -215  

2017/18  484  161  -323  

Total  1,932  1,382  -550  
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The HBF does not wish to comment upon the acceptability or otherwise of individual sites. It is, 

however, important that all the sites contained within the plan are deliverable over the plan period. 

The Council’s assumptions on sites in relation to delivery and capacity should be realistic based on 

evidence supported by the parties responsible for housing delivery and sense checked by the Council 

based on local knowledge and historical empirical data. 

It is important that the plan should seek not only to provide sufficient development opportunities to 

meet the housing requirement but also to provide a buffer over and above this requirement. The 

reasons for the inclusion of such a buffer are two-fold. Firstly, the NPPF is clear that plans should be 

positively prepared, aspirational and significantly boost housing supply. In this regard the housing 

requirements set within the plan should be viewed as a minimum requirement, this interpretation is 

consistent with numerous inspectors’ decisions following local plan examination. Therefore, if the plan 

is to achieve its housing requirement as a minimum, it stands to reason that additional sites are 

required to enable the plan requirements to be surpassed. Secondly, to provide flexibility. A buffer of 

sites will therefore provide greater opportunities for the plan to deliver its housing requirement.  

The HBF considers that the policy should be modified as follows in order to make the document 

sound: 

• The HBF recommend a 20% buffer of sites be included within the plan and identify additional 

sites for housing 

MSGP11 Accessible and Adaptable Dwellings 

The HBF does not consider that Policy MSGP11 is sound, as it is not justified, effective or consistent 

with national policy for the following reasons: 

This policy requires housing developments of 15 or more dwellings to provide 25% of dwellings 

constructed to the general adaptable and accessible standard (M4(2)) or equivalent successor 

standards. Justification text in paragraph 5.2 does suggest that the requirement of this policy would 

be subject to viability. 

PPG (ID 56-07) identifies the type of evidence required to introduce such a policy, including the likely 

future need; the size, location, type and quality of dwellings needed; the accessibility and adaptability 

of the existing stock; how the needs vary across different housing tenures; and the overall viability. 

The Viability and Deliverability Report 2018 continues to highlight that there are viability issues within 

Gateshead. It sets out that the 25% accessible and adaptable homes standard is not viable for any 

schemes in the low-mid, low urban / suburban areas, and for a 100 dwellings scheme requiring 25% 

of M4(2) is not viable in any of the Urban/Suburban areas tested. Whilst the report tries to downplay 

the viability issues by highlighting that the additional costs in relation to the M4(2) requirements are 

small, it is evident that where sites already have viability issues any addition to the cost will be 

detrimental to the delivery of the scheme. It is clear that the Council’s own evidence is not supportive 

of this policy, and that it indicates it could lead to the non-delivery of homes. 

It is considered that the Council should take into consideration any implications the requirements of 

this policy may have on the viability of a development. Paragraph 34 of the NPPF (2018) established 

the importance of viability to ensure that development identified in the Plan should not be subject to 

such scale of obligations and policy burden that their ability to be delivered might be threatened. It is 

considered that given the ongoing issues identified above in relation to delivery of the Core Strategy 

requirements, that the Council need to give real consideration to how the requirements of this policy 

will impact on delivery of homes in the authority. 



Home Builders Federation: Response 1  

159 
 

The HBF does not consider that this policy is required, it is considered that local needs can be met 

without the introduction of the optional housing standards.  

The HBF considers that the policy should be modified as follows in order to make the document 

sound: 

• The HBF recommends that the policy is deleted in its entirety. 

• If, the policy is to be retained the HBF recommend that the Council: 

o ensure that they have the appropriate evidence to support the policy; 

o ensure that the policy takes into account site specific factors such as vulnerability to flooding, 

site topography and other circumstances which may make the site less suitable for M4(2) and 

M4(3) compliant dwellings; 

o ensure that if step-free access is not viable that M4(2) and M4(3) should not be applied;  

o ensure policies for wheelchair accessible homes should be applied only to those dwellings 

where the local authority is responsible for allocating or nominating a person to live in that 

dwelling; and 

o ensure an appropriate transitional period is included. 

MSGP13 Housing Space Standards 

The HBF does not consider that Policy MSGP13 is sound, as it is not justified, effective or consistent 

with national policy for the following reasons: 

This policy looks for new homes to be built in accordance with the Nationally Described Space 

Standards (NDSS), or equivalent successor standards, as a minimum. 

Again PPG (ID 56-020) identifies the type of evidence required to introduce such a policy. It states 

that ‘where a need for internal space standards is identified, local planning authorities should provide 

justification for requiring internal space policies. Local planning authorities should take account of the 

following areas: 

• Need – evidence should be provided on the size and type of dwellings currently being built in 

the area, to ensure the impacts of adopting space standards can be properly assessed, for example, 

to consider any potential impact on meeting demand for starter homes. 

• Viability – the impact of adopting the space standard should be considered as part of a plan’s 

viability assessment with account taken of the impact of potentially larger dwellings on land supply. 

Local planning authorities will also need to consider impacts on affordability where a space standard 

is to be adopted. 

• Timing – there may need to be a reasonable transitional period following adoption of a new 

policy on space standards to enable developers to factor the cost of space standards into future land 

acquisitions’. 

The Council will need robust justifiable evidence to introduce any of the optional housing standards, 

based on the criteria set out above. The Council have produced two documents to support this policy 

these are the January 2016 document ‘An Analysis of Space Standards in Gateshead’ and the 

September 2018 document ‘Nationally Described Spacing Standards Supplementary Evidence 

Report’. Both documents provide evidence that a number of properties within the area are not being 

built to NDSS standards. However, it is acknowledged that most of those dwellings completed 
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received permission before the adoption of the CSUCP (March 2015), and presumably therefore 

before the introduction of the NDSS (March 2015). It is noted that the survey analysis within the 2016 

document asks about whether people would like a larger property, however, this is not linked to the 

current size of their property and only highlights aspiration rather than need. 

It is also considered that just collating evidence of the size of dwellings completed does not in itself 

identify need. It would be expected that the evidence would include market indicators such as quality 

of life impacts or reduced sales in areas where the standards are not currently being met. There is no 

evidence provided that the size of the homes being completed are considered inappropriate by those 

purchasing them or that these homes are struggling to be sold in comparison to homes that do meet 

the standards. Evidence collected by the HBF suggests that housebuilders in the area do not have 

any issues with selling properties at less than the NDSS, with three-bed non-NDSS compliant homes 

often being the top selling properties on sites. In terms of choice some developers will provide entry 

level two, three and four bedroom properties which may not meet the optional nationally described 

space standards but are required to ensure that those on lower incomes can afford a property which 

has their required number of bedrooms. The industry knows its customers and what they want, our 

members would not sell homes below the enhanced standard size if they did not appeal to the 

market.  

The HBF consider that standards can, in some instances, have a negative impact upon viability, 

increase affordability issues and reduce customer choice. As above, it is considered that the Council 

should take into consideration any implications the requirements of this policy may have on the 

viability of a development. The base appraisals include NDSS standards and as set out in paragraph 

11.11 the low-mid and low areas are not considered viable. It is considered that given the ongoing 

issues identified above in relation to delivery of the Core Strategy requirements, that the Council need 

to give real consideration to how the requirements of this policy and the cumulative impacts of other 

plan policies will impact on delivery of homes in the authority. 

The HBF note that the justification for this policy states that the standards will be introduced one year 

after the adoption of the Plan to allow for a period of transition. Whilst the HBF support the inclusion of 

a transition period, it is considered that it may be appropriate for further consideration to be given to 

the length of the transition period given the lead in times for residential development. 

The HBF does not consider that this policy is required, it is considered that local needs can be met 

without the introduction of the optional housing standards.  

The HBF considers that the policy should be modified as follows in order to make the document 

sound: 

• The policy should be deleted. 

MSGP14 Housing density 

The HBF does not consider that Policy MSGP14 is sound as it is not effective for the following 

reasons: 

This policy seeks for new housing development to 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. The flexibility 

provided by this policy in relation to certain exceptions is noted, this will allow developers to react to 

some local site characteristics and demand. However, further amendments could be made to create 

greater flexibility to allow developers to take account of the evidence in relation to local site 

characteristics, market aspirations and viability. 
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The Council will also need to consider its approach to density in relation to other policies in the plan. 

Policies such as open space provision, space standards and parking provision will all impact upon the 

density which can delivered upon site. 

The HBF considers that the policy should be modified as follows in order to make the document 

sound: 

• ‘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, there is market 

demand, viability issues or there are over-riding townscape, local site characteristics, 

heritage or amenity considerations indicating a lower density’. 

MSGP25 Design Quality 

The HBF does not consider that Policy MSGP14 is sound, as it is not justified or effective for the 

following reasons: 

The HBF is generally supportive of the well designed high-quality developments, however the 

inclusion of ‘living roofs and walls’ within the criteria of part one of this policy is a concern. The 

Council have provided no justification for the inclusion of living roofs and walls. It is considered that 

this does not sit comfortably with the other criteria as set out, therefore we would recommend that it is 

either removed from the list of that it is clearly caveated with ‘where appropriate’. 

The HBF considers that the policy should be modified as follows in order to make the document 

sound: 

• Deletion of criteria (f) of part 1 of the policy. 

Future Engagement 

I trust that the Council will find these comments useful as it continues to progress its Local Plan. I 

would be happy to discuss these issues in greater detail or assist in facilitating discussions with the 

wider house building industry. 

The HBF would like to be kept informed of all forthcoming consultations upon the Local Plan and 

associated documents, including the submission of the document and further details of the 

examination. The HBF would like to attend any examination in to this document to ensure that the 

views of the industry are appropriately discussed. Please use the contact details provided below for 

future correspondence. 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

Joanne Harding 

Local Plans Manager – North
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Consultee Respondent: Home Builders Federation  

Contact: Joanne Hardding (joanne.hardgin@hbf.co.uk) 

Date Received: 18/01/2019  

Attachments: No 

NEWCASTLE VIABILITY ASSESSMENT ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 

1. Thank you for providing the Home Builders Federation (HBF) opportunity to provide clarity in 

relation to our concerns in relation the Viability and Deliverability Report. 

2. As a starting point, the HBF are concerned that despite raising a number of concerns in relation 

to the Viability Assumptions to be used within the report there was limited further contact from 

the Council and no further contact from the consultants preparing the report. Given the level 

of concerns raised and the information provided by some of our members we may have 

expected more consultation and more involvement in what is expected to be an iterative 

report. 

3. The Report highlights that both NPPF and PPG were updated in relation to viability in 2018. 

The NPPF now states that ‘Plans should set out the contributions expected from 

development. This should include setting out the levels and types of affordable housing 

provision required, along with other infrastructure (such as that needed for education, health, 

transport, flood and water management, green and digital infrastructure). Such policies should 

not undermine the deliverability of the plan’ (Para.34). This is supported by paragraph 31 

which states that the preparation of all policies should be underpinned by relevant and up to 

date evidence, focused tightly on supporting and justifying the policies concerned, taking into 

account relevant market signals. Paragraph 35 sets out the criteria for determining if a plan is 

sound in relation to ‘effective’ it states that the plan must be deliverable over the plan period. 

The definitions of both deliverable and developable in relation to housing makes it clear that 

housing will need to be viable. Therefore, in order for any plan to be considered sound and in 

line with the NPPF the plan and the appropriate evidence will need to demonstrate that the 

plan is viable and that the appropriate level of housing will be delivered. 

4. PPG provides guidance on how to prepare a Viability Assessment. It highlights (ID 10-002) that 

‘the role for viability assessment is primarily at the plan making stage’ and that ‘the total 

cumulative cost of all relevant policies will not undermine deliverability of the plan’. It goes on 

to state that ‘it is the responsibility of plan makers in collaboration with the local community, 

developers and other stakeholders, to create realistic deliverable policies’ and that ‘drafting of 

plan policies should be iterative and informed by engagement with developers’. 

5. As set out in our previous response to the Viability Assessment Assumptions, whilst the 

Councils have provided the data used in the viability assumptions it has not provided 

evidence to support these assumptions or explained how these assumptions were arrived at. 

This is clearly a fundamental flaw to the consultation and has made any response to these 

assumptions difficult and has limited the ability for further comment and joint working. 

6. PPG (ID 10-010) is clear that a viability report should be simple and transparent.  

Sales Values 

7. The report identifies average sales values for 5 average value bandings, High; High-Mid; Mid; 

Low-Mid; and Low. 



Home Builders Federation: Response 2  

163 
 

8. The report does attempt to justify the reasoning behind some of the assumptions for example 

the use of the EPC to reflect dwellings sizes, however, there are a number of other 

assumptions highlighted that are not explained. For example, whilst the land registry sale data 

is more appropriate than the ‘for sale’ price, it still would not necessarily consider additional 

offers or incentives that have been included within the price (i.e. extra internal features / 

carpets / part exchange costs / developer deposits) and could lead to the inflation of prices.  

9. It is also noted that whilst the report states that ‘it is accepted that cost does not equal value’ 

and that it is ‘not realistic to assume that all of the build cost rises will simply be passed onto 

purchasers’ it continues to assume that house price will increase as these costs are passed 

on by housebuilders.  

10. It is also not clear whether the sales values that would be associated with the proposed £/sqm 

would be realistic. There does not appear to have been any assessment of the realism of 

sales or availability of mortgages for the income levels in the City in relation to these prices. 

11. The HBF would continue to encourage the Council to take a more cautious approach in 

relation to sales values. 

Plot Construction Costs 

12. Section 6.11 of the report considers plot construction costs and goes on to suggest that this 

means the cost of building each dwelling including preliminaries and contractor’s margin but 

excluding externals, abnormals and a contingency allowance. The report intends to use the 

BCIS for construction costs with the lower quartile rate used for the low, low-mid and mid 

value locations, with a range between the lower and median quartile rate for the high and 

high-mid value areas. However, caution should be exercised when suggesting that the BCIS 

cost is the equivalent of the plot cost. The BCIS cost is only the cost of the house itself and 

the plot (foundation) and is based upon a flat site with standard foundation, it does not 

account for all of the plot works (drives / paths / fencing / walls / gardens & plot landscaping / 

connections / detached garages) nor any costs associated with more complex ground / 

gradient conditions. It should also be noted that the plots and preliminaries are unlikely to 

reduce in scale or cost based on the value of the area e.g. cement is not suddenly cheaper in 

Elswick than it is in Gosforth. 

13. The report itself also highlights the variations in the BCIS over time and the potential for 

impacts in the wider environment to impact on these costs (for example Brexit). It is often 

noted within Viability Assessments that small percentage changes in the build costs can have 

significant variations on viability of development.  

14. The HBF would therefore continue to encourage the Council to take a more cautious 

approach in relation to plot construction costs. 

Externals 

15. The report identifies an allowance of 10% for Externals. Whilst not set out explicitly in the 

report Externals are generally taken to include estate roads and footpaths, sewers, drainage 

connections, utility connections, mains connections, street lighting, signage to adoptable 

standards, all based upon simple connections to existing systems and shallow excavations. 

The report does not appear to provide any evidence in relation to how the percentage cost 

has been calculated and whether it is reasonable in relation to the costs associated with the 

provision of the above infrastructure.  
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16. The report does not appear to have included any costs comparisons to ensure these costs 

are realistic and appropriately related to any in-house requirements for highway or street 

lighting or external requirements for infrastructure connections.  

17. Whilst the HBF supports the inclusion of an Externals Allowance, it does not consider that it is 

able to support a 10% allowance without further evidence to justify this figure. 

Abnormals 

18. The Report defines abnormals as construction costs which are over and above the standard 

requirements of a scheme. This can include a variety of costs, such as remediation works, 

decontamination, demolition, enhanced foundation solutions, flood mitigation works, ‘opening’ 

infrastructure works etc. The Report suggests applying an allowance of £150,000 per net Ha 

for most sites and £300,000 per net Ha for city centre locations for abnormals. The HBF 

would suggest that given the huge range of abnormal infrastructure costs that need to be 

accounted for over and above plot costs and external costs on a site specific basis that any 

attempt to apply standard rates whilst doing a plan wide typology viability work should be 

treated with caution. 

Build / sales rates 

19. It would be beneficial to have further information as to how these build periods were 

determined. The build periods should allow for a reasonable lead in period followed by a 

suitable build rate.  

Residential Benchmark Land Value 

20. As with other elements, the HBF would strongly recommend the Council take a cautious 

approach to identifying the BLV as if it is not correct it could lead to a disincentive for owners 

to bring land to the market, which would seriously undermine the delivery agenda.  

Viability Conclusions 

21. As, set out throughout our previous response to the DaAP, the HBF continues to have 

concerns around the viability of proposed policies and the deliverability of housing within the 

area. This is of particular concern given the issues that are raised in relation to a number of 

the assumptions being made. 

Future Engagement 

I trust that the Council will find these comments useful. I would be happy to discuss these issues in 

greater detail or assist in facilitating discussions with the wider house building industry. The HBF 

would like to be kept informed of the progress of the document. Please use the contact details 

provided below for future correspondence. 

Yours sincerely, 

 

Joanne Harding 

Local Plans Manager – North 
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Consultee Respondent: Jewish Community Council of Gateshead  

Contact: Shlomi Isaacson (shlomi@jccg.org.uk) 

Date Received: 10/12/2018  

Attachments: No 

thank you for the opportunity to submit our responses to the MSGP Consultation today.  

They are made collectively on behalf of the following local organisations operating for the benefit of 

the Orthodox Jewish Community in Gateshead. Please let me know if you require key contact details 

for each of them:  

Jewish Community Council of Gateshead;  Adler Housing (RP No. 4788); Gateshead Hebrew 

Congregation; Gateshead Kehilla Building Foundation; Gateshead Talmudical College; 

Sunderland Talmudical College; Haskel SEN School; Gateshead Mechina School; Ateres High 

School ; Gateshead Cheder School; Gateshead Jewish Primary School; Gateshead Jewish 

Nursery; Shira Day Care 

With thanks. 

Shlomi  

Policy MSGP44 refers to ‘Community Facilities’ for Jewish and other minority groups. We remain 

concerned that the accompanying policy text (7.52) is expressed in negative terms and is therefore of 

limited application.  

The effect of MSGP44 is to place no appreciably greater level of support for the provision of 

community facilities beyond that which already exists under prevailing planning regulation. The 

heading ‘Community Facilities’ is not particularly defined and it would be helpful if the policy and 

accompanying text was more specific about support for the provision of educational facilities.  

Having acknowledged the unique relationship between the Gateshead Jewish Community and the 

associated educational establishments and the real challenges and pressures around identifying 

suitable sites for educational use, specific expressions of support for development of Community 

education facilities that could be positively referenced in MSGP, and that would cumulatively amount 

to a general (but not unqualified) presumption in favour of suitable development in keeping with the 

underlying ethos of the Government’s National Planning Policy Framework (2012) - could include the 

following:  

1. Estates/facilities/land/buildings currently designated for educational use should be presumed 
to remain in that designation - and in the event that consideration is given to changing such 
status (with or without the requirement for Secretary of State approval), that direct 
consultation take place at an early stage with suitably mandated Jewish Community 
representatives, in order to afford the opportunity to continue their use in the furtherance of 
education for children/young people and adult educational purposes.  
 
It appears that there was some misunderstanding when this submission was proffered 
last year – so for the purpose of clarity we should like to emphasise that the 
presumption of retention of an educational designation referred to e.g. the closure 
and/or relocation of an LEA School with an existing educational designation where 
perhaps a proposal was mooted to convert the site to housing. With suitably 
designated sites being so rare in central Gateshead, particularly those with relative 
commutability to Orthodox Jewish Community neighbourhood areas and essential 
infrastructure, the retention of such designation would afford a fair opportunity for 
local groups to occupy such sites in appropriate circumstances. The Council’s interim 
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response last year appeared to suggest that the submission had been understood to 
mean something different. 
 

2. Recognising the spatial constraints in and around Gateshead’s Urban Core, and the 
recognition of issues including complete prohibition of car travel on the Sabbath (excepting 
medical emergency), and the general prevailing prohibition in most secondary and tertiary 
Jewish educational establishments for students to own or operate motor vehicles - that 
positive consideration be given to appropriate relaxation of open space and parking space 
provisions for new and extended developments going forward. By extension, the strict noise 
sensitive development provisions at MSGP 20 could also be included in this bracket, in 
recognition of the real pressures elucidated in this submission.  
 

In reviewing similar feedback to the earlier stage of MSGP consultation last year, the Council’s interim 

response referenced the fact that much of the content of paragraph 7.52 had been carried over from 

the previous Plan. Our submission is that with the protracted growth of the community during the last 

decade, and the relative spread of both residential occupation and educational establishments (Adler 

Close off Bensham Rd closer to the Teams area, and Cheder School on the fringe of the southern 

end of the town centre being two good illustrations), the definition of ‘spatial constraints’ in this context 

has broadened in relative terms and therefore the policy based support available through this key 

document should be reflective of that also.  

Policy MSGP12 deals with ‘Housing for specific Groups’ and seeks ‘to promote and maintain housing 

independence’. Paragraph 5.5 under the same policy seeks to deal with ’specific accommodation 

needs’. Yet 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. [See 

Gateshead Kehilla Housing Survey 2016-17, which is extensively referenced in the SHMAA 

document, but not at all in the MSGP where it is submitted that elements of its findings are highly 

pertinent]. 

 

Moreover, it is understood that spatial strategy in other Boroughs (e.g. Hackney) requires all 

significant residential developments to provide a proportion of family units. Clearly that would not 

necessarily be applicable to all areas in Gateshead, such as the western and rural peripheries, 

however in the centrally located Bridges, Saltwell and Lobley Hill & Bensham Wards, we submit that it 

would be wholly apposite for there to be a starting presumption in favour of the incorporation of 

(larger) family sized housing, thereby reflecting the demographic realities in these areas in the 

formation of strategic priorities - and indeed the LA’s broader statutory obligations to provide suitable 

housing for all groups. The drafting of the MSGP could be an ideal opportunity in which to qualify the 

Council’s existing Core Strategy policies relating to family housing, to include reference to the 

provision of larger family homes (i.e. beyond the 3 bed definition). 

We note that the Council’s interim response to this point made last year referenced the 2011 Census 

figures reflecting the need for family sized housing in Saltwell as being very low. We believe that 

reflects the large number of single person/older resident households across the wider community 

whereas a closer examination of the much more recent surveys conducted with the support of 

Gateshead Council will clearly indicate the significant demand for larger housing from within the 

Jewish Community in particular, resident in the Bridges and neighbouring Wards. Whilst a shortage of 

suitable sites definitely mitigates against opportunities for development, we submit that this MSGP 

document represents the perfect opportunity to support such development from a solid policy based 

footing, creating a presumption of support for larger affordable housing development where 

opportunities’ exist, now or in the future.  

In addition, Policy MSGP19 identifies the requirement for ‘a high quality environment and a good 

standard of amenity for existing and future occupants of land and buildings’. This 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.  
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It is salient to note that Homes England have proactively acknowledged the need to provide support 

for the evidenced based housing challenges of a growing Community, both in its assistance in funding 

the affordable housing development at Adler Close, and continuously since 2012 in ongoing 

discussions with JCCG & Adler Housing around the potential for supporting the Community in seeking 

further grant for empty homes refurbishment and new-build housing. We make this point for the 

purpose of illustrating that the need for larger affordable homes has been recognised beyond the 

Jewish Community – and in fact this extends wholly to Gateshead Council as well with whom the 

community has worked very closely in recent years in establishing a clear evidence base of need.  

We take this opportunity to repeat our submission of last year that it may be helpful to specifically 

identify potential sites for affordable and social housing, and for educational use, that could be 

earmarked for specific discussion with the Gateshead Jewish Community in recognition of the unique 

spatial and cultural challenges faced by the community, and its ongoing growth in recent years. At the 

same time, and in the identification of such sites, it is important to acknowledge that the historical 

and/or perceived boundaries beyond which Jewish Community based residential development has 

not generally previously taken place (and also the location of education sites), is a more fluid concept 

than in the past, as the successful development of Adler Close and the need-based accessibility of 

the Ateres and Cheder school sites, has respectively demonstrated.  

We respectfully dispute the assertion in the Council’s interims responses last year that “We also 

cannot allocate sites specifically for a particular community.” Whilst no direct request was made in 

those terms it must be made clear that what is being sought in the current plan is a recognition of 

genuine need, particular challenges and constraints – and the ability to support local communal life – 

this will mitigate in favour of equality for a community that is currently experiencing inequalities in 

terms of housing provision . To assert that sites can never be allocated for a particular community 

would appear to militate against promotion of housing equality going forward. 

We take this opportunity to repeat our submission of last year that it would not be appropriate to seek 

to delineate very specific geographic boundaries for the extent of development, but at the same time it 

is important to recognise (and our surveys have borne out) that opportunities for residential 

development particularly, stand the best chance of success if they are relatively proximate to current 

and established amenities such as Kosher shops, Jewish schools and Synagogues.  

With thanks. 

Shlomi Isaacson LLB (Hons) 

For JCCG, Adler Housing, and the above-named organisations 
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Consultee Name: Marine Management Organisation (MMO)  

Contact: Tom Pavitt (Tom.Pavitt@marinemanagement.org.uk) 

Date received: 02/11//2018 

Attachments: No 

Dear Gateshead planning policy team,  

Consultation response from the Marine Planning Team, Marine Management Organisation. 

After reading the Gateshead Submission Draft of the Making Spaces for Growing Places Local Plan 

Document for the local plan to be sound there should be a clear inclusion of marine planning in line 

with the NPPF and Marine and Coastal Access Act. Marine or coastal includes tidal rivers such as the 

Tyne.  

NPPF: 166. In coastal areas, local planning authorities should take account of the UK Marine Policy 

Statement and marine plans and apply Integrated Coastal Zone Management across local authority 

and land/sea boundaries, ensuring integration of the terrestrial and marine planning regimes. 

The PAS soundness self-assessment checklist also states a recommended requirement to “take 

account of marine planning”. 

The marine planning remit is directly for coastal waters and tidal rivers up to the mean high water 

spring mark where Gateshead council extends to the mean low water spring mark on the Tyne (we 

can supply a GIS layer of the spatial extent for any policy maps if you wish). An example of how 

Gateshead could reference the Marine plans and the Marine policy statement in the absence of a 

North East Marine Plan (to be published by 2021) in a section such as “MSGP39 The River Tyne” is 

given below. 

The Marine Management Organisation (MMO) will deliver UK marine policy objectives for English 

waters through statutory Marine Plans and other measures. The River Tyne is within the North East 

Marine Plan area and a marine plan for this area is under development. Until a Marine Plan has been 

published, the UK Marine Policy Statement should be used for guidance and licensing on any 

planning activity that includes a section of coastline or tidal river.” 

If you require more information from the MMO, please don’t hesitate to get in touch.  

Consultation response  

 

The Marine Management Organisation (MMO) is a non-departmental public body responsible for the 

management of England’s marine area on behalf of the UK government. The MMO’s delivery 

functions are; marine planning, marine licensing, wildlife licensing and enforcement, marine protected 

area management, marine emergencies, fisheries management and issuing European grants. 

Marine Licensing 

Activities taking place below the mean high water mark may require a marine licence in accordance 

with the Marine and Coastal Access Act (MCAA) 2009. Such activities include the construction, 

alteration or improvement of any works, dredging, or a deposit or removal of a substance or object 

below the mean high water springs mark or in any tidal river to the extent of the tidal influence. Local 

authorities may wish to refer to our marine licensing guide for local planning authorities for more 

detailed information. You can also apply to the MMO for consent under the Electricity Act 1989 (as 

amended) for offshore generating stations between 1 and 100 megawatts in England and parts of 

Wales. The MMO is also the authority responsible for processing and determining harbour orders in 

https://www.local.gov.uk/pas/pas-topics/local-plans/local-plan-checklist
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/uk-marine-policy-statement
https://www.gov.uk/topic/planning-development/marine-licences
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2009/23/contents
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/marine-licensing-an-guide-for-local-planning-authorities-lpas
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England, and for some ports in Wales, and for granting consent under various local Acts and orders 

regarding harbours. A wildlife licence is also required for activities that that would affect a UK or 

European protected marine species. 

Marine Planning 

As the marine planning authority for England the MMO is responsible for preparing marine plans for 

English inshore and offshore waters. At its landward extent, a marine plan will apply up to the mean 

high water springs mark, which includes the tidal extent of any rivers. As marine plan boundaries 

extend up to the level of the mean high water spring tides mark, there will be an overlap with 

terrestrial plans which generally extend to the mean low water springs mark. Marine plans will inform 

and guide decision makers on development in marine and coastal areas.  

Planning documents for areas with a coastal influence may wish to make reference to the MMO’s 

licensing requirements and any relevant marine plans to ensure that necessary regulations are 

adhered to. For marine and coastal areas where a marine plan is not currently in place, we advise 

local authorities to refer to the Marine Policy Statement for guidance on any planning activity that 

includes a section of coastline or tidal river. All public authorities taking authorisation or enforcement 

decisions that affect or might affect the UK marine area must do so in accordance with the Marine and 

Coastal Access Act and the UK Marine Policy Statement unless relevant considerations indicate 

otherwise. Local authorities may also wish to refer to our online guidance and the Planning Advisory 

Service soundness self-assessment checklist. If you wish to contact your local marine planning officer 

you can find their details on out gov.uk page.  

The East Inshore and Offshore marine plans were published on the 2nd April 2014, becoming a 

material consideration for public authorities with decision making functions. The East Inshore and 

East Offshore Marine Plans cover the coast and seas from Flamborough Head to Felixstowe. For 

further information on how to apply the East and Inshore and Offshore Plans please visit our Marine 

Information System. 

The South Inshore and Offshore marine plans were published on the 17th July 2018, becoming a 

material consideration for public authorities with decision making functions. The South Inshore and 

South Offshore Marine Plans cover the coast and seas from Folkestone to the River Dart in Devon. 

For further information on how to apply the South Inshore and South Offshore Marine Plans please 

visit our Marine Information System. 

The MMO is currently in the process of developing marine plans for the remaining 7 marine plan 

areas by 2021. These are the North East Marine Plans, the North West Marine Plans, the South East 

Marine Plan and the South West Marine Plans.  

‘ 

Minerals and waste plans and local aggregate assessments  

If you are consulting on a mineral/waste plan or local aggregate assessment, the MMO recommend 

reference to marine aggregates is included and reference to be made to the documents below: 

• The Marine Policy Statement (MPS), section 3.5 which highlights the importance of marine 

aggregates and its supply to England’s (and the UK) construction industry.  

• The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) which sets out policies for national 

(England) construction minerals supply. 

• The Managed Aggregate Supply System (MASS) which includes specific references to the 

role of marine aggregates in the wider portfolio of supply. 

http://www.defra.gov.uk/news/2011/03/18/marine-policy-statement/
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2009/23/contents
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2009/23/contents
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/marine-planning-a-guide-for-local-authority-planners
https://www.local.gov.uk/pas/pas-topics/local-plans/local-plan-checklist
https://www.local.gov.uk/pas/pas-topics/local-plans/local-plan-checklist
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/contact-the-marine-planning-team-at-the-mmo/marine-planning-officers-contact-details
http://www.marinemanagement.org.uk/marineplanning/areas/east_plans.htm
http://teamsites/sites/MMOTeams/planreg/MP/Planning%20Development/Cross%20Plan%20Projects/Local%20plan%20consultations/mis.marinemanagement.org.uk
http://teamsites/sites/MMOTeams/planreg/MP/Planning%20Development/Cross%20Plan%20Projects/Local%20plan%20consultations/mis.marinemanagement.org.uk
https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/south-marine-plans
http://teamsites/sites/MMOTeams/planreg/MP/Planning%20Development/Cross%20Plan%20Projects/Local%20plan%20consultations/mis.marinemanagement.org.uk
https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/north-east-marine-plan
https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/north-west-marine-plan
https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/south-east-marine-plan
https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/south-west-marine-plan
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• The National and regional guidelines for aggregates provision in England 2005-2020 predict 

likely aggregate demand over this period including marine supply.  

The NPPF informed MASS guidance requires local mineral planning authorities to prepare Local 

Aggregate Assessments, these assessments have to consider the opportunities and constraints of all 

mineral supplies into their planning regions – including marine. This means that even land-locked 

counties, may have to consider the role that marine sourced supplies (delivered by rail or river) play – 

particularly where land based resources are becoming increasingly constrained.  

 

If you wish to contact the MMO regarding our response please email us at 

consultations@marinemanagement.org.uk or telephone us on 0300 123 1032. 

mailto:consultations@marinemanagement.org.uk
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Consultee name: Mineral Products Association (MPA)  

 

Contact: Nick Horsley (nick.horsley@mineralproducts.org) 

 

Date Received: 07/12/18 

Attachments: No 

SITE ALLOCATIONS AND DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT POLICIES  

MAKING SPACES FOR GROWING PLACES (MSGP): LOCAL PLAN DOCUMENT FOR 

GATESHEAD SUBMISSION DRAFT PLAN (OCTOBER 2018)  

The Mineral Products Association (MPA) is the trade association for the aggregates, asphalt, cement, 

concrete, dimension stone, lime, mortar and silica sand industries. With the affiliation of British 

Precast, the British Association of Reinforcement (BAR), Eurobitume, QPA Northern Ireland, MPA 

Scotland and the British Calcium Carbonate Federation, it has a growing membership of 500 

companies and is the sectoral voice for mineral products. MPA membership is made up of the vast 

majority of independent SME quarrying companies throughout the UK, as well as the 9 major 

international and global companies. It covers 100% of UK cement production, 90% of GB aggregates 

production, 95% of asphalt and over 70% of ready-mixed concrete and precast concrete production. 

Each year the industry supplies £20 billion worth of materials and services to the Economy and is the 

largest supplier to the construction industry, which had annual output valued at £151 billion in 2016. 

Industry production represents the largest materials flow in the UK economy and is also one of the 

largest manufacturing sectors. For more information visit: www.mineralproducts.org.  

With reference to the current consultation on the MSGP we have the following comments to make. It 

is unclear if we have missed a consultation exercise, but have made comments upon the current 

consultation We note the current consultation is guided by the adopted Core Strategy (CS) together 

with National Policy (NPPF) and Guidance (PPG), and informed by the Local Aggregate Assessment 

(LAA) produced by the joint authorities.  

Our focus is primarily on the minerals policies but refers to other policies in the proposed MSGP and 

the CS where relevant.  

MSGP and link to CS  

Policy CS20(1) of the CS states that the whole of the plan area will be identified as a Minerals 

Safeguarding Area (MSA). This is not evident from the Policies Map (printed or interactive which 

would appear only to safeguard Brick Clay under policy MSGP 52. The LAA and BGS resources 

maps recognise and identify respectively, areas of known resources. Indeed, the LAA states clearly 

that the majority of the Fluvial and Glacial sand and gravel resources in the region lie within 

Gateshead. These should be properly safeguarded on the Policies Maps. The absence of any 

reference to this and failure to identify MSAs in the proposed MSGP will make the document 

unsound. 2  

Policy CS20(2) of the CS also states that Areas of Search (AoS) will be defined in subsequent Local 

Development Documents. One would question why the AoS have not been identified in the Site 

Allocations document. The PPG is clear, Mineral Planning Authorities should plan for the steady and 

adequate supply of minerals in one or more of the following ways; 1) Designating Specific Sites; 2) 

Designating Preferred Areas; and, 3) Designating Areas of Search. The omission of this policy 

requirement would make the MSGP unsound.  

Policy CS20(5) of the CS seeks to ensure all minerals of economic importance being safeguarded. As 

stated above, the MSGP does not appear to achieve this or indeed safeguard minerals infrastructure. 
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Again, this is contrary to the NPPF and therefore the approach to the MSGP would appear to be 

unsound.  

MSGP Specific 

wording Page/  

Policy  

Current Wording  MPA Comment  Amendments 

required/comments  

MSGP46  Environmental 

Impacts – Minerals 

and Waste.  

The NPPF requires 

plans to be prepared 

positively and 

contain policies 

which are clearly 

written. Policy 

MSGP46 does not 

meet these 

requirements. Whilst 

the NPPF and the 

CS specify the need 

for a steady and 

adequate supply of 

minerals and the 

landbank 

requirements of at 

least 7 years for 

sand and gravel and 

at least 10 years for 

crushed rock, 

together with other 

requirements for 

non-aggregate 

minerals, the MGSP 

does not indicate 

how it proposes to 

meet these through 

appropriate site 

allocations  

Reword the policy 

and amend taking on 

board the comments 

in this response. It is 

not clear from the 

Council’s web site if 

there has been a 

“call for sites” for 

sites with the 

potential for minerals 

extraction.  

MSGP46 1.  Environmental 

Impacts – Minerals 

and Waste.  

“1. The 

environmental 

impact of any 

proposal for mineral 

extraction or waste 

management facility 

will be assessed 

individually and 

cumulatively, taking 

into account the 

availability of 

It is not clear why 

Policies MSGP20 

though to MSGP38 

identify a full suite of 

Development 

Management criteria 

against which 

developments will be 

considered, yet 

subsection 1a) to g) 

identifies the suite of 

criteria against which 

mineral and waste 

developments will be 

considered. This 

Amend the policy to 

read: 1. The 

environmental 

impact of any 

proposal for mineral 

extraction or waste 

management facility 

will be assessed 

individually and 

cumulatively, taking 

into account the 

availability of 

appropriate 

protective or 

mitigation measures. 
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appropriate 

protective or 

mitigation measures 

with regards to its 

effect on:  

a)………g)”  

suite of criteria 

largely mirrors the 

DM Policies 

unnecessarily and 

can therefore be 

deleted.  

with regards to its 

effect on:  

a)………g)  

MSGP46 2.  “2. Unless there are 

overriding material 

considerations no 

zone of influence of 

a mineral extraction 

or waste 

management facility 

should suffer a 

continuous series of 

schemes on 

separate sites (i.e. 

within a minimum 

period of five years) 

We are not able to 

understand what this 

policy is seeking to 

achieve.  

Reword the policy or 

delete.  

8.1  The first sentence 

states “Mineral 

extraction and landfill 

operations……will 

usually disturb the 

amenity of an area 

through factors such 

as noise, dust and 

visual intrusion.”  

These matters are 

reflected in the 

general development 

management policies 

and do not need to 

be repeated in policy 

MSGP46. However, 

the policy fails to 

recognise anything 

positive about 

minerals extraction 

and should be 

reworded.  

Reword the 

paragraph “Mineral 

extraction and landfill 

operations……will 

usually disturb may 

affect the amenity of 

an area through 

factors such as 

noise, dust and 

visual intrusion. 

These effects may 

be mitigated using 

recognised mitigation 

measures”  

8.1  The third sentence 

states “The zone of 

influence of a site is 

that area which 

would experience 

impacts from any 

mineral or waste 

activity of the site.”  

Again, this sentence 

is extremely poorly 

worded and fails to 

recognise the 

positive influence of 

mineral extraction 

and waste 

management. It fails 

to address the 

principles of 

sustainability 

including the 

economic and social 

parameters, 

choosing only to 

focus on any 

This paragraph 

needs to be revisited 

in a balanced and 

informed approach, 

or should be deleted. 

Clearly such a 

tainted opinion and 

understanding of 

minerals and waste 

developments would 

suggest an ill-

considered and 

unsound plan. In 

effect, the zone of 

influence of minerals 

and waste 
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perceived negative 

environmental 

effects  

development in 

Gateshead could 

include the whole of 

the borough where 

waste collections are 

made and any 

developments using 

locally sourced 

minerals.  

8.1  The remainder of the 

paragraph  

The remainder of the 

paragraph seeks 

only to identify 

negative elements of 

developments.  

The paragraph 

should be re-worded 

to give a balanced 

consideration or 

deleted completely.  

8.2  References to 

“zones of influence” 

and “breathing 

space”  

These concepts are 

non-sensical and are 

concepts which are 

not recognised in the 

sphere of minerals 

planning.  

The paragraph 

should be deleted or 

reworded in 

recognised planning 

parlance with full 

justification.  

8.3  Again, reference is 

made to “breathing 

space”  

Yet again, this 

paragraph does not 

make sense, is 

unclear and has a 

serious negative 

intonation. It’s 

negativity does not 

accord with the 

NPPF requirements 

to plan positively. 

The paragraph fails 

to identify any 

justification for the 

approach being cited 

and should be 

deleted  

MSGP47 and 8.4  The policy is titled 

“Minerals and Waste 

development: Noise”. 

The third sentence of 

paragraph 8.4 which 

refers to short term 

activities.  

At last a policy which 

recognises proper 

controls in current 

planning guidance. 

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  

Amend the policy to 

include temporary 

noise criteria.  
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MSGP52  Brick Clay  We support the 

safeguarding of Brick 

Clay, but would 

question the overall 

approach to minerals 

and minerals 

infrastructure 

safeguarding which 

is far from clear and 

therefore unsound  

Provide clarification 

and a consistent 

approach to MSA of 

all economic 

minerals and 

minerals 

infrastructure within 

the borough.  

MSGP53  Dormant Sites  It is unclear why this 

requires a separate 

policy. This 

information is 

contained in the LAA 

and does not justify a 

separate policy. It 

does not contribute 

to the plan and 

should be deleted.  

Delete the policy.  

MSGP54  Unacceptable areas 

for mineral working  

This policy identifies 

areas in the plan 

where mineral 

extraction will not be 

permitted. However, 

there is no clear text 

or evidence base 

which clarifies why 

these areas are 

unacceptable. The 

MSGP should focus 

on identifying areas 

where minerals can 

be worked rather 

than focussing on 

areas which cannot. 

Any proposals within 

the areas identified 

under Policy 

MSGP54 would likely 

to be accompanied 

by an EIA. It would 

be the EIA process 

which should 

determine the 

acceptability of 

mineral working.  

Delete this policy  
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Additional comments  

The NPPF requires plans to be prepared positively and make provision for a steady and adequate 

supply of minerals making a contribution to the local, regional and where appropriate national supply 

of minerals. The policy aspirations for economic growth, housing delivery and regeneration cannot be 

delivered without this.  

It is not clear what pre-consultation has been undertaken as part of the plan process and there is no 

formal clear statement indicated of the “Duty to Co-operate”. The recommendations in the LAA would 

also appear to have been overlooked.  

Further, many of the design and heritage elements of the plan cannot be delivered without the need 

for provision of dimension stone upon which the MSGP is currently silent. We would seek clarity on 

the Council’s proposed approach to the provision of dimension stone for buildings and to retain local 

vernacular.  

Conclusions  

We have a highlighted a number of concerns with the proposed plan, as detailed above, and have 

sought to highlight where we believe the MSGP does not accord with national policies. We have 

suggested appropriate amendments in order to address the key issues and would like to participate in 

any examination.  

We would welcome the opportunity to meet with officers in advance of further iterations of the Local 

Plan and trust the above comments are given due consideration. 

 

Yours faithfully 

 

Nick Horsley 

Director of Planning 

 

Email: nick.horsley@mineral products.org 

Tel: 07568 427720
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Consultee Name: Neils Trinder 

Contact: nielstrinder@gmail.com 

Date Received: 11/12/2018 

Dear Sir / Madam, 

I am contacting you in relation to land which may be available for development under the SHLAA 

strategy. The land labelled as G58 in Marley Hill is stated being in the ownership of the coal board 

and that remedial work may be required. In fact most of the land 'G58' is not part of within the coal 

board ownership being part of the Marley Hill colliery, and is in private ownership - it have been for 35 

years. This land would not require the remedial work to the extent that the former colliery would. This 

land is historic landfill from the tunneling of the Newcastle Metro line. 

I wonder if you would consider the brownfield land for a potential site for housing development. I have 

attached the extent of the land for your reference. 

Should you have any further questions please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Regards 

Niels Trinder 
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Respondent Details  Agent Details / Representative (If 
Applicable)   

Response 

Simon Longshaw, 24 
Manor Gardens, NE10 
8UZ                                    
slongshaw@yahoo.com                          
7866427014 

 MSGP10, Land to the east of Manor Gardens, Wardley Do you support? No  Why 
unsound? Justified/ effective and positively prepared                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  
Minor Changes:The MSGP should be more positive in allocating "brownfield" land for 
residential development. Particularly where residential development can be quickly 
brought to the market, e.g. where a house builder has submitted a planning application for 
residential development on brownfield land. Such areas should be included in MSGP to 
ensure their is no delay to bringing development forward. Specifically, land to the East of 
Manor Gardens, Wardley is a brownfield site that is contaminated and is subject to anti-
social behaviour. There is currently an active Planning Application (DC/16/00698/OUT) 
lodged with the Council since 2016. The house builder, Persimmon Homes has lodged the 
application to construct 144 houses here and the planning application shows 
overwhelming local public support - approx. 150 positive responses on the planning portal. 
Should development proceed here it will be good for the area and borough as a whole. 
The application states that if the application is not successful the site will be returned to its 
consented use, - industrial land (vehicle salvage / repair). MSGP should positively identify 
this brownfield site for future sustainable residential development as it is currently an 
eyesore. Positive inclusion of this site in MSGP should help bring appropriate 
development forward in this area quickly noting there is a house builder ready to build. 
This should assist in meeting housing targets in Gateshead.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             
Changes to make it sound or legal: The brownfield land indicated under Planning 
Application (DC/16/00698/OUT) should be positively identified in MSGP for residential 
development.                                                                                                 Would you like 
to attend public examination? No                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  
Keep you informed of progress? Yes, I would like to be kept informed 
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Portal Response 
 

Respondent Details  Agent Details / Representative (If 
Applicable)   

Response 

T Proud, 1 Frank Street 
Greenside, Ryton, 
Gateshead NE40 4AJ, 
tonyproud@gmail.com 

Andrew Moss, Ward Haddaway, 
Sandgate House, 102 Quayside, 
Newcastle upon Tyne NE1 3DX 
andrew.moss@wardhadaway.com 
0191 204 4120 

Para 3.11    Do you support the policy? Yes Why support? support the revised Green 
Belt boundary as shown on the Draft Policies Map around proposed allocation 
MSGP10.25, Charlie Street, Greenside. Would you like to be kept informed? Yes 
 

T Proud, 1 Frank Street 
Greenside, Ryton, 
Gateshead NE40 4AJ, 
tonyproud@gmail.com 

Andrew Moss, Ward Haddaway, 
Sandgate House, 102 Quayside, 
Newcastle upon Tyne NE1 3DX 
andrew.moss@wardhadaway.com 
0191 204 4120 

MSGP10 Do you support? Yes, with minor changes. Why support? Support housing 
allocation MSGP10.25, Charlie Street, Greenside. Would you like to be kept informed? 
Yes 
 

T Proud, 1 Frank Street 
Greenside, Ryton, 
Gateshead NE40 4AJ, 
tonyproud@gmail.com 

Andrew Moss, Ward Haddaway, 
Sandgate House, 102 Quayside, 
Newcastle upon Tyne NE1 3DX 
andrew.moss@wardhadaway.com 
0191 204 4120 

Appendix 2 - MSGP10.25Do you support? Yes with minor changes. Why unsound? 
Positively prepared. Minor changes:                                                                                             
Support housing allocation MSGP10.25, Charlie Street, Greenside. Design work is being 
undertaken to assess if the indicative number of dwellings for the site should be 4, a 
holding objection is submitted pending the outcome of this work.  Changes to make it 
sound or legal? Indicative number of dwellings potentially needs to be increased to 4. 
. Would you like to attend examination? Yes, to enable full debate on issues arising 
Would you like to be kept informed? Yes 

T Proud, 1 Frank Street 
Greenside, Ryton, 
Gateshead NE40 4AJ, 
tonyproud@gmail.com 

Andrew Moss, Ward Haddaway, 
Sandgate House, 102 Quayside, 
Newcastle upon Tyne NE1 3DX 
andrew.moss@wardhadaway.com 
0191 204 4120 

MSGP35 Do you support? No                                                                                          
Why unsound? Consistent with national policy, effective, positively prepared                                        
Minor Changes:Ryton Woodside should be added to the list of settlements in the policy 
where infill development will be permitted where it is in keeping with the scale and 
character of the settlement. Additionally a settlement envelope boundary should be 
prepared for Ryton Woodside which should include land at the junction of Delhi Crescent 
and Garden Terrace, a clear infill plot. Without prejudice to the above, the interrelationship 
between Policy MSGP35 and reasoned justification paragraph 7.35 needs to be explored. 
Firstly it is believed there is a typo in the first sentence of reasoned justification paragraph 
7.35 and that the first word should be 'there' as opposed to 'these'. Confirmation is 
requested. Secondly, the respondent considers the first sentence of reasoned justification 
paragraph 7.35 is too negative and should be amended to state; "There are small 
settlements in the Green Belt where any extension of the settlement would damage the 
openness of the Green Belt, and where (with the exception of Eighton Banks) additional 
development should be limited". Thirdly, following on from the above, confirmation is 
requested that in Ryton Woodside infill development which would not entail an extension 
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to the settlement and would be in keeping would be acceptable in principle. It is believed 
this is the intention and would reflect NPPF paragraph 145 criterion (e) which is 
permissive of limited infilling in villages. Fourthly, the approach in relation to development 
in settlements not listed in MSGP35 needs to be set out in the policy. For discussion 
purposes the following addition is suggested; "In other settlements within the Green Belt 
infill development which would not extend the settlement will be permitted where it is in 
keeping with the scale and character of the settlement concerned".                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  
Changes to make sound or legal? Ryton Woodside should be added to the list of 
settlements in the policy where infill development will be permitted. A settlement envelop 
boundary should be prepared for Ryton Woodside. Without prejudice to the above it is 
believed there is a typo in the first sentence of reasoned justification paragraph 7.35 and 
that the first word should be 'there' as opposed to 'these'. The first sentence of reasoned 
justification paragraph 7.35 should be amended to state, "There are small settlements in 
the Green Belt where any extension of the settlement would damage the openness of the 
Green Belt, and where (with the exception of Eighton Banks) additional development 
should be limited". Confirmation is requested that in Ryton Woodside infill development 
which would not entail an extension to the settlement and would be in keeping would be 
acceptable in principle. The following words added to policy MSGP35 stating, "In other 
settlements within the Green Belt infill development which would not extend the 
settlement will be permitted where it is in keeping with the scale and character of the 
settlement concerned".                                                                                                             
Would you like to attend examination? Yes, to enable full debate on issues arising.                                               
Would you like to be kept informed? Yes 
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Email Exchange  
 
 
From: Tony Proud tonyproud1@gmail.com 
Sent: 29 October 2018 13:29 
To: Chris Carr <ChrisCarr@Gateshead.Gov.Uk> 
 Subject: Area 51.1 on Plan 
 
Chris, 
Thanks for the MSGP generic mail. 
I own the Northern part of the land referred to as 51.1 on your plan. 
 This is the land North of the horizontal Pink line. 
The land is not a mineral reserve as the sand was exploited by Tilcon before 1974. 
 
Kind Regards 
Tony Proud 
07795186341 
 

 
On 29 Oct 2018, at 14:54, Chris Carr <ChrisCarr@Gateshead.Gov.Uk> wrote: 
 
 Dear Mr Proud 
 Thanks for your quick response - I think the relevant site reference is MSGP53.1 - we did address your comment 
as previously submitted in our feedback report - https://www.gateshead.gov.uk/media/8738/Draft-MSGP-
Feedback-Report-June-2018-/pdf/MSGP_Draft_Plan_2017_Consultation_Feedback_Report_final.pdf. 
  
 The site referred to is a designated dormant site following an earlier statutory/legal process - the 1995 
Environment Act & Minerals Planning Guidance 14 (review of mineral planning permissions) - the determination 
would have been based on available evidence at the time (taking into account phases of sites deemed to be 
active or inactive) and in consultation with landowners/site operators, whilst we can say there have been no 
subsequent applications to update planning conditions to commence work at the site. 
  
 The designation of the site is a continuation of the current approach as included in the saved Unitary 
Development Plan which was first published in 2007, whilst it also coincides with the designated Green Belt in 
Gateshead which in planning terms restricts the development of the site for other purposes. 
 
 It would be interesting if you have any evidence relating to the site having previously been worked?? 
  
Regards 
Chris 
Chris Carr 
 

 
Sent: 31 October 2018 13:53 
Subject: Re: Area 51.1 on Plan 
 
 Chris, 
You were quite correct. It is indeed 53.1!  
Regards 
Tony 

Sent: 6 Dec 2018, at 12:25  
 
Hi Tony 
Just checking - do you want this issue treat as an official representation on the Plan to be submitted and 
considered by the Planning Inspector...??? 
Regards 
Chris 
 

 
Sent: 6th Dec 2018, at 13:49 
 
Chris, 
With regards to Area 53.1, I think it is better to correct it as it is infant wrong? 
 
Regards 
Tony

mailto:tonyproud1@gmail.com
mailto:ChrisCarr@Gateshead.Gov.Uk
mailto:ChrisCarr@Gateshead.Gov.Uk
https://www.gateshead.gov.uk/media/8738/Draft-MSGP-Feedback-Report-June-2018-/pdf/MSGP_Draft_Plan_2017_Consultation_Feedback_Report_final.pdf
https://www.gateshead.gov.uk/media/8738/Draft-MSGP-Feedback-Report-June-2018-/pdf/MSGP_Draft_Plan_2017_Consultation_Feedback_Report_final.pdf
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Respondent 
Details  

Agent Details / Representative (If 
Applicable)   

Response 

Natural England  Michael Miller, Natural England, 
Lancaster, Hampshire Court, 
Newcastle Upon Tyne, NE4 7YH 
michael.miller@naturalengland.org.uk 
0208 2256263 

MSGP31, MSGP32, MSGP33, MSGP37, MSGP38.Do you support? Yes  Why support? 
Please see previous correspondence of the 15th December 2017. General supportive 
comments and situation remains the same. Natural England welcome the emphasis on 
protection and enhancement of the Natural Environment through this policy framework 
document and as such support it.                                                                                                                                                                                        
Wish to attend examination? No                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    
Keep you informed? Yes                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         
Make another comment? No 
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Portal Response

Respondent 
Details  

Agent Details / Representative (If 
Applicable)   

Response 

 Newcastle 
International 
Airport. 

James Cowen, NE13 8BZ  
jcowen@newcastleinternational.co.uk 
0191 2143279 

Comment in regards to MSGP20 Do you support? No   Why unsound? Consistent with 
national policy/ effective                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         
Minor Changes proposed? Aircraft noise is expressed through noise contours. They indicate 
the areas which will likely be exposed to average levels of aircraft noise in terms of the 54 
dBLAeq 16h and 63 dBLAeq 16h contours during the day and the 48 dBLAeq 8h, and 54 
dBLAeq 8h at night. The Airport recently consulted on a new Masterplan which forecasts growth 
of to 2035. Based on these growth forecasts the plan contains noise contours at 5 year intervals 
to 2035. The contours do not extend into Gateshead Borough but certain areas are on the 
fringe of them and noise from aviation will be audible. The airport already receives noise 
complaints from within the plan area. As stated, the north western part of the plan area is 
underneath the main westerly departure route from Newcastle International Airport. This is a 
long established flightpath and is approved by the Civil Aviation Authority (CAA). Changing a 
flightpath is complex process regulated by the CAA, and as an existing business the airport 
should not be expected to change its current operations to accommodate new development. It 
is also of relevance that The Government consulted in 2017 on new policy for the use of 
airspace in the UK (UK Airspace Policy: A framework for balanced decisions: on the design and 
use of airspace). In relation to aviation noise it sets the LOAEL (lowest observed adverse effect 
level) for aviation noise during the day at 51 dBLAeq 16h and 45 dBLAeq 8h at night. In 
response to this consultation the Government indicated that aspects related to aviation noise 
should be considered current government policy (paragraph 9). As such, any proposal to 
change the use of airspace would consider an area larger than the contours indicated in the 
Masterplan. Policy MSGP20 states that proposals for noise sensitive developments will be 
assessed for its compatibility with existing land uses and activities. Paragraph 182 of the NPPF 
states that â€œexisting businesses and facilities should not have unreasonable restrictions 
placed.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            
Changes to make it legal or sound? NIA request that policy MSGP20 is amended to reflect 
paragraph 182 of the NPPF. Without this amendment the airport considers that the policy is not 
consistent with national policy, and cannot be considered to be sound.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  
Want to attend examination? No Keep you informed of progress? Yes I would like to be 
kept informed.  



Newcastle International Airport 

208 
 

Consultee name: Newcastle International Airport 

 

Contact:James Cowen (jcowen@newcastleinternational.co.uk) 

 

Date Received: 06/12/19 

Newcastle International Airport – response to ‘Gateshead Making Spaces for Growing Places 

Local Plan Document – Submission Draft  

1.1 Newcastle International Airport (NIA) is the main international gateway for the North East region, 

with direct connections to over 80 destinations, and 6 hub Airports. In 2017 nearly 5.4m passengers 

passed through the Airport and there were nearly 60,000 aircraft movements. The Airport is currently 

consulting on a new Masterplan to 2035 which forecasts that passenger numbers could grow up to 

9.4m per annum by the end of the plan period through an expanding route network, which would have 

significant economic benefits for the Airport’s catchment.  

1.2 As well as being a fundamental part of the North East’s transport infrastructure the Airport is also 

a driver of the regional economy, employing nearly 3500 people on site. Through its international 

connections the Airport also supports County Durham’s export driven businesses to maintain and 

grow trade links, as well as being pivotal to the tourism sector, supporting nearly 19,000 jobs 

indirectly. In total the Airport and its route network contribute over £1.1 billion per annum to the 

regional economy.  

2 Aerodrome safeguarding  

2.1 In 2003 Newcastle International Airport Limited (NIAL) assumed responsibility from the Civil 

Aviation Authority (CAA) as the statutory safeguarding consultee for developments within its 

aerodrome area. The aerodrome safeguarding process is included in UK Legislation as an integral 

part of planning procedures as outlined in the joint Town and Country Planning (Safeguarded 

Aerodromes, Technical Sites and Military Explosive Storage Areas) Direction 2002.  

2.2 NIAL has responsibility to ensure that its aerodrome is safe for use by aircraft, so includes the 

flightpaths associated with the aerodrome and the airspace controlled by NIA. There are certain types 

of development which have the potential to compromise the safe operation of the aerodrome. NIAL 

therefore safeguards these developments through the planning process.  

2.3 Broadly safeguarding covers the following development issues -  

Areas of development interest within circa15 km of NIA:  

• Tall Structures (fixed or transient) which could impact on navigation systems and/or present a 

collision hazard  

• Developments using highly reflective materials such as glazed roofs or photo voltaic cells  

• Landscaping schemes and the development of open water which encourage wildlife habitats 

and may lead to an increased risk of bird strike  

• Lighting which has the potential to cause distraction or glare for pilots, or could imitate airfield 

lighting  

• Induced turbulence from buildings, heat emissions etc  

Areas of development interest within 30 km of NIA:  

• Wind farms which can impact on radar and other navigational systems such as the Airport’s 

‘wide area multilateration’ system (WAM), as well as potentially presenting a collision hazard.  



Newcastle International Airport 

209 
 

2.4 The airport’s westerly ‘standard instrument departure’ route, which circa 70% of commercial flights 

follow, passes over the plan area, with aircraft flying at a height where they can still be impacted by 

development on the ground. Therefore a significant proportion of the Airport’s 15km safeguarding 

area (please see the accompanying plan) falls within the plan area. The 30km wind farm safeguarding 

zone extends over the Gateshead authority area and into County Durham beyond.  

2.5 The safeguarding process is only covered in the plan by policy MSGP29 in relation to low and 

renewable energy. Whilst this is welcomed, there are gaps in the plan as to when other aspects of 

aerodrome safeguarding should be considered. Policies MSGP 25, 30, 33, and 37 could all result in 

schemes which could attract hazardous bird species, induce pilot glare/glint, and impact on the 

Airport’s obstacle limitation surfaces (fixed and transient structures). The Airport request that either 

criteria be added to each of these policies which requires consideration of aerodrome safeguarding, 

or alternatively a dedicated policy could be added to the plan covering all aspects of aerodrome 

safeguarding detailed in this response. It is suggested that the latter would result in a more effective 

policy and avoid repetition.  

2.6 It is also suggested that the Airport safeguarding zone and is shown on the policies map to give 

clear guidance for developers and decision makers when aerodrome safeguarding should be 

considered.  

2.7 With regard to Policy MSGP29 the Airport is concerned that there is no requirement for an 

identified impact to be mitigated reduce or remove the potential impact. This mitigation may be 

essential to ensure that air safety isn’t prejudiced, and it is vital that the policy is worded to allow such 

mitigation to be secured. NIA request that the policy be amended to require the implementation of 

suitable mitigation where required.  

2.8 In reviewing potential impact and possible mitigation solutions the developer should be required to 

consider the cumulative impact, not just that of the proposed development in isolation. In relation to 

wind turbine development for example, existing developments which already impact on the Airport’s 

radar or other navigational systems may only have been permitted with mitigation in place, but the 

same mitigation may not be appropriate when the cumulative impact is considered. The airport should 

be consulted on and approve proposed approaches to mitigation.  

2.9 In relation to the tests of soundness for the plan set out in paragraphs 35-37 of the NPPF, the 

Airport considers that the changes to policies 25, 29, 30, 33, and 37, or the addition of a standalone 

safeguarding policy, is considered necessary for the policies to be effective in safeguarding the safe 

operation of aircraft operating from the airport. NIA can provide wording for a policy and supporting 

text.  

3 Noise - Policy MSGP20  

3.1 Aircraft noise is expressed through noise contours. They indicate the areas which will likely be 

exposed to average levels of aircraft noise in terms of the 54 dBLAeq 16h and 63 dBLAeq 16h 

contours during the day and the 48 dBLAeq 8h, and 54 dBLAeq 8h at night. The Airport recently 

consulted on a new Masterplan which forecasts growth of to 2035. Based on these growth forecasts 

the plan contains noise contours at 5 year intervals to 2035. The contours do not extend into 

Gateshead Borough but certain areas are on the fringe of them and noise from aviation will be 

audible. The airport already receives noise complaints from within the plan area.  

3.2 As stated, the north western part of the plan area is underneath the main westerly departure route 

from Newcastle International Airport. This is a long established flightpath and is approved by the Civil 

Aviation Authority (CAA). Changing a flightpath is complex process regulated by the CAA, and as an 

existing business the airport should not be expected to change its current operations to accommodate 

new development.  
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3.3 It is also of relevance that The Government consulted in 2017 on new policy for the use of 

airspace in the UK (UK Airspace Policy: A framework for balanced decisions: on the design and use 

of airspace). In relation to aviation noise it sets the LOAEL (lowest observed adverse effect level) for 

aviation noise during the day at 51 dBLAeq 16h and 45 dBLAeq 8h at night. In response to this 

consultation the Government indicated that aspects related to aviation noise should be considered 

current government policy (paragraph 9). As such, any proposal to change the use of airspace would 

consider an area larger than the contours indicated in the Masterplan.  

3.4 Policy MSGP20 states that proposals for noise sensitive developments will be assessed for its 

compatibility with existing land uses and activities. Paragraph 182 of the NPPF states that “existing 

businesses and facilities should not have unreasonable restrictions placed on them as a result of 

development permitted after they were established”. It states that where a significant adverse impact 

on a new development is identified it is the ‘agent of change’ which should be required to mitigate any 

impact.  

3.5 NIA request that policy MSGP20 is amended to reflect paragraph 182 of the NPPF. Without this 

amendment the airport considers that the policy is not consistent with national policy, and cannot be 

considered to be sound.  

3.6 I trust the comments clarify NIA’s position on the draft submission plan, but should require any 

more information or assistance addressing the concerns raised; please do not hesitate to contact me. 

 

 

James Cowen MRTPI 

Airport Planner  
Direct Line: 0191 2143279  

e-mail: jcowen@newcastleinternational.co.uk 
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Respondent Details Agent Details / Representative (If 
Applicable)   

Response 

Nexus  Tyne & Wear Passenger Transport 
Executive (Nexus) Nexus House, St 
James Boulevard, Newcastle upon 
Tyne, NE1 4AX 
colin.whittle@nexus.org.uk 0191 
203 3239 
 
Andrew Moss, Ward Haddaway, 
Sandgate House, 102 Quayside, 
Newcastle upon Tyne NE1 3DX 
andrew.moss@wardhadaway.com 
0191 204 4118 

MSGP10 Do you support policy? Yes                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  
Why support ? Support the policy / housing allocation MSGP10.130, land South of Pelaw 
Metro Station.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                      
Keep informed of Progress? Yes  

Nexus Tyne & Wear Passenger Transport 
Executive (Nexus) Nexus House, St 
James Boulevard, Newcastle upon 
Tyne, NE1 4AX 
colin.whittle@nexus.org.uk 0191 
203 3239 
 
Andrew Moss, Ward Haddaway, 
Sandgate House, 102 Quayside, 
Newcastle upon Tyne NE1 3DX 
andrew.moss@wardhadaway.com 
0191 204 4118 

Appendix 2 Do you support Policy? No Why unsound? Effective Minor Changes:  
Support housing allocation MSGP10.130, land South of Pelaw Metro Station. The site is in 
a highly sustainable location and is deliverable. Following on from the above it is noted that 
the indicative site capacity is 45 dwellings. This figure is based on standard multipliers for 
sites less than 2 hectares in area and within 750 metres of a metro station. As a general 
comment the ability for this site to deliver a greater number of dwellings needs to be 
explored. A parallel representation has been submitted to MSGP40, the respondent 
considering MSGP40 needs to make specific reference to the Policies Map to ensure land 
South of Pelaw Metro Station can deliver as it should. A holding objection is submitted 
pending further discussion in relation to this issue.                                                                             
Changes to make it sound or legal?                                     Amendment required to 
MSGP40 to ensure Appendix 2 / MSGP10 are fully effective.Attend public Examination?           
Yes Why necessary? to enable full debate on the issues arising. Keep informed of 
Progress? Yes 

Nexus  Tyne & Wear Passenger Transport 
Executive (Nexus) Nexus House, St 
James Boulevard, Newcastle upon 
Tyne, NE1 4AX 
colin.whittle@nexus.org.uk 0191 
203 3239 
 
Andrew Moss, Ward Haddaway, 
Sandgate House, 102 Quayside, 

MSGP 40 Do you support? No why unsound? Consistent with national policy and 
effective                             Minor Changes: To provide absolute certainty the policy should 
expressly refer to open land shown on the Policies Map. There is land in the Borough 
which is open which should not be subject to the policy / the tests set out therein. An 
example is site allocation MSGP10.130, land South of Pelaw Metro Station. Changes to 
make it legal or sound  For discussion purposes it is suggested paragraph 2 of the policy 
be amended to; "Development or change of use proposals that would result in the loss of 
open space as shown on the Policies Map, sports and recreation facilities, will only be 
considered acceptable if the site can be demonstrated to be surplus to requirements â€¦.". 

mailto:colin.whittle@nexus.org.uk
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Newcastle upon Tyne NE1 3DX 
andrew.moss@wardhadaway.com 
0191 204 4118 

The above would make it clear that the policy is not generally applicable to all open space 
and is only applicable within the areas specifically identified as open space on the 
Proposals Map, therefore not allocation MSGP10.130 amongst others. Changes to make 
it sound or legal? Amendment required to MSGP40 to ensure Appendix 2 / MSGP10 are 
fully effective.Attend public Examination?           Yes Why necessary? to enable full 
debate on the issues arising. Keep informed of Progress? Yes 



Northumberland County Council Response 

214 
 

Consultee Name: Northumberland County Council  

Contact: Helen Dormand (helen.dormand@northumberland.gov.uk) 

Date Received: 06/12/18 

Dear Sir 

Gateshead's Submission Draft Plan 

Thank you for consulting Northumberland County Council on the Making Spaces for Growing 

PlacesSubmission Draft Plan for Gateshead. 

We have no issues of soundness in relation to the Submission Plan. 

Northumberland County Council looks forward to continuing to work with the Gateshead Council on 

planning matters of joint interest under the Duty to Cooperate. 

Yours faithfully 

Paul Johnston  

Interim Executive Director: Place 
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Consultee name: Northumbria Water Limited  

Contact: Katherine Dobson (Katherine.Dobson@nwl.co.uk) 

Date received: 03/01/2018  

 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the submission draft of the Gateshead Making Spaces 

Growing Places Plan.  

 

We support the sustainable provision of housing and economic development across the borough. We 

also support the policies which make reference to flood risk and sustainable water management. We 

note the link to the Council's emerging SPD's on Flood Risk and Sustainable Drainage and we will be 

happy to be consulted on and work with Gateshead on policies relevant to our duties as a water and 

sewerage undertaker in those documents in due course. 

 

We are happy to be kept informed of the progress of this plan through the examination and adoption 

stages. 

 

Thanks and Regards 

 

Katherine Dobson 

Planning Team Leader 

Developer Services 
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Introduction 
 

Persimmon Homes North East has had significant involvement as a key member interested in the 

emerging NewcastleGateshead City Core Strategy and are glad to have the opportunity to review this 

next stage of the plan. The development industry should be heavily involved in the preparation 

process of the emerging plan. This response covers the entire document and where no comment is 

made this should be taken as acceptance of the wording and policy as drafted. 

The key concern to the as drafted document is the imposition of both Space Standards policy 

MSGP13 and Accessible and Adaptable Housing policy MSGP11. 

MSPG 10 (Housing Allocation  Sites) 

Persimmon Homes do not consider that the introduction or adoption of policy MSGP10 is sound, as it 

is not justified, effective or consistent with national policy for the reasons set out in the most recent 

HBF representations as it is contrary to the adopted Core Strategy : 

Please refer to the HBF representation (dated 26 November 2018) for full details on how and why we 

object to this policy. 

To reiterate, it is our view that the introduction of this policy would have an impact upon the viability of 

development and there have been / are outstanding objections from the industry on the viability 

assumptions used in the supporting evidence. These are provided in previous representation 

response by Persimmon Homes. 

In addition to the above, the assumptions presented in the Councils supporting evidence are flawed. 

The introduction of this policy, on the basis of claimed savings to the Council owing to ongoing 

conversion of housing stock, is not accurate. This information suggests that through the adoption of 

this policy the council will start to make savings against this ongoing cost, however this is not 

accurate. The ongoing requirement to adapt existing stock will continue and even be required on plots 

which meet the requirements of M4(2) of building regulations. 

Not withstanding the above the policy wording is also not compliant with the requirements of the 

NPPG which states that policies should make reference to part M of the building regulations directly, if 

seeking to impose this additional standard. While the reference is included in the supporting text this 

should, if taken forward, be included within the actual policy wording. 

In the supporting text and evidence it is presented by the Council that, through the adoption of the 

policy CS11, it is implicit that this policy should and can come forward as this policy supports this 

objective. This is not the case, the adoption of this policy must be tested upon its own merits and 

evidence presented to this EIP and cannot, as a starting point, be required owing to wording which 

states “encourage”. 

In conclusion Persimmon Homes supports the objections raised by the Home Builders Federation and 

objects to the imposition and adoption of this policy on the above grounds. We would again ask that 

the Council undertake the appropriate work to review the impacts of this policy ahead of then taking 

this towards adoption. 

 

MSGP13 (Housing  Space Standards) 

Persimmon Homes do not consider that the introduction or adoption of policy MSGP13 is sound, as it 

is not justified, effective or consistent with national policy for the following reasons: 
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The response and policy objection raised by Persimmon Homes in our previous objections continue to 

be unalleviated from the substantial concerns which have been raised previously. Since our previous 

objection, the Council have prepared the document “Addressing Housing Needs and Standards” 

which in its title demonstrates the flawed approach the Council have applied to evidencing this policy, 

as it is addressing something without firstly establishing if there is a need to address. 

The Policy basis for policy MSGP13 is clearly stated in the supporting evidence as CS11, which 

states under section 4 “Providing adequate space inside and outside of the home to meet the needs 

of residents.” This as a policy aspiration is supported by the development industry and Persimmon 

Homes, however what the Council have singularly failed to demonstrate in its entire evidence 

gathering, is the adequacy of both new and existing housing to meet the needs of residents in the 

Borough. 

The Council have undertaken detailed assessments of the existing proportions of housing being built 

in accordance with the NDSS however fail to demonstrate why meeting this standard is either 

necessary or even beneficial on a local level. In its assessment report, the Council points to several 

studies at a national level undertaken between 2006 and 2017, the most recent of which is the ‘Park 

Report’. This report makes no reference to the needs of the North East or Gateshead specifically. 

In its assessment of local need the Council points to the adoption of North Tyneside’s Space 

Standard and sites that they share a housing market area with Newcastle and have utilised the same 

evidence base as Newcastle Council. The approach to adopt or base a policy requirement upon the 

recent adoption of a neighbouring authority is flawed, notwithstanding the significant level of objection 

that the policy in North Tyneside received from the entire industry. 

The policy basis within North Tyneside is substantially different as the objections raised by the 

industry were in the context of overriding and general support for the plan as a whole, this is not the 

case for Gateshead or Newcastle who will be seeking to impose this through the DPD which is 

subject to direct objection and not supported. The discussion on space standards in this case will be 

the key sticking point for the industry. 

Based upon the above it is still firmly the view of Persimmon Homes that the introduction of this policy 

has not been supported by suitable nor robust evidence of the need for its introduction. This is in 

direct contradiction to the clear ministerial guidance provided to Councils and also contradicts the 

policy “hook” within policy CS11, in that it does not directly relate to the needs of local residents. The 

below worked example clearly shows that had, the effects of this policy been suitably considered 

holistically by the Council and presented to the public and elected members in a open manner, this 

would not have, in our view, resulted in the proposal of this policy. 

Conversely to the above, Persimmon and the House Building industry have reviewed the likely 

impacts of the adoption of this policy on both sales and affordability within the housing market and 

prepared the below worked example. The assumptions presented by the Council in their Viability 

Assessment has been that, as the revenues will remain the same but multiplied across new floor 

areas, that the “cost” of the adoption of NDSS can be absorbed viably in the plan. This assumption is 

false as it requires that developments can sell larger dwellings for an increased  amount in the same 

market and makes no assessment of the impact this will have upon the market nor the effects on 

development if this was not able to occur. 

WORKED EXAMPLE: 

 

Context: Based upon the review undertaken of the houses being built by the Council and the house 

building industry, it is agreed that the most substantial change in house type occurs in the 2-bedroom 

dwelling range. This range is the most commonly sold and most popular house type found within the 
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sales range of most house builders and is particularly popular with first time buyers and new young 

families. On this basis the below is based upon a new family trying to purchase a 2 bed home (NDSS 

and non NDSS variant). 

The ASHE data for Newcastle demonstrates that the income levels based upon quartile are as 

follows: 

•Lower Quartile Earnings - £19,396 

•Median Earnings- £25,680 

•Upper Quartile Earnings - £35,655 

Based upon the above the average household income (gross) would be £45,076 based upon the 

online resource (https://listentotaxman.com/) the Net annual household income from this would be 

£31,627 or £2,635 per month. 

In our market assessment of an average 3 bedroom dwelling house (appendix 1 of this report) the 

increase in price impact of the introduction of NDSS takes the average 3 bedroom house price from 

£167,400 to £201,450.00. The impacts policy MSGP13 would be as follows: 

•Based upon an average 90% mortgage the deposit requirement increases from £16,500 to 

£20k (increase of £3500) 

•The increase to the level of stamp duty goes from approx £1100 to £1860 (£760). 

•This increase based upon acceptable levels of disposable income and saving rates 

calculated by the HCA affordability model would mean the household would need to save for 

an extra 13 months (average saving rate calculated at £300 per month) to afford to buy the 

house. 

Mortgage availability is now calculated upon income and affordability. The HCA in its mortgage 

assessment toolkit states that mortgage payments should be well below 45% of the net household 

income in order to be classified as affordable. The effect of the house size and price increase from the 

adoption of NDSS is as follows: 

•If purchasing a house at £167,400 the household would need to borrow £150,660 whereas at 

£201,450 this would be increased to £181,305 

•Based upon an average mortgage of 20 years this would mean at present the household 

would pay £907.00 per month at a standard rate of interest of 3.92%. This is increased to 

£1091.00 through the adoption of NDSS. 

•From this we can show that for an average household the affordability of a mortgage at the 

non NDSS price would be considered affordable however the introduction of NDSS pushes 

the ratio of affordability to 45% of the average net household income, which is not affordable. 

The above example shows that the introduction of the NDSS has and will end up rendering some 

households unable to afford to buy dwellings in the Gateshead Housing market. It may also increase 

the time in either dependent or rented accommodation by over a year. 

The impacts of the adoption of this policy would disproportionately impact upon those who are in 

lower income households and may even increase the level of those qualifying for affordable housing 

benefit and need across the plan area. The above is expected to significantly reduce sales rates and 

effect delivery of housing sites and anticipated completion of housing targets set in the Core Strategy, 

something which the Council has already failed to deliver against since its adoption. 
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It is based upon the above, our previous objections and the worked example, that Persimmon Homes 

strongly objects to the policy for NDSS in Policy MSGP13. It is suggested that as a minimum, a full 

examination should be undertaken, on the effects the imposition of this policy will have on city wide 

affordability and sales, alongside a full and proper assessment of the needs of residents in 

conjunction with the industry. 

The assumptions used by the Council in its evidence that revenues based upon increased floor areas 

will absorb the increased costs, have not been examined nor have they been proven in reality, based 

upon actual affordability in the local housing market. These assumptions could have significant effects 

upon development viability. In addition the Council have not assessed the implications that the 

adoption of NDSS would have upon those households which will struggle to afford the new dwellings 

nor have they made provision for the impacts this may have upon the plans delivery. 

The adoption of this policy is considered to actually contradict that of CS11. Adoption of this policy will 

actively prevent some households and residents within the Gateshead Borough area being able to 

qualify for suitable mortgages and / or at least increase the amount of time in rented accommodation 

which does not meet with the needs of residents. 

MSGP16 (Mitigating the Impacts of Development on the Transport Network) Persimmon Homes 

does not consider that the introduction or adoption of policy MSGP16 is sound, as it is not justified, 

effective or consistent with national policy for the following reasons: 

The wording of this policy is generally accepted however it is considered that the requirement for a 

Travel Plan is already clearly fixed through the Tyne and Wear validation checklist, of which 

Gateshead is already a part. It is therefore suggested that direct link to this document (or subsequent 

versions) is listed in the policy as this would allow for additional flexibility and changes in guidance in 

the future. 

Part C of this policy also requires a detailed action plan to form part of a TA which shows how and 

when issues will be addressed. This assessment should be done by the Local Authority in conjunction 

with the applicant and as such should be agreed via planning conditions, not within the TA. In addition 

a requirement to demonstrate when and how issues will be dealt with may not be possible if 

contributions are being provided to highways mitigation schemes and requiring this through policy 

would not allow suitable flexibility for schemes to come forward without conflict to this policy. 

We would therefore object on the current wording and ask that consideration and changes to address 

the above issues are brought forward prior to the policy being set before the Secretary of State. 

MSGP17 (Transport Aspects of the Design of new  Developments) 

Persimmon Homes does not consider that the introduction or adoption of policy MSGP17 is sound, as 

it is not justified, effective or consistent with national policy for the following reasons: 

The cycle parking provision specified in this document has not been part of any consultation with the 

industry nor is there any supporting evidence to support the need for “Short Stay” cycle parking 

provision for new residential development (C3). On developments where long stay provision is given 

to each dwelling, this should supersede the need for “ short stay” provision. There is no clear 

guidance nor is there any certainty on how this provision will be located or accommodated into new 

developments as this would need to be a shared facility for dwellings, on either adopted or private 

land under management company control, with on street provision. 
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Persimmon Homes do not consider this to be a necessary requirement and believe it adds additional 

cost and complication to layout design and adoptions of highways, which can be easily avoided 

through existing provision for individual dwellings. 

In addition to the above and linked with MSGP19 set out below, the rigid application of this policy and 

its car parking standard will in our view, cause direct conflict with MSGP19 and as such one or both 

should be amended to address the issues explained below. 

We would therefore object on the current wording and ask that consideration be given to changes at 

this time. 

MSGP19  (Residential Amenity) 

Persimmon Homes do not consider that the introduction or adoption of policy MSGP19 is sound, as it 

is not justified, effective or consistent with national policy for the following reasons: 

The introduction of parking congestion as part of the definition within this policy is not accepted, as 

this links with our objection to MSGP17 above regarding the car parking standards in Gateshead. 

These car parking standards have been proven to cause car parking issues (indiscriminate parking) 

across development sites which retrospectively requires intervention and additional expense through 

TRO or double yellow lining schemes, which are unnecessary. Through the introduction of both 

policies MSGP17 and MSGP19, we consider that GMBC will be creating a situation where they are 

forcing developers through policy MSGP17, to be in direct contravention with this policy and as such it 

is not sound and should be amended. 

We would therefore object on the current wording and ask that consideration be given to changes at 

this time. 

MSGP25  (Design Quality) 

Persimmon Homes do not consider that the introduction or adoption of policy MSGP25 is sound, as it 

is not justified, effective or consistent with national policy for the following reasons: 

The introduction through this policy in part 1 subsection (f) is fully not supported and has not been 

subject to any prior consultation with the development industry and should be removed from the 

policy. The introduction of this element would have a significant viability and design implication on 

developments and for most types of development would be wholly inappropriate. If the Council are 

minded to try and keep this element of the policy, it should be explained further as to what types of 

development this would apply for and should be supported with an additional evidence base and 

viability work to justify the policy. 

On the basis of the above, Persimmon Homes object to the imposition of this policy as worded, 

subject to the above alterations / deletion. 

MSGP28  (Archaeology) 

Persimmon Homes do not consider that the introduction or adoption of policy MSGP28 is sound, as it 

is not justified, effective or consistent with national policy for the following reasons: 

Policy MSGP28, part 2 sets a requirement to deposit the findings of any archaeological assessment 

work with the Tyne and Wear Historic Environmental Record. This requirement is not proportionate or 

necessary to make planning permission acceptable and as such should not be a requirement on new 

developments. The information will be made available and publicised through the consultation on 

planning applications and should officers or members from the Tyne and Wear Historic Environmental 

Record wish to, they may have access to this information through this medium. 
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On the basis of the above Persimmon Homes object to the policy, until such time as the policy is 

changed to remove this requirement. 

MSGP36 (Proposed Wardley Manor  Country  Park) 

Persimmon Homes do not consider that the introduction or adoption of policy MSGP36 is sound, as it 

is not justified, effective or consistent with national policy for the following reasons: 

The boundaries of the proposed Country Park contain land which is not under the control of 

Gateshead Metropolitan Borough Council. The land owners have a consented and viable business on 

site and have aspirations which conflicts with the policy. Further to this, there is a longstanding 

planning application on the land for Residential Development. 

Persimmon Homes represent the land owners on the parcel of land in question and are aware that the 

land is not available for country park use and therefore needs to be removed from the allocation 

detailed on the policy map. The allocation and aspiration for a Country park in this location is 

generally supported however the land included within the allocation needs amendment. 

In addition to the above, the proposed allocation of this land and Local Wildlife site has not been 

subject to an impact assessment of its current or future proposed use. In our recent application the 

impact of additional dwellings and use of the surrounding LWS and Country Park was raised as a 

fundamental and unassailable objection. The result of this allocation would be the same as it would 

result in increased footfall and impact to the LWS with no suitable mitigation measures set in place 

nor the financial support to implement the policy. 

We would therefore object on the current wording and boundaries shown on the allocations map. We 

ask that the policy be fully evidenced through suitable baseline studies and impact assessments 

required for the impacts upon the LWS, as well as action planning on how this policy will be enacted 

by the Council. 

MSGP38 (Biodiversity and Geo diversity) 

Persimmon Homes do not consider that the introduction or adoption of policy MSGP38 is sound, as it 

is not justified, effective or consistent with national policy for the following reasons: 

Persimmon Homes have fundamental objection to the wording of this policy. As written, this policy 

effectively requires a sequential test to be undertaken on sites which have either direct or indirect 

impacts upon local wildlife assets, as specified in the policy. This is in direct contravention with the 

NPPF and as such is not sound. 

Part 3 of the policy should be re worded as such: 

“Proposals for development that would adversely affect a SSSI, either directly or indirectly will only be 

permitted where the benefits of the proposed development clearly outweigh the impacts to nature 

conservation.” 

Sections “a)” of both Part 4 and 5 should be full deleted for the same reason as above. 

We would therefore object on the current wording until changes suggested above have been made. 

Overall Conclusions: 

As highlighted above Persimmon Homes have significant concerns and objection to the draft policies 

as presented as well as the evidence provided in justification of these policies. As these issues are 

set to be the focus of the up coming EIP and debate, we would like to offer the opportunity to meet 
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and discuss these issues and concerns with the industry, with the view to ensuring a robust and 

sound plan. 
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Consultee Name: South Tyneside Council  

Contact: Neil Cole (neil.cole@southtyneside.gov.uk)  

Date Received: 7th Dec 

Hi Neil 

Hope all is well.   

Please find attached a formal response from this Council.  I trust everything is self explanatory, but 

don’t hesitate to shout if you need anything further.   

You’ll see at the end, we have formally made a request for you to take some of our need….I know the 

response, but from my end need a formal letter from you….if it causes you a problem for the purposes 

of your plan, I have attached Version 2 without the request and will send that as a separate letter.  So 

use whichever you feel is most appropriate.   

Regards  

Neil Cole 

Operations Manager – Spatial Planning 

Dear Neil  

Gateshead Making Spaces for Growing Places Local Plan Document Submission Draft Plan 

consultation 

I would thank you for formally providing our Council the opportunity to comment on the above Plan.   

Whilst our respective emerging plans are at different stages of production, our main focus of interest 

are those policies and proposals that may give rise to any cross boundary issues.  Whilst this 

consultation provides the formal chance to comment on your Plan, we would note that your Plan is the 

product of the longstanding and constructive dialogue that exists between our respective Councils.   

Having had the opportunity to review the Plan, this Council is largely supportive of the policies and 

proposals contained within the Plan.  In particular, I would draw your attention to the following:  

▪ We welcome the range of transport and accessible policies set out in Chapter 6.  Of note, we 
support MSGP18.7 which seeks to safeguard that part of the Leamside Line within 
Gateshead.  This is consistent with the position within our adopted development plan and we 
intend to safeguard the Line which falls within our Borough within our emerging Local Plan.   

▪ We welcome Policy MSGP33 which seeks to protect and enhance its network of Green 
Infrastructure corridors noting in particular the River Tyne Corridor (as an improvement area) 
and Follingsby (where there has gaps in the network) and we look forward to working with you 
to support their implementation and investigate the potential for extending these corridors into 
our Borough.   

▪ We are supportive of Policy MSGP38 and its approach to biodiversity and geodiversity.  This 
is the product of working joint working between the South of Tyne councils and will be 
consistent with the corresponding policy within our emerging Local Plan.   
 

At a wider level, you will note that as part of preparing our own Local Plan, our emerging land supply 

evidence is indicating that there is likely to be insufficient capacity to meeting our local housing and 

employment land needs in full.  Our only recourse will be to review our Green Belt boundaries in order 

to meet those anticipated needs.   
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Whilst I appreciate that we have discussed the feasibility through our Duty to Cooperate meetings 

(most latterly on 19 July, 2018), I am formally requesting through the Duty to Cooperate whether 

Gateshead Council would be amenable to accommodating some of our growth requirements and 

thereby minimise the scale of Green Belt land required to be released. 
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Q9. Would you like to be kept informed of progress with the Plan? 

 Yes, I would like to be kept informed  No, I don’t want to be kept informed 

 

Thank you for your comments please send this form to: 

Spatial Planning and Housing Strategy, Gateshead Council, Civic Centre, Regent Street, Gateshead, NE8 1HH 
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Email Reponse 

 

1. Introduction 

1.1 Thank you for consulting Story Homes in relation to the Submission Draft Plan version of the 

‘Making Spaces for Growing Places Local Plan Document’ for Gateshead. Story Homes wishes to be 

a significant provider of quality homes in Gateshead. These representations are made in respect of 

our current and potential future land interests in the Borough and will help to ensure that the Council 

prepares a robust, sound and legally compliant Plan. 

About Story Homes 

1.2 Story Homes is an award-winning property developer with numerous schemes in Cumbria, North 

West and North East England, and southern Scotland. The company was founded in 1987 by Fred 

Story as Story Construction, which later de-merged to become Story Homes and sister company 

Story Contracting. Its head office is based in Carlisle with regional offices in Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

and Chorley. 

1.3 Renowned for building high specification homes of excellent quality, Story Homes is committed to 

sustainability and contributing to the communities in which it builds. Story Homes prides itself on 

delivering exemplary customer service and has achieved a five star Home Builders Federation (HBF) 

Customer Satisfaction Rating for five consecutive years between 2014 and 2018. 

1.4 The company has been consistently recognised in the prestigious UK Property Awards since 2011 

and in 2017 won three awards in the ‘Best Residential Development’ category with Strawberry 

Grange in Cockermouth, Oakland Park in Morpeth, and D’Urton Manor in Preston all receiving 

accolades. Story Homes was also named Housebuilder of the Year at the Insider North West Property 

Awards 2017. 

1.5 The company directly employs more than 500 staff. It also operates successful apprentice and 

graduate schemes aimed at bringing young talent into the industry.  

1.6 In 2012/13 the developer built 151 homes; 240 homes in 2013/14; 410 homes in 2014/15; 565 

homes in 2015/16; and more than 800 in 2016/17. In 2017/18, Story Homes built more than 1,000 

new homes for the first time across its three key regions. 

Representations 

1.7 This document has been prepared to accompany a suite of Consultation Response Forms and 

includes details of the why it is considered that certain policies/paragraphs are unsound and proposed 

changes to make the Plan sound. 

1.8 Story Homes requests that it would like to register to attend the Public Examination into the Plan 

in respect of its representations in order to protect its current and future potential land interests in the 

Borough. 

2. Policy MSGP 11 – Accessible and adaptable dwellings 

2.1 The emerging Policy MSGP11 requires developments of 15 or more dwellings toprovide 25% of 

dwellings constructed to the general adaptable and accessible standard (M4(2)) or equivalent 

successor standards. Supporting text at paragraph 5.2 does acknowledge that viability considerations 

will be taken into account. 
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2.2 Story Homes does not consider that this Policy is required. It is considered that localneeds can be 

met without the introduction of the optional housing standards. 

2.3 We note that the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) (ID 56-07) sets out the type of evidence 

required to introduce such a policy requirement, including the likely future need; the size, location, 

type and quality of dwellings needed; the accessibility and adaptability of the existing stock; how the 

needs vary across different housing tenures; and the overall viability. 

2.4 It is considered that there are still viability issues within Gateshead as are set out in 

the ‘Viability and Deliverability Report’ (2018). Paragraph 8.2.6 of the Report states that ‘applying the 

standard to 25% of dwellings increases viability pressure (because it is an additional cost), however it 

is not to the extent that it undermines overall viability.’ However, this glosses over the fact that 

applying the standard to low-mid, low-urban/suburban areas, and for 100 dwelling schemes in any of 

the Urban/Suburban areas tested which will form a proportion of the proposed sites coming forward in 

the Borough. This will be accentuated where sites are marginal with regards to deliverability due to 

site specific considerations rather than broader typologies. 

2.5 Paragraph 34 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) sets out the importance of 

viability to ensure that proposed developments in the Plan should not be subject to such scale of 

obligations and policy burden that their ability to be delivered might be threatened. Story Homes 

considers that the implications of the emerging Policy MSGP11 on the viability of developments need 

further detailed consideration as at present the Council’s own evidence suggests that a range of 

typologies will have their viability ‘threatened’. 

2.6 Story Homes considers that the emerging Policy is not sound as it is not justified, effective or 

consistent with national policy. In order to make the Plan sound Story Homes recommends that the 

Policy should be removed in its entirety. 

2.7 However, should this not be agreed then further evidence needs to be provided by the Council to 

appropriately justify the Policy. This should include consideration of site specific factors such as 

vulnerability to flooding, site topography (Gateshead is not a flat administrative area) and other 

circumstances which may increase the cost and difficulty of delivering M4(2) and M4(3) compliant 

dwellings. 

2.8 The reference to ‘subject to viability’ in paragraph 5.2 should be added to any retained Policy 

MSGP11 to reinforce the ability to take these considerations in to account as follows: 

‘MSGP11 Accessible and adaptable dwellings 

On housing developments of 15 or more dwellings 25% of dwelling will be constructed to meet the 

Building Regulation M4(2) Category 2: Accessible and Adaptable Dwellings standard or equivalent 

successor standards, subject to viability. 

2.9 This would be important to reinforce as there is an added risk with the period of the Plan that 

‘equivalent successor standards’ that could be introduced could be more onerous and could have 

even greater cost implications than assessed at the present. This could affect deliverability of sites in 

future without the addition of explicit viability flexibility. 

2.10 In addition, if the Policy is retained, then a transition period of one year after the adoption of the 

Policy should be added in to supporting text in a similar manner to that proposed in relation to 

Nationally Defined Space Standards (NDSS) at paragraph 5.8 of the Plan. This was requested at 

previous stages of discussion on M4(2) as noted in paragraph 5.6.7 of the ‘Deliverability and Viability 

Report’ (2018). We would recommend that a new paragraph is added after paragraph 5.4 providing 

detailed clarity on which applications would be required to comply with the requirements. This 
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should read as follows: 

‘5.5         The requirements will be introduced in one year from the date of adoption 

allowing for a period of transition in accordance with the national planning guidance. It 

will not be applied retrospectively to those applications for reserved matters where the 

outline permission was determined or is subject to a resolution to grant permission 

(including subject to planning obligations) before the end of the transition period. Any 

equivalent successor standards which are introduced nationally will be applied to 

proposals 18 months after their introduction on the same basis in order to allow for 

suitable transition periods.’ 

 

3. Policy MSGP13 – Housing Space Standards 

3.1 Policy MSGP13 sets out requirements for new homes to be built in accordance with the Nationally 

Described Space Standards (NDSS), or equivalent successor standards, as a minimum. 

3.2 Story Homes considers that emerging Policy MSGP13 is unsound in that it is neither effective to 

ensure delivery, justified on a robust evidence or compliant with national policy provisions. 

3.3 Story Homes concurs with the Home Builders Federation’s (HBF) position which highlights the 

provisions of the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) with regards to the type of evidence required for 

implementing a space standards policy. The PPG states at ID 56-020 that: ‘where a need for internal 

space standards is identified, local planning authorities should provide justification for requiring 

internal space policies. Local planning authorities should take account of the following areas: 

• Need – evidence should be provided on the size and type of dwellings currently being 

built in the area, to ensure the impacts of adopting space standards can be properly 

assessed, for example, to consider any potential impact on meeting demand for starter 

homes. 

• Viability – the impact of adopting the space standard should be considered as part of a 

plan’s viability assessment with account taken of the impact of potentially larger dwellings 

on land supply. Local planning authorities will also need to consider impacts on 

affordability where a space standard is to be adopted. 

• Timing – there may need to be a reasonable transitional period following adoption of a 

new policy on space standards to enable developers to factor the cost of space standards 

into future land acquisitions’. cost of space standards into future land acquisitions’. 

3.4 The Council will need robust justifiable evidence to introduce any of the optional housing 

standards, based on the criteria set out above. At present the evidence presented by the Council to 

support this policy is set out in ‘An Analysis of Space Standards in Gateshead’ (January 2016) and 

‘Nationally Described Spacing Standards Supplementary Evidence Report’ (September 2018). Both 

documents provide evidence that a number of properties within the area are not being built toNDSS 

standards but acknowledge that most of those dwellings completed received permission before the 

adoption of the CSUCP (March 2015), and consequently also before the introduction of the NDSS 

(March 2015). It is noted that the survey analysis within the 2016 document which asks about whether 

people would like a larger property only highlights aspiration rather an actual need for a larger home. 

3.5 Story Homes considers that simply collating evidence of the size of dwellings that have been 

completed is not an indicator of identified need as required under the PPG. We would contend that 

appropriate evidence should include market indicators including quality of life impacts or reduced 

sales in areas where the standards are not currently being met. However, no justification has been 

provided by the Council that the size of the homes being completed are considered by those 
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purchasing them to be inappropriate or that developers are struggling to sell non-compliant homes in 

comparison to compliant homes. 

3.6 Story Homes concurs with the HBF’s evidence that it has collated that homebuilders in the area 

do not have any issues or delays with selling properties with less than the NDSS, with three-bed non-

NDSS compliant homes often being high selling properties on sites. As the HBF notes, the industry, 

knows its customers and what they want, and Story Homes would not sell homes below the enhanced 

standard size if they did not appeal to the market. 

3.7 As the HBF sets out, Story Homes considers that standards can, in some instances, have a 

negative impact upon viability, increase affordability issues and reduce customer choice. We 

recommend that that the Council takes into consideration any implications of the requirements of 

emerging Policy MSGP13 may have on the viability of a development. The base appraisals include 

NDSS standards and as set out in paragraph 11.11 of the ‘Deliverability and Viability Report’ (2018) 

the low-mid and low areas are not considered viable. It is considered that given the on-going issues in 

relation to delivery of the Core Strategy housing requirements in Gateshead, as evidenced by recent 

government completion data (2018), that the Council needs to give further careful consideration as to 

how the requirements of Policy MSGP13 and the cumulative impacts of other plan policies will impact 

on the Council’s five year land supply and significantly impact on the Council’s future Housing 

Delivery Test results. 

3.8 Overall, Story Homes, like the HBF does not consider that Policy MSGP13 is required as it is 

considered that local needs can be met without the introduction of the optional housing standards. We 

therefore recommend that the Policy should be deleted to make the Plan sound. 

3.9 However, should the Policy be retained then reference to ‘subject to viability’ should be added to 

any retained Policy MSGP11 to ensure the ability to take these considerations in to account as 

follows: 

 ‘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, subject to viability.’ 

3.10 This is important to include as there is an added risk with the period of the Plan that ‘equivalent 

successor standards’ that could be introduced could be more onerous and could have even greater 

cost implications than assessed at the present. This could affect deliverability of sites in future without 

the addition of explicit viability flexibility. 

3.11 Should the Policy be retained then further clarity on the proposed transition period of one year 

after the adoption of the Policy should also be added in to supporting text at paragraph 5.8. This was 

requested at previous stages of discussion on NDSS as noted in paragraph 5.6.7 of the ‘Deliverability 

and Viability Report’ (2018). We would recommend that paragraph 5.8 of the Plan is amended to 

provide detailed clarity on which applications would be required to comply with the requirements. This 

should read as follows: 

‘5.8 In Gateshead some new residential developments are not meeting the National Described Space 

Standards. Therefore, the introduction of these requirements will ensure that new homes can 

accommodate a basic set of furniture, fittings, activity and circulation space. These standards will be 

introduced one year after the adoption of the Plan to allow for a period of transition. The standards 

will be introduced in one year from the date of adoption allowing for a period of transition in 

accordance with the national planning guidance. It will not be applied retrospectively to those 

applications for reserved matters where the outline permission was determined or is subject to 

a resolution to grant permission (including subject to planning obligations) before the end of 

the transition period. Any equivalent successor standards which are introduced nationally will 



Story Homes 

294 
 

be applied to proposals 18 months after their introduction on the same basis in order to allow 

for suitable transition periods.’ 

3.12 The approach to applications affected by the transition approach is broadly consistent with that 

being pursued by Newcastle City Council in its emerging ‘Development and Allocations Plan’ (2018). 

4. Policy MSGP14 – Housing density 

4.1 This policy seeks for new housing development to 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. The flexibility 

provided by this policy in relation to certain exceptions is noted and welcomed and allow appropriate 

consideration of some local site characteristics and demand. 

4.2 However, Story Homes considers that the Policy is unsound as it is not effective or justified. 

Further amendments should be made to deliver greater flexibility to allow developers to justify 

appropriate densities based on evidence in relation to local site characteristics (such as topography), 

market aspirations and viability. 

4.3 When considering density provisions the Council should also take into account its approach to 

other policies in the plan. Policies such as requirements for open space provision, space standards 

and parking (plot and visitor) provision all impact upon the density which can delivered upon site. 

4.4 It is therefore recommended that Policy MSGP14 is amended as follows to ensure that it is sound: 

‘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, there is market demand, viability 

issues or there are over-riding townscape, local site characteristics, heritage or amenity 

considerations indicating a lower density.’ 

5. Policy MSGP16 – Mitigating the impacts of development on the transport network 

5.1 Policy MSGP16 sets out the requirements for Transport Assessments, Transport Statements and 

Travel Plans. Story Homes notes the provisions of part 2 of the Policy which requires for a Travel Plan 

to include ‘provision for its continuing development...’ It is considered that this requirement may not be 

possible to deliver on some residential schemes once development has been completed and it would 

be unfair to expect either developers to continue to maintain and/or fund Travel Plans beyond the 

lifetime of the build programme of a site or to place a burden of responsibility on local residents to 

maintain and run a Travel Plan. 

5.2 It is important that the provisions of Travel Plans are proportionate and do not become open 

ended, onerous and ineffective tools. Therefore, it is considered that the provisions of part 2 of Policy 

MSGP16 are not effective or justified and should be amended to read: 

‘2) A travel plan for all users of the development which includes provision for its continuing 

development, and the appropriate setting and monitoring of targets for sustainable travel use over 

an appropriate timescale.’ 

5.3 In addition, Story Homes notes that paragraphs 6.1 and 6.3 state that guidance on the application 

of Policy MSGP16 ‘will be augmented by Design Guidelines to be brought forward as a future 

supplementary planning document.’ We would note that the details on the approach to Transport 

Assessments, Transport Statements and Travel Plans expected by the Council is extremely important 

to applicants and developers and it is disappointing that these details have not been made available 

in parallel to the emerging ‘Making Spaces for Growing Places’ document. 
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5.4 It is requested that the supplementary planning document should be developed with stakeholder 

and public involvement and should be subject to appropriate consultation through its development 

and not simply adopted by the Council pursuant to the ‘Making Spaces for Growing Places’ 

document. 

6. Policy MSGP17 – Transport aspects of the 

design of new development 

6.1 Story Homes notes the provisions of Policy MSGP17 and the associated Appendices in the 

‘Making Spaces for Growing Places’ document. However, we have serious concerns about the 

provisions that are being proposed in the document that currently make it unsound as it is not 

effective, justified or compliant with national policy. 

6.2 Story Homes recognises the importance of the safe operation of the transport network but 

considers the wording of part 2 of Policy MSGP17 not to be compliant with the provisions of the 

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), effective or justified. 

6.3 The Policy states, inter alia, that ‘New development will be required to ... 2) not have an adverse 

impact on the safe operation of the transport network;’ However, the provisions of the NPPF state that 

applications should only be refused where there would be an ‘unacceptable impact on highways 

safety’ (paragraph 109). In addition, there is no indication that the levels of impact specified in part 2 

of Policy MSGP17 should be residual impacts following mitigation which is advocated in paragraph 

108 of the NPPF. 

6.4 Therefore, Story Homes recommends that the wording of part 2 of Policy MSGP17 is amended to 

read as follows in order to be considered to be compliant with national policy: 

‘2) not have an adverse unacceptable residual impact on the safe operation of the transport 

network, or a severe residual cumulative impact on the efficient operation of the road network, or 

levels of congestion;’ 

6.5 With regards to the use of maximum car parking standards the NPPF clearly states at paragraph 

106 that: 

‘106. Maximum parking standards for residential and non-residential development should only be set 

where there is a clear and compelling= justification that they are necessary for managing the local 

road network, or for optimising the density of development in city and town centres and other 

locations that are well served by public transport (in accordance with chapter 11 of this Framework).’ 

6.6 However, Story Homes notes that the parking standards at Appendix 3a referred to in part 5 of 

Policy MSGP17 set a maximum of only two parking spaces per dwelling irrespective of dwelling size 

and without any ‘clear or compelling justification’ of why this is required or considered to be 

appropriate. 

6.7 The details included at paragraph 5.1 of Appendix 3a stating that car parking above two spaces 

per dwelling will result in ‘impacts on design and reduced housing density’. However, no evidence is 

provided to show why a blanket approach to restricting car parking to a maximum of two per dwelling 

will result in better design or that the densities achieved on-sites with greater than a two per dwelling 

car parking space provision would be unacceptably low. Indeed, the only density level that is set in 

the Plan document at Policy MSGP14 is 20 dwellings per hectare and having a maximum provision of 

more than two car parking spaces per dwelling would clearly not compromise that base level. In 

addition, as stated above in paragraph 106 of the NPPF the consideration of using maximum parking 

standards to optimise density is quite clearly focussed on ‘development in city and town centres and 
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other locations that are well served by public transport’ rather than an advocating a blanket approach 

to all development. 

6.8 Notwithstanding this, the NPPF provisions at paragraph 105 clearly refers to taking into account 

local car ownership levels in setting local parking standards for residential development. Yet at 

paragraph 5.1 of Appendix 3a the Council states that it will be responsibility of the developer to justify 

car parking levels above maximum standards at the application stage rather than the Council having 

justified and evidenced its need for maximum standards during the preparation of its Plan. 

6.9 Also, setting such a low requirement irrespective of home sizes will undoubtedly have 

consequences for parking on new developments and exacerbate on-street car parking which the 

Council itself identifies as a challenge at paragraph 2.1 of Appendix 3a. Therefore, Story Homes 

categorically considers that this provision at Policy MSGP16 and Appendix 3a are non-compliant with 

the national policy set out in the NPPF and not justified or effective. We therefore recommend that the 

maximum car parking provisions identified and referenced in paragraph 3.1 and paragraph 5.1 are 

deleted from Appendix 3a of the document in order for the document to be made sound. 

6.10 Reference is made at paragraph 3.2 of Appendix 3a to the potential need for dedicated spaces 

for car club vehicles or electric vehicle charging points and that this will need to be included as part of 

the visitor provision. This fails to provide any certainty as to when the Council may seek such 

requirements as ‘larger sites’ is not defined or the level of provision that the Council would seek, and 

is therefore clearly neither effective or justified. We would recommend both these items are expanded 

upon in Appendix 3a to ensure Policy MSGP17 is clear for the avoidance of doubt to avoid issues at 

the planning application stage. 

6.11 There is also no justification as to the requirement at paragraph 8.1 of Appendix 3a 

for garages to be 7m x 3m in dimension to qualify as a garage space if the garage is also considered 

a cycle parking space. It is widely accepted that 6m x 3m is an appropriate and effective dimension 

for a garage to be considered to be suitable to accommodate car parking and cycle parking. Garages 

should not be discounted to count as 0.5 car parking spaces irrespective of their dimensions. Indeed, 

Newcastle City Council’s ‘Transport Assessments, Travel Plans and Parking Developer Guidance’ 

(October 2015) states at paragraph 7.1.2 that ‘For garages to form part of the parking provision they 

must: have a minimum dimension of 6.0 x 3.0m to accommodate the car and storage of cycles and 

other items’. Only where garages do not meet these requirements will garages then count as half a 

parking space. 

6.12 We therefore recommend that paragraph 8.1 of Appendix 3a is amended as follows in order to 

make the provisions sound: 

‘8.1 The limited use of garages for parking by residents is noted above. In assessing levels of 

parking provision against the above guidelines a garage will be considered to represent 0.5 1 

spaces as long as it provides internal space of at least 6m x 3m in size (or 7m x 3m if also 

considered a cycle parking space). Where garages do not meet these requirements then 

they will count as half a car parking space in forming the parkingprovision.’ 

7. Policy MSGP25 – Design quality 

7.1 Story Homes is supportive of encouraging well designed high-quality developments. However, it 

considers that Policy MSGP25 as currently drafted is not justified or effective as there is no 

justification as to why the design quality of proposals should be assessed with regards to the 

incorporation of living roofs and walls. 
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7.2 The requirement seems incongruous in its specificity in comparison to other criteria given its 

application will only be possible in limited types of development. Therefore, Story Homes 

recommends that criteria f) of part 1 of Policy MSGP25 is deleted. 

7.3 In addition, we would note that whilst including high quality landscaping under criteria e of part 1 

of the Policy is valid, we would note that it is not always appropriate to include structural or boundary 

planting. Therefore, greater flexibility should be added to the policy. 

7.4 Story Homes would request that Policy MSGP25 is amended as follows: 

‘MSGP25 Design quality 

1) The design quality of 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, including structural landscaping 

and boundary treatment to enhance the setting of any development where 

appropriate; and 

f. The incorporation of living roofs and walls.’ 

 

8. Policy MSGP30 – Flood risk management 

8.1 Story Homes is supportive of ensuring that developments assess and appropriately manage flood 

risk. However, we consider that Policy MSGP30 and its supporting text is not justified or effective as 

there has been no assessment or justification as to what requirements will be asked for on sites 

pursuant to flood risk and surface water management and the viability or cost implications of these. 

8.2 Story Homes notes that part 2 of Policy MSGP30 and paragraph 7.26 states that there will be a 

flood risk and surface water management supplementary planning document which appear 

inconsistent with the two references to a similar document set out in part 3 of Policy MSGP31 which 

refers to a ‘water quality SPD’ and paragraph 7.28 refers to a ‘Flood Risk, Surface Management and 

Water quality SPD’. 

8.3 We would note that the details on the approach to flood risk, drainage and water quality expected 

by the Council are extremely important to applicants and developers and it is disappointing that these 

details have not been made available in parallel to the emerging ‘Making Spaces for Growing Places’ 

document. 

8.4 It is requested that the extent of the supplementary planning document is confirmed and that it 

should be developed with stakeholder and public involvement and be subject to appropriate 

consultation through its development and not simply adopted by the Council pursuant to the ‘Making 

Spaces for Growing Places’ document. 

9. Policy MSGP31 – Water quality and river environments 



Story Homes 

298 
 

9.1 Story Homes is supportive of ensuring that developments assess and appropriately manage the 

quantity and quality of surface and groundwater. However, we consider that Policy MSGP31 and its 

supporting text is not justified or effective as there has been no assessment or justification as to what 

requirements will be asked for on sites pursuant to these aspects and the viability or cost implications 

of these. 

9.2 Story Homes notes that part 3 of Policy MSGP31 refers to a ‘water quality SPD’ and paragraph 

7.28 refers to a ‘Flood Risk, Surface Management and Water quality SPD’ which appear inconsistent 

between the two references and also the references to a ‘flood risk and surface water management 

supplementary planning document’ in part 2 of Policy MSGP30 and paragraph 7.26. 

9.3 We would note that the details on the approach to flood risk, drainage and water quality expected 

by the Council are extremely important to applicants and developers and it is disappointing that these 

details have not been made available in parallel to the emerging ‘Making Spaces for Growing Places’ 

document. 

9.4 It is requested that the extent of the supplementary planning document is confirmed and that it 

should be developed with stakeholder and public involvement and be subject to appropriate 

consultation through its development and not simply adopted by the Council pursuant to the ‘Making 

Spaces for Growing Places’ document. 

10. Policy MSGP37 – Woodland, trees and hedgerows 

10.1 Story Homes recognises the importance of trees and landscaping to its schemes and 

acknowledges the provisions of Policy MSGP37. However, as drafted the Policy is not clear why 

development that would damage or result in the loss of woodland, trees or hedgerow will only be 

permitted if it can be clearly demonstrated that the development cannot be reasonably located 

elsewhere. Neither does the policy make clear whether this means that development must be located 

on a different site or attempts made to accommodate the trees. This means that the Policy as 

currently worded is considered to neither be effective or justified. 

10.2 The policy as currently worded also fails to make any allowances for the consideration of the 

quality and value of trees on a site as well. There may be incidences where trees are of poor quality 

and/or in poor health and their loss would be acceptable when coupled with mitigation as allowed for 

under part 1c) of Policy 

MSGP37. 

10.3 Story Homes therefore recommends to make the Policy sound and consistent that the 

first part of Policy DM28 is amended as follows: 

1. Development that would damage or result in the loss of woodland, trees orhedgerows will 

only be permitted where it can clearly be demonstrated that: 

a) development healthy trees, woodland or hedgerows of a good quality cannot 

reasonably be located elsewhere accommodated as part of the development; and 

b) the need for development clearly outweighs any harm to healthy trees, woodland 

or hedgerows of a good quality, 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.’ 
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11. Policy MSGP38 – Biodiversity and geodiversity 

11.1 Story Homes recognises the importance of biodiversity and geodiversity and acknowledges the 

provisions of Policy MSGP38. However, as drafted the Policy appears somewhat unclear in respect of 

parts 3, 4, and 5 as to whether proposals which would affect a Site of Special Scientific Interest, a 

Local Wildlife Site/Local Geological Site or a Local Nature Reserve respectively can be made 

acceptable through the mitigation approaches set out at parts 1 and 2 of the Policy and if the adverse 

effect is pre or post the application of the mitigation hierarchy. Therefore, at present it is considered 

that the Policy as drafted is not effective or justified. 

11.2 In order to make the Policy sound it is recommended that clarity is added to confirm that the 

adverse effects set out in parts 3, 4, and 5 would be residual effects post the application of any 

mitigation. We would therefore recommend that parts 3, 4, and 5 of the Policy are amended as 

follows: 

‘3. Proposals for development or land use that would result in an adversely residual aeffect 

on a Site of Special Scientific Interest following appropriate mitigation, 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 result in an adversely residual aeffect 

on a Local Wildlife Site or Local Geological Site following appropriate mitigation, 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 result in an adversely residual aeffect on the 

ecological, recreational and/or educational value of a Local Nature Reserve following appropriate 

mitigation 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.’ 

12. Policy MSGP41 – Providing and enhancing open space, sports and recreation facilities 

12.1 Story Homes recognises the importance of open space, sports and recreation facilities in relation 

to residential development. However, it has concerns about the approach being adopted in Policy 

MSGP41 and Appendix 17 of the ‘Making Spaces for Growing Places’ document by the Council in 

respect to setting requirements for provision of new space in relation to new residential developments. 

12.2 Policy MSGP41 states that new housing developments of more than 10 dwellings or more will be 

expected to provide open space provision based on a proportion of anticipated residents on sites. 

However, no details are provided as to how many residents are anticipated to be generated as a 

result of new dwellings. Therefore, this lacks clarity and precision to be able to accurately estimate the 

type of provision that is expected by the Policy which is therefore neither effective nor justified. 

12.3 It is considered that the Council needs to add clarity as to how it will expect population 

generation from developments to be calculated. The most obvious basis for this will be to work off 
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average household size for the Borough which provides a clear and consistent benchmark to assess 

requirements against. 

12.4 Therefore, in order to make the Plan sound Policy MSGP41 and/or Appendix 17 needs to be 

updated to set out an appropriately justified average household size which can be utilised in 

calculating open space requirements. 

13. Summary and Conclusions 

13.1 Story Homes hopes that the details will be discussed in detail at the Public Examination in to the 

Plan and that suitable amendments can be agreed to the emerging Plan to ensure that it is sound. We 

would be happy to discuss the above matters and our suggested policy and supporting text 

modifications prior to the Examination should the Council wish to do so. 

13.2 Story Homes wishes to be a significant provider of quality homes in Gateshead and we look 

forwards to providing further positive engagement into the local plan-making process.
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MAKING SPACES FOR GROWING PLACES DEVELOPMENT PLAN DOCUMENT 

CONSULTATION - LAND AT CRAWCROOK QUARRY 

SUEZ Recycling and Recovery UK Ltd (SUEZ) are the owner of the above site and wish to put 

forward the below comments with regard to its future development potential. 

SUEZ support the allocation of Crawcrook Quarry under Policy MSGP48.3 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. 

However, SUEZ would like to promote the development of the site for alternative uses, which could 

assist in achieving the required outcome for the site as outlined in Policy MSGP48.3. 

As you are aware SUEZ have a significant landholding at Crawcrook and not all of the land has been 

subject to quarrying and landfill (Areas 1 and 2 on plan reference Crc-BA-1216-01 attached at 

Appendix A). These areas of land offer the opportunity to release some prime residential land, 

situated opposite the Taylor Wimpey (Valley Rise) Development, which could assist in delivering a 

high quality restoration of the wider site. 

Site Location and Background 

Crawcrook Quarry is situated approximately 12km west of Gateshead, to the south of the River Tyne 

and 0.5km north and west of Crawcrook village. The southern boundary of the site is adjacent to the 

B6317 and access into the quarry is from Crawcrook Lane, a minor road which links Crawcrook to 

Wylam.  

Crawcrook Quarry is divided into three distinct sections; North, Central and South. The northern 

section is separated from the central and southern areas by Crawcrook Lane and is not in SUEZ’s 

ownership. The central and southern areas of the Quarry are owned by SUEZ. The central area is 

currently leased to Cemex (with SUEZ retaining rights of access) and the southern area of the site 

has been partially landfilled.  

Extraction of sand and gravel at Crawcook Quarry dates back over 60 years, with reclamation by 

landfilling of imported waste completed under various permissions at the southern end of the site. 

Mineral processing and entrance infrastructure is located in the central quarry area. Extraction 

operations moved into the shallower northern quarry area in the 1990s and whilst some mineral 

remains in the central quarry, it is understood to be of a poorer quality. A testing laboratory is located 

within one of the buildings in the central quarry and this has been independently occupied and 

operated for many years. 

SUEZ acquired the Ryton Sand and Gravel/Waste Disposal group of companies in 1998, making 

them landowners at the quarry. SUEZ mothballed the landfill operations at the site on acquisition, 

capping and restoring around 2.5 hectares at the very southern end of the site, adjacent to the B6317 

road, and installing active gas abstraction to a flare. Leachate continues to be taken off-site for 

appropriate disposal by road tanker. 

The land north of Crawcrook Lane was subsequently sold to RMC Limited and Crawcrook Central 

was leased to RMC for mineral extraction and processing purposes. RMC have since become part of 

CEMEX UK and with the economic downturn in 2009 extraction operations were temporarily 

suspended, with currently only the concrete plant in operation. SUEZ remain landowners of the 

central and southern quarry and are responsible for its restoration. 
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SUEZ are currently exploring options to complete the restoration of the site. 

Proposals 

In order to facilitate the wider restoration of the site, SUEZ would like to put forward Areas 1 and 2 as 

shown on plan reference Crc-BA-1216-01 for residential development. 

Following the development of the Taylor Wimpey development on the opposite side of Crawcrook 

Lane, these two plots of land now form part of the village of Crawcrook and could be considered to be 

within the settlement limits. 

The site area of these two plots is approximately 4 hectares and therefore has the potential to deliver 

at least 80 new residential homes based on the minimum density of 20 homes per hectare as outlined 

in Policy MSGP14 of the Making Spaces for Growing Places Document (2018). 

In addition it is considered that parts of the wider Crawcrook site could be developed for residential 

led mixed use development that would assist in the delivery of a high quality restoration of the 

Crawcrook site to provide significant ecology and amenity benefits. 

Planning Policy 

National Planning Policy Framework (2018) 

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) sets out the Government’s planning policies for 

England and how these should be applied. The key policies in relation to potential residential 

development at site are discussed below: 

Paragraph 59 of the NPPF states that to support the Government’s objective of significantly boosting 

the supply of homes, it is important that a sufficient amount and variety of land can come forward 

where it is needed, that the needs of groups with specific housing requirements are addressed and 

that land with permission is developed without unnecessary delay. 

 It is considered that by allocating some or all of the Crawcrook site for residential development, it will 

provide Gateshead Council with a variety of land that will assist in delivering its housing targets. 

Currently it is considered that the Council have focused their allocations on brownfield land rather 

than suitable Green Belt releases, which the Crawcrook site offers. 

Paragraph 67 has regard to the specific delivery of sites stating: strategic policy-making authorities 

should have a clear understanding of the land available in their area through the preparation of a 

strategic housing land availability assessment. From this, planning policies should identify a sufficient 

supply and mix of sites, taking into account their availability, suitability and likely economic viability. 

Planning policies should identify a supply of: 

a) specific, deliverable sites for years one to five of the plan period; and 

b) specific, developable sites or broad locations for growth, for years 6-10 and, where possible, for 

years 11-15 of the plan. 

Whilst it is acknowledged that the site has not been put forward during the SHLAA process, SUEZ 

considers part of the site could be delivered within the next five years (the land shown as Areas 1 and 

2 on plan Crc-BA-1216-01 attached at Appendix A), which would then provide an income to develop a 

high quality remediation scheme for the remainder site and allow further parts of that area to come 

forward for residential development between years 6-10 or 11-15 or within the next plan period. 

SUEZ acknowledge that the site is located within the Green Belt. Paragraph 134 of the NPPF states 

that the Green Belt serves five purposes: 
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a) to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas; 

b) to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another; 

c) to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment; 

d) to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns; and 

e) to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land. 

Inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful to the Green Belt and should not be approved 

except in very special circumstances. 

It is acknowledged that the starting point for any development on the site is that it would be defined as 

‘inappropriate’ unless very special circumstances can be demonstrated. However it is considered the 

development of the site at Crawcrook would not impact upon the five purposes of the Green Belt as 

outlined below: 

a) to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas – the development of Areas 1 and 2 as 

shown on plan reference Crc-BA-1216-01, would act as suitable extension to Crawcrook and mirror 

the expansion of the settlement along Crawcrook Lane. If the wider site were to be brought forward to 

development, the clear defined boundaries of Crawcrook and Sled Lanes that border the site, would 

prevent any unrestricted sprawl and development beyond the existing settlement limits. 

b) to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another – the development will not create the 

merging of any settlements; 

c) to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment – the development will not encroach 

into the countryside, as it would provide a natural extension to Crawcrook mirroring development 

which already exists. In addition the site has historically been quarried and restored by landfilling over 

the past few decades which whilst it is acknowledged isn’t wholly defined as brownfield land, the site 

has been active for a significant period of time. 

d) to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns – this point is not considered relevant 

to the Crawcrook site. 

e) to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land – 

bringing forward Areas 1 and 2 as shown on plan Crc-BA-1216-01, could facilitate the restoration and 

partial development of the wider site, which could include significant ecological and public amenity 

improvements.  

Paragraph 144 of the NPPF states that when considering any planning application, local planning 

authorities should ensure that substantial weight is given to any harm to the Green Belt. ‘Very special 

circumstances’ will not exist unless the potential harm to the Green Belt by reason of 

inappropriateness, and any other harm resulting from the proposal, is clearly outweighed by other 

considerations.  

It is considered at this early stage that the development of Areas 1 and 2 as shown on plan reference 

Crc-BA-1216-01 could facilitate the restoration of the site with significant ecological and amenity 

benefits. 
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Local Policy 

Core Strategy (2015) 

The Core Strategy was prepared jointly with Newcastle City Council and sets the strategic planning 

framework that will guide development in Newcastle and Gateshead to 2030. 

Policy CS10 has regard to housing provision and outlines that at least 11,000 gross new homes 

should be delivered across the Local Authority area during the plan period. 

It is considered that the delivery of the Areas 1 and 2 on plan reference Crc-BA-1216-01 over the plan 

period, could assist in Gateshead meeting their housing targets. In addition the development of those 

two areas of land would generate income to provide a high quality restoration of the remainder of the 

site, which could release future phases of the site for residential development in the next plan period. 

Discussion 

SUEZ are willing to work with Gateshead Council to bring forward development at Crawcrook Quarry 

either during this plan period or in the next. It is acknowledged that Crawcrook Quarry is located 

within the green belt, however the site has been an active development site for a number of years and 

does not serve any of the five purposes as outlined in paragraph 134 of the NPPF. 

The initial development of Areas 1 and 2 as outlined on plan Crc-BA-1216-01 attached at Appendix A, 

would enable a high quality restoration of Crawcrook Quarry, which along with further development 

would bring significant ecological and amenity benefits. 

In addition the site has the potential to deliver a significant number of new residential dwellings for this 

or the next plan period. 

I trust all of the above is acceptable, please feel free to contact me if you have any questions or 

queries. 

Yours faithfully, 

Niall Kelly 

Planning Manager 
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Consultee: Sunderland City Council  

Contact: Louise Sloan (Louise.Sloan@Sunderland.gov.uk)  

Date Received: 07/12/2018 

 

Gateshead Making Spaces for Growing Places Local Plan Document Submission Draft Plan 

consultation 

 

I refer to your current consultation on the Submission Draft Making Spaces and Growing Places Local 

Plan Document. 

Sunderland City Council (SCC) generally supports the proposals set out within the document and has 

no substantive comments to make. 

It is noted that the Policy MSGP13 of the Plan intends to introduce the requirement for new homes to 

meet the Nationally Prescribed Space Standards.  This is supported by SCC and is consistent with 

the approach being proposed within the emerging Sunderland Core Strategy and Development Plan 

(CSDP). 

The approach to biodiversity and geodiversity set out within Policy MSGP38 is also particularly 

supported.  The policy included within the Plan has been prepared jointly between the South of Tyne 

authorities and is consistent with the biodiversity policy within the emerging CSDP. 

It is noted that Policy MSGP18 safeguards a number of transport routes, including the Leamside Line.  

This is consistent with the emerging CSDP which recognises the potential benefits of bringing the 

route back into use and safeguards the stretch of the Leamside Line which runs through Sunderland. 

SCC also welcome the amendments to Policy MSGP2.2 in response to the Council’s previous 

representations on the draft Plan with regard to the Follingsby Park Key Employment Area. 

The Council look forward to continuing to work constructively with you on cross boundary planning 

matters under the duty-to-cooperate, including transport. 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on your Submission draft plan and look forward to 

receiving details of future consultations on the emerging plan. 

Yours faithfully 

Louise Sloan 

Strategic Plans and Housing Manager
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 Dear Sir/Madam  

GATESHEAD COUNCIL’S MAKING SPACES FOR GROWING PLACES SUBMISSION DRAFT 

PLAN OCTOBER 2018 CONSULTATION – TAYLOR WIMPEY  

Barton Willmore have been instructed by Taylor Wimpey UK Limited (the ‘client’) to submit 

representations to Gateshead Council (the ‘Council’) regarding the Making Spaces for Growing 

Places (MSfGP) Submission Draft as part of the current consultation period which runs until the 9th 

December 2018. The document will sit alongside the existing Core Strategy and Urban Core Plan 

(CSUCP) and will act as part of the Development Plan for Gateshead and its environs.  

The MSfGP Submission Draft is being consulted on under Regulation 19 of the Town and Country 

Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012, which is the last round of consultation prior to 

the submission of the document to the Secretary of State for Examination in Public.  

Our client has land interests in the following locations, to which these representations are applicable:  

• North and West of Kibblesworth (CSUCP Allocation);  

• South Ryton (CSUCP Allocation);  

• Stannerford Road, Crawcrook; and  

• Broom Lane, Whickham  

These representations seek to ensure the MSfGP document meets the four tests of soundness set 

out in the 2018 National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and ensure that the CSUCP allocations 

are not subject to additional unjustified and unnecessary polices which may affect the viability or 

deliverability of the sites.  

We consider that there are a number of matters to be addressed in the MSfGP document, in order for 

the document to be found sound before submission to the Secretary of State, and these are set out in 

our representations below, which will also reflect more widely, in view of how the MSfGP document 

and its policies sit in the wider national policy guidance backdrop - in particular the Government’s 

national aim of boosting the supply of housing.  

1. Background  

Our Client’s land interests include two sites that formed part of the Council’s CSUCP strategic 

allocations for housing and are identified under CSUCP policy CS4. The land to the west and north of 

Kibblesworth forms the Kibblesworth Village Growth Area and covered by strategic policy GV5. 

19568/A3/RS/lw 2 7 Dec 18  

Policy GV5 identifies a residential allocation for up to 225 homes on a strategic site. Our client has 

submitted an outline planning application for up to 225 dwellings that is currently being determined 

(Application ref: DC/16/01207/OUT) and they are actively in discussions with the Council to resolve 

the remaining outstanding issues.  

Our client’s land south of Ryton forms part of the Ryton Village Growth Area, identified within Policy 

GV6 of the CSUCP. This policy identifies a residential allocation for up to 550 homes on a strategic 

site. Our client currently has a planning application with the Council for determination for 267 homes, 

(Application ref: DC/17/01376/FUL) and they are actively in discussions with the Council to resolve 

the remaining outstanding issues.  

The land at Stannerford Road, Crawcrook was not allocated in the CSUCP, and lies adjacent to our 

client’s existing development land at Crawcrook North that was allocated in the CSUCP through policy 

GV2a. The site at Stannerford Road represents a logical extension to the urban form to help the 
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Council meet its need and delivery targets. Development of the site covered under policy GV2a is 

already well underway.  

The land at Broom Lane is located to the south east of Whickham and was not allocated in the 

CSUCP. It represents a natural rounding off of Whickham without incongruous excursions into the 

countryside.  

2. Site Specific Policies  

Both Kibblesworth and Ryton are covered by strategic polices, GV5 and GV6 respectively, but it must 

be acknowledged that both are also covered by policy CS4: Spatial Strategy for Rural and Village 

Area. This acts as a form of Development Management Policy and states that development must be 

in accordance with an approved masterplan which will show how development is sustainable and 

deliverable, whilst also including phasing plans and infrastructure triggers. Deliverability and 

sustainability in particular cover a wide range of topics, and this includes landscape masterplans, 

biodiversity impact and infrastructure such as highways and drainage.  

It is the belief of our client that the MSfGP should not seek to add additional layers of convoluted 

development management polices over and above those that already apply to sites identified in the 

CSUCP. Both current planning applications have produced a Masterplan that has been submitted for 

the Sites, which shows how the proposed developments will meet the policy requirements, not only of 

GV5 and GV6, but CV4 as well, and this includes phasing, SuDS, landscaping, street hierarchy and 

open space.  

Our client notes and welcomes that neither the Kibblesworth nor Ryton strategic sites are washed 

over by further designations or site specific polices. However, there are policies within the MSfGP 

which we wish to comment on in respect of our client’s land interests.  

MSGP 3: Other Employment Areas  

We are aware that adjacent to our client’s land at Ryton, the existing Stargate Industrial Estate would 

be covered by MSGP3.7 which would retain the industrial estate at ‘local employment level’. Our 

client is pleased to see acknowledgement of their proposed residential development and agrees that 

the site is not suitable for extension but would offer no comment on the proposed wording of the 

policy.  

MSGP 24: Areas of Special Character  

In relation to our client’s land at Kibblesworth, we note there is an ‘Area of Special Character’ as set 

out in draft policy MSGP 24 which is designated in Kibblesworth (MSGP 24.7) and is adjacent to our 

client’s site. The proposed wording of the draft policy is such that it attaches a ‘high level of 

importance’ to the design of development which are within or affecting the setting of Areas of Special 

Character.  

Whilst our client understands the premise of such as policy, there are underlying concerns regarding 

the impact the policy could have on strategic sites such as our client’s land at Kibblesworth. There 

was not an Area of Special Character in Kibblesworth in the Gateshead Unitary Development Plan 

(UDP) policy and the village’s urban character is assessed in the Placemaking SPD (2012), which the 

Council state is to be updated. Kibblesworth’s cultural heritage was considered by the Development 

Framework as part of the evidence for the allocation of our client’s development land in the CSUCP.  

The Placemaking SPD, which includes guidance on urban design, integration and placemaking, sits 

alongside CSUCP policy ‘CS15: Place-making’, and we consider both serve the purpose of controlling 

and guiding development outside Areas of Special Protection, and it is our belief that there is no need 

for the proposed MSfGP policy 24 to relate to land outside of the areas considered to be of important 

character. Indeed, the Urban Character Assessment identifies that it is alterations and extensions to 



Taylor Wimpey 

319 
 

existing properties within the area of special character, along with alterations to terraced properties, 

which are of upmost concern.  

We therefore object to the wording of draft policy MSfGP 24 and propose a rewording to focus solely 

on the maintaining and enhancing of the existing built form rather than seeking to control development 

in adjacent locations.  

MSGP 34: Countryside and landscape protection  

We are concerned to see that our client’s land at Broom Lane, Whickham falls within an area of 

high/very high landscape sensitivity, as covered by draft policy ‘MSGP 34: Countryside and landscape 

protection’.  

The designation of areas of landscape sensitivity are taken from the Landscape Character 

Assessment (LCA) study that was undertaken in 2006/7, to support a refresh of the Gateshead UDP. 

However, we note that the sensitivity areas of land identified on the draft MSfGP proposals maps do 

not match up with the assessments of the LCA, and there is no supporting document and up to date 

evidence on landscape character which provides a foundation as to why the proposals map differs 

from those shown in the conclusions of the study.  

Further to that, the LCA itself states in paragraph 3.5.2 that:  

“Various methodologies are used to determine landscape sensitivity; however, due to the 

limited timescale of the commission; the methodology used is to create an overall profile for 

each landscape area based on that used in Landscape Character Assessment Topic Paper 6: 

Techniques and Criteria for Judging Capacity and Sensitivity, Figure 2.”  

The limited timescale of the commission is noted and gives weight to the fact the Study was not as 

comprehensive or as thorough as it should be. Given the LCA was produced in 2006/7, over ten years 

ago, our client does not understand why a more up to date and comprehensive study has been 

undertaken given the unequivocal admission the study was rushed through to meet a timescale. This 

is contrary to NPPF paragraph 31 which states that the preparation of all policies should be 

underpinned by relevant and up-to-date evidence.  

Our client’s concerns are heightened further when reviewing the Character Area assessment their 

land at Broom Lane, Whickham falls within. Their land falls within the much larger Character Area 

number ‘87’, and concludes that the Character Area as below:  

• Landscape Character Sensitivity – Medium  

• Sensitivity of Individual Elements – Medium  

• Sensitivity of Aesthetic Aspects – Medium  

• Visual Sensitivity - High  

The individual Character Area assessment, based on the above, concludes that the Character Area is 

of ‘high’ Landscape Sensitivity. Given that 3 of the 4 assessment criteria were lower than high, our 

client does not understand why the Character Area’s sensitivity was still assessed as being high, and 

there is no evidence set out as justification for this. This is further queried as the majority of our 

client’s site was identified as being lower than high landscape quality in the UDP.  

Taking the above into account, we object to draft policy MSGP 34, as it is not justified, effective, 

positively prepared and consistent with national policy.  

In light of this, we consider the landscape sensitivity designation on the MSGP Submission Draft 

Policies Map to be incorrectly shown, as our client’s land is shown as being High/Very High landscape 
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sensitivity, which based on the lack of justification and evidence, we believe to be incorrect. On this 

basis, we also object to the draft Policies Map.  

3. Housing Specific Policies  

The housing market our client operates in is unpredictable and ever changing, and the Council needs 

to adopt policies that, considering they are to cover a period up to 2030, allow for flexibility to enable 

housebuilders to respond to market forces through such mechanisms as Section 73 planning 

applications, should our client need to adapt to meet the needs and demands of the housing market.  

MSGP10 Housing sites allocation  

The MSfGP identifies 104.17ha of land for the supply of housing, provided across 112 sites and 

providing 2,917 dwellings. This is a reduction from the 2017 version of the draft MSfGP which 

proposed to allocate 123.59ha of land for housing, spread between 118 sites and providing 3,589 

dwellings. This is a reduction in units of nearly 19% based on the 2017 draft allocations. There are a 

number of factors, including some sites dropping out, some new sites being added, and some 

updates to the potential capacity of some sites.  

On review of the proposed housing site allocations and the Council’s 5 Year Land Supply, our client 

has significant concerns regarding Gateshead’s supply of land for housing over the plan period and 

beyond. The CSUCP policy CS10 stated that Gateshead’s target over the plan period was a net figure 

of 8,500, however the Council have under delivered net housing completions since the Local 

Development Plan Period began in 2010, and the reduction in land proposed to be allocated in the 

MSfGP for residential purposes will only serve to worsen the problem.  

Our client considers that in order to ensure the Council has enough land for the supply of housing, the 

Council must increase the amount of land it is proposing to allocate for residential purposes. As such, 

we consider the Council’s approach to be unsound as it not justified and effective, and considering the 

Council should be aiming to significantly boost the supply of housing, the policy is not considered to 

be consistent with national policy or positively prepared either. On this basis our client objects to 

Policy MSGP 10.  

Further commentary on the 5 Year Land Supply in provided in the accompanying ‘Review of 

Gateshead Council’s 5 Year Land Supply’ document, which forms part of these representations.  

MSGP11 Accessible and adaptable dwellings  

Our client has concerns over the evidence which underpins this policy. The Strategic Housing Market 

Assessment (SHMA) has not been updated since the last consultation, so the 2017 version remains 

the most relevant. The SHMA makes it clear the application of standards should be subject to viability. 

The Viability and Deliverability Report (VDR) has been revised, dated September 2018. Within the 

VDR it concludes in its viability testing that the 25% requirement stated in draft policy MSGP11 makes 

schemes unviable in the low and low/mid urban and suburban areas. For schemes that are 100 

dwellings or more, the areas where the 25% requirement makes them unviable increases to include 

mid, mid/high and high urban and suburban areas.  

The VDR concludes that by applying the 25% requirement, this increases viability pressure, but it 

considers that it is a level that would not undermine the viability or deliverability of the plan. However, 

we consider that when 9 out of the 24 modelled scenarios fail (37.5%) when tested at the 25% 

requirement, this does fundamentally undermine the policy’s aim of increasing accessible and 

adaptable dwellings by reducing the amount of developments that are viable. This is even more stark 

when you consider the impact on brownfield sites in low value areas.  

It is noted that in the supporting text of draft Policy MSGP13 (Housing Space Standards), the Council 

will apply a one year transition period before the standards are applied. However, we note it is not 

proposed to apply a transition period to draft policy MSGP11. Further to that, there is no confirmation 
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off whether the policy would be applied retrospectively. Our client considers it vital that the policy is 

not applied retrospectively to developments already benefiting from outline permission, as often these 

developments are based and costed on indicative schemes, and retro-fitting this policy to those 

schemes will have a significant detrimental effect, including potentially making schemes unviable, or 

reducing the number of dwellings. Therefore, if the Council are to impose this policy, we consider it 

imperative that the Council make it explicitly clear a transition period is in place, and that the policy 

will not be retrospectively applied to schemes benefiting from outline permission gained prior to 

adoption of the plan. 19568/A3/RS/lw 5 7 Dec 18  

Contrary to the Council’s own consideration, it is clear this policy fails the test that NPPF paragraph 

34 sets about policies not undermining the deliverability of the plan. The fact that the draft wording of 

the policy will apply to all residential development and makes no reference or caveat to viability 

compounds the issue. On this basis, our client considers policy MSGP11 to be unsound as it is not 

effective, justified, consistent with national policy or positively prepared, and therefore we object to its 

inclusion.  

MSGP13 Housing space standards  

Policy MSGP13 states that all new homes should be built in accordance with the Nationally Described 

Space Standards (NDSS). The implementation of a planning policy requiring development to meet the 

NDSS is not a compulsory requirement, as Reference ID: 56-020-20150327 of the Planning Practice 

Guidance makes clear when considering how local planning authorities establish a need for internal 

space standards:  

“Where a need for internal space standards is identified, local planning authorities 

should provide justification for requiring internal space policies.”  

The PPG makes it clear the implementation of such a policy is optional, and Local Authorities must 

take into account the need for them, its potential impact on viability, and the use of a transition period. 

Such policies as the one proposed by the Council therefore must only be adopted where the need has 

been clearly established taking into account these areas and they should not be a ‘catch all’ policy.  

Our client considers that there is no underlying evidence that has been provided which shows that 

dwellings which do not meet NDSS equates to a negative perception or a lower quality of life. The 

evidence provided by the Council shows it is the 2 and 3 bed properties which would be more likely to 

require increasing in size if the NDSS were to be an adopted policy. Despite this, sales of our client’s 

2 and 3 bed properties are strong, robust and popular, and not representative of homeowners who 

are not happy with the housing stock being delivered.  

As already discussed in relation to policy MSGP11, viability is of considerable concern to our client.  

Adopting NDSS will increase the floorplate of the most popular units, decreasing the dwellings per 

hectare of development sites, reducing capacity and, ultimately increase affordability pressure. When 

taking into account the already evidenced viability concerns that are plainly evident, and the 

deliverability issues currently demonstrated by the Council, the implementation of an NDSS policy 

would only serve to further harm viability, affordability and deliverability. The transition period noted in 

the supporting text is supported, but as with draft policy MSGP11, it is important the Council make it 

clear this policy would not be retrospectively applied to schemes already benefiting from outline 

permission prior to the adoption of the plan.  

Our client therefore considers that the adoption of an NDSS policy is unjustified and unsound. We 

therefore object to its inclusion in the MSfGP.  

MSGP14 Housing density  
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Our client notes and supports the inclusion of the flexibility that is proposed in the policy, however, 

considers that it does not go far enough considering the deliverability issues currently experienced by 

the Council, and the implication the current wording could have over the plan period.  

The wording of the policy should be amended to allow flexibility for changes in local housing market 

demands and viability concerns and site-specific characteristics as it must be considered alongside 

both policy MSGP11 and policy MSGP13.  

We therefore object to the proposed wording of policy MSGP14 as it is not positively prepared or 

effective, pending revisions to increase the flexibility of its application.  

4. General Policies  

MSGP25 Design quality  

With regard to policy MSGP25 Part 1, sub-section f, it identifies that the design quality of proposals 

will be assessed with regard to the incorporation of living roofs and walls. The Council responded to 

2017 representations, stating that the inclusion of living walls and roofs were not a requirement, but 

any inclusion would be looked on favourably.  

This requirement is unreasonable and is not supported by any justification or evidence base and will 

only serve as a further viability concerns with the potential to act as backdoor policy requirement. 

There are references to the upcoming Design Guidelines Supplementary Planning Document which 

we consider a more appropriate document to include guidance on living walls and roofs.  

As such our Client objects to the inclusion of Part 1, sub-section f on the basis it is not justified, 

therefore making the policy unsound.  

MSGP 41 Providing and enhancing open space, sports and recreation facilities  

Our client is concerned that the proposed policy MSGP 41 overlaps with the CSUCP policies GV5 

and GV6 given the requirement to provide open space sport and recreational facilities where 

necessary. The tow strategic housing sites at Kibblesworth and Ryton are further supplemented by 

policy CS4 and its requirement for a Masterplan to be produced for both sites.  

Given the clear overlap with the strategic allocations from the CSUCP, we feel that it is unnecessary 

to make this policy requirement applicable to these allocations and in order to avoid adding further 

policy burdens, the allocations should either be clearly defined on the Policies Map and/or the 

proposed policy requirement should be excluded from the CSUCP allocations.  

Our client also has the overriding concern that the proposed policy will have viability implications, and 

the current wording does not go far enough in its flexibility to reflect the aims of the NPPF, notably 

paragraph’s 34 and 122.  

We consider this policy being applied to the already allocated Neighbourhood and Village Growth 

Areas, despite the fact there is already significant policy protection in place through the CSUCP, is 

unsound in its current form and it is not positively prepared, and we consider the wording should be 

revised to reflect this, and ongoing viability concerns. We therefore object to the wording of this 

policy.  

5. Conclusion  

Whilst we support the broad aims and the application of the policies contained within the Making 

Spaces for Growing Places Submission Draft Plan, we are concerned at the approach the Council 

have taken with certain policies, which do not reflect the evidence presented.  

In particular we have concerns over viability and the inclusion of policies MSfGP 11 and 13 relating to 

proposed requirements to meet targets for accessibility standards and NDSS, as they will have the 
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unwelcome consequence of impacting on the viability of development sites, and further slowing 

delivery.  

We are also particularly concerned regarding the evidence base and background to draft policy 

MSGP34, which is not considered to be neither up to date nor accurately concluding landscape 

sensitivity, and in any regard does not appear to be fully reflected in the Council’s draft proposals 

map.  

As such, we consider the emerging MSfGP to be unsound, as it fails the 4 tests set out in NPPF 

paragraph 35, and we object to the document in its current form, in particular draft polices MSGP 10, 

MSGP 11, MSGP 13, MSGP 14, MSGP 24, MSGP 25, MSGP 34 and MSGP 41, as well as the draft 

Policies Map, and we recommend further revisions to take into account our representations.  

We would be more than happy to assist with any further queries and clarifications, and please do not 

hesitate to contact us to discuss further.  

Yours Faithfully  

RICHARD SWANN  
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Respondent Details  Agent Details / Representative (If 
Applicable)   

Response 

Theatres Trust Tom Clarke, Theatres Trust, 22 
Charing Cross Road, London, 
WC2H 0QL 
planning@theatrestrust.org.uk 

7 - People and Place Do you Support? No Why unsound? Consistent with national 
policy; Effective Minor Changes In the Trust's response to the previous consultation on 
this document we raised that while Policy CS2 of the Core Strategy supports the 
enhancement and provision of new cultural facilities, it does not protect existing facilities. 
We noted that this document should provide such a policy, and that without it the Plan 
does not accord with the NPPF (both the 2012 version in place at that time and the new 
2018 version). Gateshead's cultural, social and community facilities such as Little Theatre 
Gateshead, its pubs and community centres not only play a vital role in supporting social 
and cultural well-being for local people, but also help support the vibrancy and vitality of 
town centres and help attract and retain businesses and people within the area. The social 
objective of supporting social and cultural well-being is one of the three over-arching 
objectives of delivering sustainable development, and paragraph 92 of the NPPF seeks 
policies to plan positively for community facilities including cultural buildings and to guard 
against their unnecessary loss. Therefore a new policy should be included as we 
previously suggested.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  
Changes to make it sound or legal? The Plan must include a new policy which provides 
robust protection for Gateshead's valued social, community and cultural facilities beyond 
just open space, sports and recreational facilities which is reflective of the example 
submitted in our previous representation. Want to attend examination? Yes                     
Why attend examination? The Plan as currently drafted provides no protection for 
Gateshead's valued social, community and cultural facilities and therefore does not reflect 
the direction of the NPPF. Would you like to be kept informed? Yes 
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Consultee: UK Land Investments  

Agent: WYG  

Contact: John Wyatt (john.wyatt@wyg.com)  

Date received: 07/12/18  

MAKING SPACES FOR GROWING PLACES SUBMISSION DRAFT LOCAL PLAN 

We have been instructed by our clients, UK Land Investments Ltd, to submit representations in 

relation to a site in their ownership at Chainbridge Industrial Estate, Blaydon. Representations were 

previously submitted to the Draft Local Plan Document. Further to these, we would make the following 

comments, which are cross referenced against the relevant section of the Plan: 

Paragraph 2.10 

This paragraph sets out what we would expect this Local Plan Part 3 to deliver for the Borough. 

Indeed, the preceding nine paragraphs of Chapter 2 defines what it proposed to do. However, we do 

not consider that this document does ‘positively seek opportunities to meet the development needs of 

the area’ (Paragraph 2.2). 

Moreover, the relevant objectively assessed needs in relation to retail and town centres are out of 

date and superseded by the fundamental changes in both retailing and personal shopping habits and 

the consequent need to develop new roles for town centres. 

It is stated that the document was prepared taking specific account of the 2017 Housing White Paper 

(Fixing our Broken Housing Market) and the July 2018 National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). 

However, it misses the opportunity to consider a similar fundamental review in relation to retail 

development and town centres. 

This Paragraph at its second bullet point states that the Submission Draft Plan includes: 

‘Land allocations for a range of land use/development including housing, employment, retail centres, 

transport and waste, for example, which provide a positive approach to meeting identified needs.’ 

If this is what the Plan purports to do then we consider it to be unsound specifically in relation to retail 

centres as it does not have an adequate or up to date evidence base to identify needs and it does not 

look carefully through the retail hierarchy as defined to consider how needs might best be met and 

how those centres might best be encouraged to continue to perform a role of the local communities. 

It is considered that this will be particularly important in Gateshead Borough where there is significant 

out of town centre retail development along the south bank of the River Tyne as well as the Borough 

lying within the influence of the major regional centre, Newcastle City Centre. 

In light of the above, while our client’s particular concern relates to Blaydon Town Centre and its 

defined extent we consider that, in relation to retail and town centre uses across the Borough, this 

Submission Draft Plan is not sound as the approach is not justified, it is unlikely to be effective and it 

has not been positively prepared. 

 

Chapter 4: Economic Prosperity 

The preceding Figure 3.3 at the end of Chapter 3 includes, in relation to Strategic Objective 4, an 

indication that Polices MSGP7 and MSGP8 will: 

mailto:john.wyatt@wyg.com
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‘ensure the provision of a quality district and local centre with a diverse range of shops and services 

that are accessible to meet of four local communities.’ 

However, in Chapter 4, which contains those two policies, there is no reference to how this Strategic 

Objective will be met. Indeed, the two policies are both development management policies, with 

MSGP7 restricting changes of use away from retail use, notwithstanding all recent evidence to the 

effect that town centres should become more diversified, while MSGP8 simply sets the threshold for 

retail impact studies outside of centre. In other words, neither policy contributes significantly to 

enhancing facilities available to local residents. 

Indeed, this is evidenced by the list of appendices which notably excludes any retail allocations. It is 

appreciated that the Core Strategy (Part 1 of the Plan) made proposals for the main town centre but it 

did not address the District Centres which were last addressed positively in the Unitary Development 

Plan 2010. 

We have set out broadly above how we believe that this Submission Draft Plan misses the key 

opportunity in relation to retail and town centres. This is particularly disappointing given that the Site 

Allocations and Development Management Policies Development Plan document has been given the 

title “Making Spaces for Growing Places”. The supporting document “Gateshead Centres: Health 

Check Report Addendum (2017)” was prepared to support retail centre designations in the emerging 

Local Plan. In relation to Blaydon District Centre, it recognised the extant planning permission on the 

eastern side of Chainbridge Road (LPA Ref:DC/16/01151/OUT) adjacent to the defined town centre, 

but decided not to change the town centre boundary simply because the development had not 

commenced. The document concluded that ‘Blaydon is retained as an efficient and improving District 

Centre.’ 

The UDP had proposed an increase of 6,000 sq.m. gross convenience floorspace and 2,000 sq.m. 

comparison goods floorspace ‘as part of the regeneration of Blaydon district centre’. The convenience 

element has clearly delivered in the form of Morrisons, but the delivery of the comparison floorspace 

was rather more piecemeal with a small number of new units with footplates a little larger than 

characteristic in the district centre and a number of other minor extensions. While these were to be 

welcomed, they did not deliver any transformational change to the District Centre as the proposal than 

delivery of the Morrisons store had done. The District Centre maintains the profile of standard small 

and moderately sized units which do not meet the requirements of modern day retailers. This is 

demonstrated by the re-location from the centre of the Heron Foodstore, and the stated intention of 

B&M to vacate their unit whether or not they can secure a local alternative. The loss of Pound World 

added to this, albeit this was not a consequence of local circumstances. 

Blaydon is a District Centre which is ideally placed to meet local needs conveniently towards the 

western end of the district. It can be visited by a significant catchment without having to travel via the 

very busy A1 and also has good public transport accessibility. There is an opportunity to enhance the 

centre so that it continues to play this role and even perhaps serve wider and continuously changing 

needs. Surveys indicate that an increasing preference of shoppers is for convenient facilities and 

Blaydon is well located to provide this. The recognition of this position by retailers is shown by the 

newcomers to the town centre such as Boyes. 

It was the opportunity to achieve extension to the centre which resulted in planning application 

DC/16/01151/OUT, which was granted planning permission in December 2016 (subject to a Section 

106 Agreement). This permission not only allowed for the continuing qualitative improvement of the 

town centre’s convenience goods offer by granting permission for a unit to be occupied by Aldi, but 

also gave permission for comparison goods retailing, albeit limited to bulky goods, together with 

pub/restaurant uses. However, it became clear after the granting of planning permission, when the 

scheme could first be properly marketed to the non-food sector, that the bulky goods market had 
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changed fundamentally and that the permitted space was now in excess of that which would attract 

operators. A more recent application to broaden the range of goods to be sold was withdrawn 

following discussions with officers. The scope for a re-submission is still under consideration. 

The need to enhance the town centre is one of the issues being discussed and this Development Plan 

submission provides a way to formalise the process so that the enhancement and improvement of the 

town centre becomes part of the Development Plan process and is promoted therein as advocated by 

the NPPF. 

Town centres at all levels within the shopping hierarchy across the United Kingdom face problems of 

inadequate space, not in absolute terms but of appropriate scale and format. There is a continuing 

number of high profile and major retailer closures but expansion among certain sectors continues 

provided that the appropriate space is available. The existing Blaydon town centre units are well sized 

for a number of national and local operators as exemplified by those occupying it, including those who 

have relatively recently moved into it, notably Boyes who occupied the former Co-op store. However, 

there are no medium to large footplate units available and the contention is that in order for Blaydon 

District Centre to maintain and improve its role for the local community, it needs to ensure that it can 

accommodate additional retailers who can meet these needs. 

While there is no recent quantitative analysis, it does seem likely that the greater parts of capacity will 

be taken by the three major centres in the sub-region. However, this is no reason not to encourage a 

degree of further growth at Blaydon in the form of units which meet particular retailer demands. 

The only site capable of accommodating this expansion lies to the east of Chainbridge Road, the 

former Churchills site. This is a situation recognised by officers in recommending that planning 

permission be granted for the previous scheme, as officers considered that the Churchills site could 

operate as an extension of the centre. It is important that linkages across Chainbridge Road are 

improved so that pedestrian movements between the centre is encouraged but in applying the 

sequential approach it is evident there is no site better place to provide enhanced floorspace for the 

District Centre. 

The area proposed for a town centre extension could accommodate a mix of uses. The previous 

application demonstrates broadly the maximum retail space which could be accommodated. It may 

be, and indeed it is considered likely, that retailers from the existing centre seek to relocate into the 

larger units and indeed this has been set out in the withdrawn planning application. However, the re-

occupation of vacant units with active management over recent years has demonstrated that the 

centre remains attractive to operators. This includes a number of nationally recognised names such 

as Costa and Spec Savers. It would be possible to consider the inclusion of a limit on overall 

floorspace, maximum and minimum unit sizes, parking requirements and ranges of use including non-

retail occupiers to ensure that the town centre extension exhibits the requirements set out in the 

NPPF, potentially including a range of community uses. 

Land to the north is constrained by housing as is land to the west. Land to the south and south-west 

rises and then falls into residential areas. Chainbridge Road provides a boundary but to the east it is 

only the application site which is not a Protected Employment Area and so it becomes the only 

available site for an extension of the town centre. 

It is considered that the town centre definition should be extended as shown on the accompanying 

plan and that the policy designation should be widened to ensure that a full range of town centre 

uses, and indeed other uses including residential development generally accepted as appropriate in 

the town centre, can be accommodated in the site subject to the normal development management 

considerations and imposition of appropriate conditions. 
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I trust that this is in order. However, if you have any queries or indeed require any additional 

information, then please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Regards 

Yours faithfully 

For WYG Planning Ltd 

 

John Wyatt 

Planning Director
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Name Personal Details )   Response 

(Anonymous)   Do you support? No 

Andrew Baty, Gateshead Council  , 29 whaggs lane whickham, NE16 4PF, 
drewbaty@googlemail.com 

(No Comments made)  

Andrew Robinson, Gateshead Council   , 5 Holburn Close, NE40 3SA, 
ajrobinson84@gmail.com 7803598653 

(No Comments made)  
  

Gemma Grist,   33 Ravenscar Close, Whickham,  NE16 5TW, 
gemmagrist94@gmail.com, EXT: 779202 

(No Comments made)  

Grah Vickers, The cycle pad LTD,    40 Bowland Crescent, NE21 4BE, 
grahamcikers@yahoo.com 01914409311 

(No Comments made)  

Janet Burn,   10 Gill Burn, NE39 2PT, janetbt555@yahoo.com (No Comments made)  

Jill Woodward,   Leadgate House, Derwent Street, NE17 7HZ 
jill@nesolutions.co.uk, 1207561235 

(No Comments made)  

Joanne Grewcock, Gateshead Council,  Gateshead Civic Centre, Regent Street, NE8 
1HH joannegrewcock@yahoo.co.uk            0191 
4332277 

(No Comments made)  

Josh Foley,   67 Hopedene NE10 8JD (No Comments made)  
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Julie Baughman,   80 Manor Gardens, NE10 8UZ, 
Julie.baughman@blueyonder.co.uk 

(No Comments made)  

Margaret Milburn,   2 Elvaston Drive, NE40 3NT, 
maggie.milburn@btinternet.com 1914137623 

(No Comments made)  

Michael Miller, Natural England. 
 

(No Comments made)  

Mrs Katherine Watson,   15 Wellifeld Terrace, NE10 9BU,  
watkatkat@gmail.com, 7780454810 

(No Comments made)  

Linda Coulby,   8 Kilburn  Green, Harlow Green, NE9 7HF, 
lcoulby@gmail.com 7490719209 

(No Comments made)  

Lorraine Dixon,   5 Ashfield Road. NE16 4PL 01919 422 4966 (No Comments made)  

 Margaret Gale, Tenant TGHC,   33 Washington Gardens, NE8 7LY 
margaretgale44@yahoo.com 7535433417 

(No Comments made)  

Sue Lannen,   37 Burdon Park, Sunniside, NE16 5HA, 
suelannen@sky.com 

(No Comments made)  

Peter McDermott, Gateshead Council   Gateshead Council, Regent Street, NE8 1HH, 
petermcdermott@gateshead.gov.uk0191 433 
3449   

(No Comments made)  

 


