


 
Under the requirements of Regulation 22(1) (c) of the Town and Country Planning (Local 
Planning) (England) Regulations 2012, this schedule summarises the representations 
made pursuant to regulation 20. The council has prepared a Consultation Feedback Report 
which includes a summary of the main issues raised.  

 
In accordance with the requirements of Regulation 22(1) (d) of the Town and Country 
Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012, all representations received are 
contained within a Report of Representations.  

 
The council has proposed some minor modifications which are set out in the Schedule of 
Minor Modifications. These are not considered to be main modifications.  
 
This schedule includes;  

 
• A unique reference (Ref ID) for each representor and representation which 

is also reflected in the Report of Representations;  
 

• Identification of part of the Plan (policy, paragraph, figure, appendix, etc) 
the representation relates to;  
 

• Identification of the reason the respondent considers MSGP to be unsound 
with a summary of the representation including any modification proposed 
by the respondent;  
 

• A council response to the issue(s) raised; and 
 

• Any modifications the council propose to make a result of the 
representation. The proposed modification correlates to the Schedule of 
Proposed Modifications - text proposed to be deleted is struck through; text 
proposed to be added is underlined. 
 

 



Respondent 
Reference 
Number 

     Respondent 
Respondent 
Reference 
Number 

     Respondent 

1 Ares  24 Ms Lisa Mitchell  

2 BAE Systems 25 National Trust 

3 Barratt David Wilson 26 Natural England 

4 Bellway  27 Newcastle International Airport  

5 

Bellway and Taylor 
Wimpey MSGP 5 year 
Housing land Supply 
Supplementary Note 

28 Nexus 

6 Bill Quay  LTD  29 Northumberland County 
Council  

7 Church Commissioners for 
England  

30 Northumbria Water Limited  

8 Coal Authority  31 Persimmon Homes 

9 DAMF (NE LTD)  32 South Tyneside 

10 Durham County Council 33 Sport England 

11 Environment Agency  34 Story Homes 

12 Gladman  35 Suez 

13 Gleeson Regeneration 
Limited  

36 Sunderland City Council  

14 Historic England 37 Taylor Wimpey 

15 Home Builders Federation 38 Theatres Trust 

16 Jewish Community Council 
of Gateshead  

39 UK Land Estates 

17 Marine Management 
Organisation  

40 UK Land Investments 

18 Mineral Products 
Association  

19 Mr Andrew Craig 

20 Mr Gavin Linscott  

21 Mr Niels Trinder 

22 Mr Simon Longshaw 
23 Mr Tony Proud 
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Ref

Respondent Policy, Para, 
Figure, 
Appendix

Support, Support 
with minor 
amendments, 
Object 

Reason unsound (Justified, Consistent 
with National Policy, Effective, Compliant 
with law, positively prepared, Compliant 
with Duty To Cooperate. 

Summary of Comment Gateshead Council Response Proposed Minor Modification

2 1 Ares 
Management 
L.P. 

MSGP2 Objects Not effective, justified or consistent with 
national policy

Request that the Dukesway/Minories site is excluded from the Key Employment Area allocation on basis that:
           - the majority of the Minories site is vacant and has been for many years and it is questionable whether Class B development on the site would be viable. 
           - there is an existing small scale car washing operation taking place
           - A Lawful Development Certificate confirming that Class A1 retail use from 621 sq. m of floorspace (car showroom and offices) was granted in 2005 (DC/04/01598/CPL) and in 
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).

In light of the above, the site has never been used for Class B employment purposes whilst the Council has previously supported retail use at the site. National policy states that 
planning policies and decisions should reflect changes in demand, sites should not be unnecessarily protected where there is no prospect of the land-use coming forwards on the site. 
The Minories site should be allocated as an extension to the Team Valley Retail World given its proximity, shared access and it would not detract from the character of the Key 
Employment Area and would not prejudice continuing development in Team Valley or the availability of employment land.

Team Valley Trading Estate is one of the region's most significant locations for business growth.  The former Minories site represents one of only a 
few vacant areas of land within TVTE: it is therefore the Council's view that this land should remain part of the Key Employment Area (allocated in 
policy MSGP2.1 and identified within CS3), in order to optimise opportunities for business growth.  

The landowner's intentions for the site were included in the assessment of this site in the 2018 ELR (site ref. G43): consequently the site was not 
considered available for development, and was not considered to represent an appropriate site allocation.  Nonetheless, given evidence of 
relatively strong demand within the estate, the Council considers that if the site was to come onto the market, it is likely that B-use development 
could come forward.

The Local Plan has been informed by evidence of demand for retail floorspace, with retail allocations and policies reflecting this.  However, the 
representor has not presented evidence of unmet demand for retail uses in Gateshead.  Given the relative demand for employment and retail 
uses, the specific appeal and strategic significance of TVTE for business (B-use) investment, and the provisions of NPPF paragraph 120, it is not 
considered appropriate to deallocate land from TVTE and re-allocate for retail uses.

If the landowner intends to bring development forward on the Minories site, they are able to pursue this through the Development Management 
process.  

The representor does not provide sufficient evidence to justify their suggested expansion of Retail World to incorporate this site -  the Council may 
consider extending the boundary as suggested once development commences or is complete for retail or related uses - this is the approach that 
had been taken elsewhere, notably in Birtley District Centre.  As set out in NPPG (Reference ID: 3-022-20140306), the history of unimplemented 
permissions for retail use relating to the site referred to in this representation may be considered to undermine arguments that the site should be 
allocated for retail development.

6 1 Ares 
Management 
L.P. 

MSGP4 Objects Not effective, justified or consistent with 
national policy

Request changes to MSGP4 - the definition of employment uses as B Use Classes is too narrow and should be expanded to allow a wider range of employment uses including retail, 
leisure, trade counter and sui generis uses.

The criterion requiring a 30 month marketing period will stymie development – it is not reasonable to expect land to lie underutilised for two and a half years whilst a marketing 
exercise is carried out. 

Suggested amendment;  -
- 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 suggested amendment to the definition of employment uses would not be compatible with NPPF policy regarding town centres, nor 
with its definition of main town centre uses.  The suggested expanded definition of employment uses would also be incompatible with 
the Council's approach to supporting the vitality and viability of the centres allocated in the retail hierarchy.  The Council's Employment 
Land Review clearly defines what is meant by employment uses and assesses need on this basis, using economic growth projections 
prepared to support the CSUCP.  Demand for retail and other uses have been considered and addressed elsewhere in the Plan.

The assertion made in this representation that (with reference to MSGP4.1(a)) 30 months is an excessively long marketing period is not 
supported by evidence presented to the Council.  It should be noted that the Council does not expect the land/premises to have been 
vacant for a continuous period of 30 months: marketing may be carried out prior to tenancies coming to an end, for example.  The 
purpose of this criterion is to indicate to the Council that there is no reasonable prospect of a site being occupied for employment uses: 
without evidence of marketing, this would not be apparent.  Its inclusion within the policy gives clarity to landowners/developers, and in 
broad terms is regarded as an appropriate approach to protecting employment land within Gateshead's two Key Employment Areas.  
The 30 month minimum marketing period reflects evidence of average marketing periods for vacant business premises in Key 
Employment Areas, presented in Appendix 4 of the 2018 ELR.

The Council's approach to the protection of employment land should be considered alongside the proposed removal of policy protection 
for land allocated for employment uses within the 2007 UDP.  In this context, the approach can be considered to provide an appropriate 
degree of flexibility.

8 1 Ares 
Management 
L.P. 

MSGP6 Objects Not justified, effective or consistent with 
national policy

It is unclear what the policy seeks to achieve or what its objective is.  There are a number of matters relating to this policy which the Council should clarify:
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.

Supporting text explains that MSGP6 adds to the Council’s adopted approach as set out in CSUCP policy CS5.7, and within the Planning 
Obligations SPD.  Paragraph 4.13 makes clear that the policy seeks to help improve skills and access for local people to job opportunities.

The policy contributes to the Local Plan's overarching approach to supporting sustainable economic growth in Gateshead, aiming to 
address the relatively low skills of Gateshead residents and improve access to employment opportunities.  In this respect, although the 
policy does not respond to a specific paragraph of the NPPF, the approach is considered broadly compatible with the strategic aims of 
the NPPF.

9 1 Ares 
Management 
L.P. 

MSGP8 Objects Not justified or consistent with national policy Weight must be given to the fact that the NPPF is concerned with ‘significant adverse impacts’ (paragraph 90) - all development will have an impact - the pertinent question is the 
impact is significant. The NPPF threshold implies that proposals falling below that level currently 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 NPPF threshold. 500 sq.m is thought to be too low to be 
deemed proportionate.

The proposed threshold is insufficiently evidenced and could stifle investment, development and job creation in areas such as Retail World which is a long-standing and well established 
retail 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. The local threshold should be aligned with the NPPF threshold of 2,500 sqm. 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 sqm is appropriate.

The Council considers the proposed threshold of 500sqm is based on a proportionate evidence base which  is in accordance with 
guidance in PPG, and considers a range of local factors including size of existing units within centres, and existing floorspace outside of 
centres, recent planning applications and future planned development. The required approach to assessing impacts will be 
proportionate depending on the scale and location of the proposal.  

78 1 Durham County 
Council 

MSGP25 Support Policy MSGP25 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. Support is noted.

94 1 Ares 
Management 
L.P. 

MSGP30 Objects Consistent with national policy and effective Considered to be broadly consistent with the guidance Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) and the Non-Statutory Technical Standards for Sustainable Drainage. 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. 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. 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.

In 2015 DEFRA produced the Non-statutory technical standards for sustainable drainage systems which states:
“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.” We would again highlight the flexibility within the guidance which states that results should be ‘as close as 
reasonably practical’ to the objective rates.

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 Council notes the support for the amendments made to MSGP 30 criterion 3 related to Team Valley Surface Water Management 
Plan. The Council is currently preparing the flood risk, surface water management and water quality SPD and will consult on the draft 
SPD in 2019.   The SPD will provide detailed guidance to manage flood management in accordance with the NPPF and NPPG and will 
allow for considerations  of site specific circumstances.  The Council does not consider the proposed amendments to the wording to 
criterion 2 are consistent with national policy: all development must manage flood risk to ensure safe development regardless of 
viability.  

11 2 BAE Systems MSGP10 Objects Not consistent with National policy or 
Positively Prepared 

MSGP 10 is considered to be unsound as BAE systems is not included as one of the housing allocations. BAE is addressing deliverability concerns by undertaking technical & viability 
works including a cost review. A conceptual masterplan and technical notes will be provided, as well as an over provision of landscaping, public open space and play areas as a key 
benefit of the proposed development. Pre app advice will also be sought from the council to support the remarketing of the site. BAE consider the site suitable as:
i) the principle of the site has already been deemed acceptable by the 2012 pre application
ii)  its brownfield
iii) located adjacent to existing residential
iv) located in a sustainable location with good access to services
v) good access to public transport
vi) low flood risk
ix) interest already received from residential developers.
BAE systems allows CSUCP goal of the Birtley opportunity area of up to 980 homes, as currently only 300 dwellings currently proposed under MSGP 10.

The evidence currently available to the Council indicates that the site is unviable and therefore cannot be classed as deliverable or 
developable. The Council is happy to work with the landowner to see whether these issues can be resolved and discussions have taken 
place.  Non-allocation would not preclude the development of the site. No modification required. 

10 3 Barratt David 
Wilson Homes 
North East 

MSGP9 Objects Justified, Consistent with National Policy, 
Effective, Compliant with Law

Government had made clear its intentions in  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 Council’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 networks. 

We would urge the Council to delete this requirement.

The policy is considered to be justified and in line with Government thinking and the NPPF on this issue. It is not envisaged that the 
requirements of this policy would delay or hinder delivery of new development - the Council understand that one digital network 
provider actively seeks to ensure that new sites can be connected to their network at no additional cost to the developer. The 
Governments recent consultation on digital connections reflects the expectation that developers should be engaging positively with 
providers to identify opportunities for sites to be digitally connected. 
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Summary of Comment Gateshead Council Response Proposed Minor Modification

24 3 Barratt David 
Wilson Homes 
North East 

MSGP10 Objects Justified, Consistent with National Policy, 
Effective, Compliant with Law, Positively 
prepared 

BDW note that the provision for 104.17ha of housing land supply is a reduction from the previous 123.59ha - completions within the plan period are below those set out in the Core 
Strategy. In the 8 year period from 2010-2018, 1,932 houses should have been completed, but only 1,382 houses have been completed . 

Appropriate sites for housing delivery need to be identified  - policies in the plan should not delay or hinder delivery. All sites in the plan should be reviewed in terms of deliverability, 
further to new definition of deliverable in the NPPF, 2018. Sites with outline planning permission should be excluded from the 5 year supply,  unless there is certainty that houses will 
be delivered from those sites. The Council must demonstrate that housing completions will begin on these sites within five years. Delivery rates and capacity should also be realistic, 
based on evidence from developers and sense-checked on local knowledge.

BDW have reviewed the list of Housing Site Allocations, in light of the revised definition of deliverable in the NPPF, contained with Appendix 2 and would propose the removal of 23 
sites from the 5 year supply (2018-20), 500 houses. This is because these sites either have no planning permission or only outline planning permission. BDW also note that 
approximately 40% of the sites allocated are Council owned sites, with a comment on viability which could be addressed by the Council as landowner.  Concerned that the Council, who 
are already under delivering, are relying so heavily on Council owned sites, which will require significant investment.  BDW would urge the Council to look at allocating large sites by 
review the CSUCP with additional Green Belt releases.  

Paragraph 73 of the NPPF requires LPAs to maintain supply and delivery, and identify and update annually a supply of specific deliverable sites sufficient to provide a minimum of five 
years’ worth of housing - additional sites should be identified to ensure the housing requirement is met and to provide greater flexibility and opportunities.  The Council should: 
Add a 20% buffer of sites into the Plan
Identify additional sites for housing
Council should review the list of sites contained within the plan to ensure they are deliverable over the plan period. Sites with outline planning permission should not be included in the 
five year land supply. It is for the Council to demonstrate that housing completions will begin on these sites within five years if they are included
Begin an immediate review of the Core Strategy which acknowledges that Green Belt releases will be required in high quality areas that benefit from excellent public transport links to 
boost the delivery of new housing across the borough.

The Council recognises that there has been under-delivery so far against the CSUCP target but fig. 5 in the 2018 SHLAA Update indicates 
that the remaining requirement can be met within in the Plan period from specific deliverable or developable sites. The reduction in the 
total area allocated is due to the additional evidence on sites incorporated in the 2018 SHLAA Update, including new findings on 
deliverability due to viability-related and other information, and the completion of several sites. The Council intends to either replace or 
update the SHLAA, as appropriate, annually. 

The 23 sites identified by BDWH for removal are mostly Council-owned and in many cases included in the Gateshead Regeneration 
Partnership or other programmes to ensure delivery; some are privately-owned with recent evidence of active interest in developing 
them; some are under construction or at an advanced stage of planning. A more detailed and updated statement on this will be 
provided before the Examination. It is noted that 500 homes is less than a third of the margin by which the identified supply exceeds the 
CSUCP requirement, and that "deliverability" is a requirement of national guidance for the five-year land supply, not (on its own) for 
sites to meet the housing requirement for the whole Plan period. The evidence bases therefore shows a sufficient supply, but in line with 
national guidance, this will be kept under review. No modification required.  

30 3 Barratt David 
Wilson Homes 
North East 

MSGP11 Objects Justified, Consistent with National Policy, 
Effective, Compliant with Law, Positively 
prepared 

It is unclear how the ageing population profile identified in the SHMA and potential future need reflects the need for 25% of all new homes on sites of 11 or more houses to be 
provided at M4(2) standards. The optional higher M4(2) standard should only be introduced on a ‘need to have’ rather than a ‘nice to have’ basis.  Although there is evidence of an 
ageing population having regard to the PPG this does not amount to sufficient justification for the policy.  It is likely that this requirement will make some sites unviable.  

This should be read in conjunction with BDW’s comments on the assumptions used in calculating BLV  - which does not take account of planning obligations, S106 and CIL. The testing 
demonstrates that applying M4(2) Type 4 to 25% of houses on schemes of 100 houses makes all sites unviable, with the exception of high, high mid and mid value areas in non-urban 
areas (probably because the BLV assumptions are too low).  BDW would urge the Council to review the requirement for 25% M4(2) houses as it is clear that this target is not viable.

The viability implications of this policy are likely to have a much greater impact on sites in Gateshead, than Newcastle, due to the higher number of low value areas and the Council’s 
commitment towards delivering housing on brownfield land as part of regeneration schemes. 

BDW suggests additional testing at 10%  - and must consider the need for transitional arrangements. The Council must recognise that some schemes without full planning permission 
have already been purchased for agreed land values or have minimum land values attached to them. The Council should therefore:
-Review the evidence base to demonstrate the need for M4(2) houses
-Remove the requirement for 25% of all homes to be built to Accessible and Adaptable Standard
-Viability test a lower percentage, 10% perhaps, to demonstrate what % can be delivered viably
-If the Council does choose to implement this policy they must consider the need for transitional arrangements

The SHMA (2017), Viability and Deliverability Report (2018) and compliance paper address the PPG factors which local planning 
authorities can consider and take into account when demonstrating need in setting higher standards for accessibility and adaptability.

The impact on viability of this policy has been considered in detail in the Viability and Deliverability  Report (with various sensitivity 
testing undertaken). The costs for meeting M4 (2) are relatively low (£2,000 per dwelling), however meeting M4 (3) is a significant cost.

For M4 (2), through sensitivity testing, we have tested a variety of different mixes including 10%, 25%, 50% and 90%. This is considered 
to be a rigorous, detailed assessment. From this analysis we conclude that a 25% requirement is not sufficient to undermine scheme 
viability, however if this increases to 50% and above it would risk undermining scheme viability.

The viability testing shows that by applying 25% M4 (2) it does not change the viability outcome of any schemes. In other words, all of 
the schemes that were viable in the base appraisal testing remain viable if the policy is brought in (see Viability and Deliverability Report, 
page 112/3, para 8.2.3).  Whether the M4 (2) is set at 10% or 25% it doesn’t impact on the overall viability outcomes of the base 
appraisals. In other words, those schemes that are unviable at 25% are also unviable at 10%, and likewise those that are viable at 10% 
are also viable at 25%. The M4 (2) provision is not therefore defining the viability outcome in these scenarios, it is other factors. 

There is no requirement set out within NPPF or NPPG to introduce transitional arrangements as part of the implementation of the 
policies for accessible and adaptable dwellings. Therefore the Plan does not intend to introduce such a provision. 

40 3 Barratt David 
Wilson Homes 
North East 

MSGP13 Objects Justified, Consistent with National Policy, 
Effective, Compliant with Law, Positively 
prepared 

Government intended NDSS to only be optional:  PPG requires LPAs to demonstrate local need and viability.

MSGP introduces a transitional period for the application of this policy, but we urge the Council to consider what happens for sites which do not have planning permission but are 
already bought at an agreed land value, or where a minimum purchase price has been agreed - the policy will result in increased build costs which will impact on capacity and 
affordability (noting that Gateshead will be one of the first Council's to adopt the policy resulting in increased house prices compared to other areas).

Before introducing NDSS the Council should consider: what housing is currently being built; current sales rates and the need for market intervention; meeting needs and improving 
affordability; impact on housing demand; deliverability rate assumptions.

BDW urge the Council to reconsider the introduction of NDSS.  If they choose to pursue introduction of NDSS, the Council must review the evidence used to justify it.

BDWHs most popular units fall below NDSS whilst 2.5 / 3 storey dwellings are BDW’s least popular house types - first time buyers will be priced out of the market.

Seeks clarification whether the average sizes are gross internal areas.

The evidential threshold for the policy has been achieved - a detailed assessment of this policy in line with the PPG has been undertaken - as set 
out in the SHMA, the NDSS supplementary evidence document and the V&D Report. This policy is proposed to provide a measured target for 
internal space in new homes to deliver strategic CSUCP policy CS11 "Providing adequate space inside and outside of the home to meet the needs 
of residents." The NDSS is the only standard of internal space that a local authority can adopt, setting a benchmark as to what is deemed suitable 
and by default what is deemed unsuitable. 

Para 7.1.11 in the V&D Report deals with the potential impact on density. Where density does increase, this is in lower value locations where there 
is greater scope for 2.5/3 storey dwelling types. Also, the NDSS rates assumed are average and could be reduced in lower value locations where 
concerns about density are identified. Para 7.1.15 onwards in the V&D Report deals with affordability. There would be an adjustment in price, 
however we conclude that the impact would be relatively minimal and not to the extent where it would undermine sales. Also, for lower value 
locations, the low-cost developer model has been considered (where more basic products are delivered). This helps ensure affordability.

Overall, based on the appraisal testing undertaken (both typology and site specific), including the sensitivity analysis, the V&D Report concludes 
that the NDSS can be viably provided and would not undermine overall plan deliverability.

2.5 / 3 storey dwelling types have been permitted/brought forward in the Gateshead area demonstrating a market for  this type of housing - at 
Winlaton Clinic Site, Hanover Drive; Dunston Hill (Persimmon); Land at Church Road - 12 dwellings; Rowlands Gill School – Joint 
Venture/Gateshead Regeneration Partnership;  Innovation Village (land east of Marigold Ave) – Home Group;  Land East of Collingdon Road High 
Spen – Avant Homes; Crawcrook North – Taylor Wimpey

The average sizes adopted are GIA. 

Additional text to be added to paragraph 5.8:
".....in accordance with 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."

52 3 Barratt David 
Wilson Homes 
North East 

MSGP14 Objects Justified, consistent with National Policy, 
Effective, Positively Prepared

BDW welcome the flexibility in density. BDW always design schemes to take account of local site characteristics and demand. We would suggest that 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. 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 be delivered upon site.

The policy is a backstop to ensure that land delivers an adequate number of homes. All policies in the Plan have been considered 
together therefore the minimum density proposed in this policy does not need to be reduced further to allow for other on-site 
requirements, and reflects densities achieved in existing developments in Gateshead (based on similar policies applied hitherto) and 
elsewhere.  

75 3 Barratt David 
Wilson Homes 
North East 

MSGP25 Objects Justified, Consistent with National Policy, 
Effective, Positively Prepared

BDW are supportive of well-designed high quality developments. We are however, concerned about the inclusion of ‘living roofs and walls’ within the criteria of part one of this policy. 
The Council have provided no justification for the inclusion of living roofs and walls. It is considered that this is not appropriate. BDW would request that this is removed from the list.

Minimum cycle parking provision by development type- BDW note that a garage will only count as parking for cycles if it is 7x3m – we would ask the Council to amend this to 6x3m to 
reflect standard integral and detached garages, as built by housebuilders.

To address soundness matters, the Council should delete criterion (f) of part 1 of the policy

The policy seeks to encourage incorporation of living roofs and walls: it is not intended to expect all proposals to incorporate living roofs 
and walls.  To differentiate this criterion from others in the policy, the Council proposes to include "where appropriate" preceding 
criterion (f).  This will retain the position of encouraging living roofs and walls (in keeping with requirements of policies GC1, SG1, QB1), 
while acknowledging that they will not be appropriate or feasible in all developments.  

The Gateshead Council standard for garage provision as part of residential development is considered to represent 0.5 spaces as long as 
it provides internal space of at least 6m x 3m in size (or 7m if also considered a cycle parking space). There are currently  no plans to 
amend this standard.  

MSGP25.1.f:  "Where appropriate, Tthe incorporation of living roofs and 
walls"

155 3 Barratt David 
Wilson Homes 
North East 

Monitoring 
Framework 

Supports with 
minor changes

MSGP10 – Housing Sites Allocation
The proposed trigger for remedial action
- Delivery of new homes is significantly and persistently below the target set in policy CS10
We would suggest that the Council define ‘significantly’ with a specific % requirement.

Noted.  Footnote 39 of the NPPF provides a definition of "significant under delivery"
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170 3 Barratt David 
Wilson Homes 
North East 

Viability and 
Delivery Report 

Objects Average house sizes are 15% lower than Barratts average. BDW want the Council to review this allowance. 
The Council doesn’t state whether this is GIA for each dwelling.
The Council should not dictate housing mix across the city - greater flexibility is needed in the testing.

The Council has consulted specifically on viability assumptions with housebuilders and stakeholders on a number of occasions in order to 
inform the Viability and Deliverability Report (Sept. 2018). 
Dwelling size
- Previous viability testing (e.g. CIL) included average dwelling sizes. The allowances were accepted through an Inspection process.
- The average sizes of dwellings are broadly consistent with viability studies undertaken by other Local Authorities.
- The average sizes were also consistent with sales data from the area.
- Barratts may choose to construct larger dwellings, however for the purposes of the viability testing we have to assess the average 
dwelling size for an area, which is what has been undertaken.
- Notwithstanding this, we have also tested schemes based on the NDSS average rates, which include increased dwelling sizes for 2 and 3 
bed housing, so the modelling does also consider increased dwelling sizes. 
Dwelling size calculation
- The average size of dwellings is based on the ‘total floor area’ as used when assessing a property for the purposes of an Energy 
Performance Certificate.
Dwelling mix
- The Council is not dictating dwelling mix, but instead assessing average mixes given the scale of each typology.
- The PPG recognises that viability testing cannot consider all permutations associated with development (including mix) and therefore 
average considerations are deemed appropriate for the purposes of the testing.

171 3 Barratt David 
Wilson Homes 
North East 

Viability and 
Delivery Report  
(continued)

Objects The evidence doesn’t state whether market values are based on GIA. BDW want to ensure this is based on GIA, which includes garages.

It is suggested that BCIS median should be used across all of the site types.

Dwelling size and garages
- For the purposes of an area-wide study the assessor is looking to establish appropriate average sales values. It is accepted that the 
sales data collected through the Land Registry will reflect a variety of different dwelling types, for example some of dwellings that form 
the date will comprise garages and some of which will not. The rates per sq m data will therefore show a range of figures to reflect these 
variations. However, we have not looked to adopt values at the top end of the range, but instead looked to arrive at average values, 
which mitigates these variations in the data.
- In other words, it would not be appropriate to assume that all dwellings have garages and likewise it would not be appropriate to 
assume that all dwellings don’t have garages. By averaging the Land Registry data we already allow for the fact that some dwellings have 
garages and some do not. 

BCIS Median
- The BCIS is a useful database, but it has its limitations. As discussed in the report the majority of the data is derived from small schemes 
delivered by local or relatively small contractors. These types of builders are unable to make the savings (on labour and materials) that a 
national volume house builder can (who would most likely implement schemes of 50 or more dwellings). It is also the case that volume 
housebuilders do not contribute to the RICS data. For this reason the figures can be regarded as being inherently high (when applied to 
larger scale schemes).
- The BCIS recognises this (article from Oct 2016 as referred to in the report).
- There are appeal decisions where figures lower than the median are accepted.
- Other Local Authorities also depart from the BCIS median in their own viability studies.
- That all said, BCIS median is applied to higher value areas (where it is recognised the specification of the product would be enhanced).
- The approach was previously accepted through examination.

172 3 Barratt David 
Wilson Homes 
North East 

Viability and 
Delivery Report  
(continued)

Objects A breakdown is requested for externals, contingency and professional fees (which has been included at 25%).

The abnormal cost allowance is considered to be too low (£150,000 per net Ha, increased to £300,000 per net Ha in city centre locations). They suggest £400,000 per net Ha for 
greenfield and £600,000 per net Ha for brownfield.

BDW suggest 6% for marketing 

BDW suggest 20% for profit for market value and affordable

Breakdown of externals, contingency & professional fees
- A breakdown of theses allowances is already includes (section 6.12).
- This was previously accepted through examination.
Abnormals
- Any allowance for Abnormals is arbitrary as this will vary significantly from case to case. 
- That said, we consider it appropriate to include ‘something’ for the abnormal costs.
- As per the PPG, though, there is a relationship between the benchmark land value and the Abnormals. Broadly, if abnormals increases 
this reduces the benchmark land value and vice versa. Therefore, any increase in abnormal costs allowance would be broadly offset by 
reductions in the benchmark land value.
Marketing
- The evidence identified and discussed in the report shows an allowance of 3% on revenue is reasonable.
Developer profit
- PPG recognises that profit can fluctuate and suggests a range of 15% to 20% on revenue. The allowances assumed in the testing falls 
within this range.
- The evidence identified suggests profit fluctuates and is not set at 20%.
- Affordable dwellings are typically transferred in bulk to a single Registered Provider, with the deal having been agreed prior to 
construction having commenced. The risk associated with building these dwellings is therefore significantly reduced when compared to 
speculatively releasing market value dwellings. It therefore is reasonable to assume that each carries a different risk profile (and 
therefore attracts a different level of profit).

173 3 Barratt David 
Wilson Homes 
North East 

Viability and 
Delivery Report  
(continued)

Objects No allowance appears to have been made for planning obligations, S106 and CIL

In regard to Benchmark Land Values £200,000 per Ha is considered too low in low value areas. whilst £2.1million per Ha is too high in high value areas.

Clarity is requested as to why there is a difference between urban and non-urban BLV’s.

Planning obligations
- Section 7.5 refers to S106 and CIL payments. 
- The S106 allowances range from £2,000 to £4,000 per dwelling (for the reasons set out in the report).
- CIL allowances have been adopted in line with the current CIL rates for each authority.
Benchmark land values
- This built on previous figures accepted through examination. It is was considered important to ensure, where possible, consistency in 
the testing.
- That said, the approach adhered to the PPG, which clearly sets out a requirement for determining the BLV based on the ‘existing use 
value + premium’ method.
- Noted that £2.1million per Ha may be too high.
Urban / non-urban
- Difference was previously accepted through examination.
- Non-urban will have a lower existing use value, therefore the assessment approach is different. 

25 4 Bellway Homes MSGP10 Objects Not justified, consistent with national policy, 
effective or positively prepared

MSGP identifies 104.17 ha of land and 112 sites, with a total dwellings of 2,917.  Concerned this is a reduction from 2017 version of draft MSGP which has 123.59ha between 118 sites 
and the provision of 3,589 dwellings, a 19% reduction.

CSUCP policy CS10 sets a target of 8,500 homes, however the council have under-delivered net housing completions since the beginning of the plan period in 2010. Reduction in land 
allocation will only worsen under delivery, more land must be allocated.

Density must also be considered at sites that have already been allocated, while considering viability and other policies. 

The allocation of sites is based on the available evidence, presented in the SHLAA Update. The latter indicates that taken together with 
other sources of supply, there are sufficient sites to meet the CSUCP requirement over the Plan period. The Trajectory in the SHLAA 
Update indicates how past under-delivery will be made up for during the rest of the Plan period. For the SHLAA,  viability has been 
assessed on the basis of the capacities of sites which, in the absence of any more site- specific information has been based on the 
approach indicated in paragraphs 45 to 52 of the SHLAA 2017, but the viability of future proposals will be assessed in the light of their 
proposed capacity.

31 4 Bellway Homes MSGP11 Objects Not justified, consistent with national policy, 
effective or positively prepared

Notes the changing of the draft wording to provide clarity, however the same issues remain.

The policy will have a negative impact on viability on marginal schemes. SHMA states that standards are subject to viability however the Viability Deliverability Report (VDR) shows that 
25% accessible and adaptable makes schemes unviable in low and low.mid urban and sub urban areas. For schemes over 100 dwellings this is also the case for mid, mid/high and high 
urban and suburban areas.

Disagrees with the VDR conclusion that 25% does not undermine the viability and deliverability of the plan. With 9 of 24 scenarios tested failing that this undermines the policies aim as 
number of viable developments is reduced, particularly in brownfield areas of low value which a category that some of MSGPs allocations fit into. It fails NPPF para 34 on deliverability, 
at present the policy appearing to apply to all sites and has not included any viability caveats compounds the issue.

The Council need to make it explicitly clear that a transition period is in place, as for policy MSGP13, and that the policy will not be retrospectively applied to schemes benefiting from 
outline permission gained prior to adoption of the plan - retrofitting schemes will effect viability and could see schemes made unviable or number of dwellings reduced.                                                                                                                                                         

The impact on viability of this policy has been considered in detail in the Viability and Deliverability  Report (with various sensitivity 
testing undertaken). The costs for meeting M4 (2) are relatively low (£2,000 per dwelling), however meeting M4 (3) is a significant cost.

For M4 (2), through sensitivity testing, we have tested a variety of different mixes including 10%, 25%, 50% and 90%. This is considered 
to be a rigorous, detailed assessment. From this analysis we conclude that a 25% requirement is not sufficient to undermine scheme 
viability, however if this increases to 50% and above it would risk undermining scheme viability.

The viability testing shows that by applying 25% M4 (2) it does not change the viability outcome of any schemes. In other words, all of 
the schemes that were viable in the base appraisal testing remain viable if the policy is brought in (see Viability and Deliverability Report, 
page 112/3, para 8.2.3).  There is recognition that delivery in certain parts of Gateshead is challenging - however, the NPPF and PPG 
states that the role for viability assessment is primarily at plan-making stage. It is for the applicant to demonstrate whether 
circumstances justify the need for a viability assessment at application stage (PPG 10-007-20180724).

There is no requirement set out within NPPF or NPPG to introduce transitional arrangements as part of the implementation of the 
policies for accessible and adaptable dwellings. Therefore the Plan does not intend to introduce such a provision.
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41 4 Bellway Homes MSGP13 Objects Not justified, consistent with national policy, 
effective or positively prepared

Space standards are optional and should not be considered a 'catch all policy'.  No evidence provided by the council has shown a negative perception or lower quality of life. Bellway is 
a 5* builder based on feedback from purchasers, no sign of dissatisfaction with a home. 2 and 3 bedroom properties likely to require size increasing, but sales of 2 and 3 bed properties 
are strong.

NDSS will increase the floorspace of the most popular units, will impact density and increase affordability pressure.  Concerns that NDSS would only further harm viability, affordability 
and deliverability.   

Transition period is supported however it should be made clear this will not be retrospectively be applied to schemes with existing outline permission before the plan's adoption.

A detailed assessment of this policy has been undertaken, in line with the requirements of the PPG. Overall, based on the appraisal 
testing undertaken (both typology and site specific), including the sensitivity analysis, the V&D Report concludes that the NDSS can be 
viably provided and would not undermine overall plan deliverability.

Para 7.1.11 in the V&D Report deals with the potential impact on density. Where density does increase, this is in lower value locations 
where there is greater scope for 2.5/3 storey dwelling types. Also, the NDSS rates assumed are average and could be reduced in lower 
value locations where concerns about density are identified. Para 7.1.15 onwards in the V&D Report deals with affordability. There 
would be an adjustment in price, however we conclude that the impact would be relatively minimal and not to the extent where it 
would undermine sales. Also, for lower value locations, the low-cost developer model has been considered (where more basic products 
are delivered). This helps ensure affordability.

A detailed assessment of this policy in line with the PPG has been undertaken - as set out in the SHMA, the NDSS supplementary 
evidence document and the V&D Report. This policy is proposed to provide a measured target for internal space in new homes to deliver 
strategic CSUCP policy CS11 "Providing adequate space inside and outside of the home to meet the needs of residents." The NDSS is the 
only standard of internal space that a local authority can adopt, setting a benchmark as to what is deemed suitable and by default what 
is deemed unsuitable.

The Council agrees that there should be an allowance for sites with outline permission so that reserved matters applications will not 
require NDSS compliance retrospectively. This will ensure that the delivery of such sites are not delayed, and will ensure consistency 
across the housing market area, with a similar approach adopted or proposed by North Tyneside Council and Newcastle City Council 
respectively.  

Additional text to be added to paragraph 5.8:
".....in accordance with 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."

53 4 Bellway Homes MSGP14 Objects Not justified, consistent with national policy, 
effective or positively prepared

Objects to the proposed wording of the policy, it is not positively prepared or effective pending revisions to increase flexibility 

Notes and supports flexibility in this policy, but believes it doesn’t go far enough considering deliverability issues. Policy should be amended to be flexible with changing market and 
consideration alongside MSGP 11 and MSGP 13.

We believe the policy strikes the right balance between making efficient use of land, and the characteristics of individual sites. 

60 4 Bellway Homes MSGP16 Objects Not justified, consistent with national policy, 
effective or positively prepared

Objects as not effective in context proposed

Understands the references to transport assessments, statements and plan, but it essentially replicates NPPF para 111, which is not the role of a development plan. Guidance would be 
more appropriately included on the council's validation checklist.

Policy MSGP16 and supporting text is intended to act as a guide to developers on what the Council is seeking in regards of the 
assessment of development proposals, expanding the minimal information provided by paragraph 111 of NPPF to provide greater clarity 
for developers and hopefully easing the development management process.

68 4 Bellway Homes MSGP19 Objects Not justified, consistent with national policy, 
effective or positively prepared

Supports aspirations of policy however does not reflect NPPF aspirations. The policy is inflexible: infers that any application that has an adverse impact on the area will be refused.  

An example is provided referring to para 196 of the NPPF that developments that have less than substantial harm to a designated heritage asset will be weighted against the public 
benefits. Concerned that current wording of policies would refuse development that has any adverse impact on heritage assets.

Wording is  not flexible enough, while supporting text 7.1 indicates that only 'significant adverse impact on residential amenity, permission will normally be refused'.

The Council proposes a minor modification to the policy to provide clarity and consistency. Minor Modification to MSGP19 1) 1) Does not have an unacceptable 
adverse impact on amenity or character of an area, and does not cause 
unacceptable disturbance to existing or future nearby residents"

76 4 Bellway Homes MSGP25 Not justified, consistent with national policy, 
effective or positively prepared

Part 1 sub-section f references living roofs remains an issue despite assurances from the councils that living roofs are not a requirement but will be looked upon favourably.  Bellway 
considers that this policy requirement is unreasonable and could cause further viability concerns and unsubstantiated by any evidence.  The upcoming design guideline SPD is deemed 
a more appropriate document to reference living walls and roofs.

The policy seeks to encourage incorporation of living roofs and walls: it is not intended to expect all proposals to incorporate living roofs 
and walls.  To differentiate this criterion from others in the policy, the Council proposes to include "where appropriate" preceding 
criterion (f).  This will retain the position of encouraging living roofs and walls (in keeping with requirements of policies GC1, SG1, QB1), 
while acknowledging that they will not be appropriate or feasible in all developments.

MSGP25.1.f:  "Where appropriate, Tthe incorporation of living roofs and 
walls"

126 4 Bellway Homes MSGP41 Not justified, consistent with national policy, 
effective or positively prepared

Concerned MSGP 41 overlaps with CSUCP policy GV6 regarding the strategic housing site at Ryton to provide open space where necessary, and CS4 requiring a masterplan. Overlap 
with CSUCP policy means it is unnecessary to apply further policy burdens and allocation should either be defined in Policy map and/or proposed requirement excluded from MSGP 
allocations.  

Overriding concern that proposed policy will have viability implications and wording doesn't provide sufficient flexibility to reflect NPPF para 34 and 122.

Each of the neighbourhood and village growth area site allocation policies within the CSUCP includes a requirement to provide open space, sport 
and recreational facilities where necessary.  Accordingly, proposals that are, or have been submitted before the adoption of MSGP will be, or have 
been assessed with regard to the policies of the 2007 UDP which relate to open space, sport and recreational facilities.  The requirement to expect 
provision of such facilities where there is evidence of need is consistent with the requirements of NPPF paragraph 96.

Site-specific discussions regarding the provision of open space will be a matter to be addressed through the development management process: 
the Council considers the policies contained within MSGP provide a robust basis which will support an effective and efficient decision-making 
process with regard to neighbourhood and village growth area sites.

MSGP41 reflects evidence of supply of and need for open space contained within the 2018 Open Space Assessment.  This assessment, alongside 
the Council's 2016 Playing Pitch Strategy, and  Built Sports Facilities Strategy provides a robust and up-to-date assessment of the need for open 
space, sports and recreational facilities in keeping with the requirements of NPPF paragraph 96.

The potential implications of open space provision have been considered in the viability and deliverability report (section 7.2) that supports MSGP. 
it is assumed that some of the open space will be provided through available on-site land. Where this is not possible an off-site provision is 
required. This will vary from site to site. The £2,000 per dwelling allowance for S106 costs includes open space standards not met by on-site 
provision. The representor presents no detailed evidence to substantiate their concern regarding the viability implications of MSGP41.  Given the 
similar (slightly higher) requirements that are set out in existing UDP policies regarding open space provision, it is unclear why MSGP41 should 
present such concern in relation to GV5 and GV6.

The Council does not consider that the provision of open space within residential development would have significant implications for the efficient 
use of land, and there is no conflict with NPPF paragraph 122.

154 4 Bellway Homes General Client's land interest at Ryton Village Growth Area, currently has  a planning application for 283 dwellings being determined by the council, with the  full residential allocation being for 
up to 550 homes.  A masterplan has been submitted as part of the active application including detail on landscape, biodiversity and drainage. It is the view of Bellway that further 
development management policies of MSGP should not be applicable to sites identified within CSUCP as this may have viability impacts and delay delivery.

Housing market is unpredictable and timescale up to 2030 means that policies should be flexible to allow housebuilders to respond to the market.                                                                                                                                                                                 

The CSUCP forms part of the Local Plan and was adopted in the context that detailed development management policies would follow in 
a further Local Plan document. Proposed MSGP policies are in line with national guidance and must be applied equally to all 
developments, subject to viability which will be taken into account in accordance with paragraph 3.22 of Submission Draft MSGP and 
paragraph 57 of the NPPF. MSGP policies will supersede UDP policies which are currently taken into account in considering proposals. 

174 5 Bellway and 
Taylor Wimpey

Consistent with National Policy, Deliverable The Logic of producing a update for 2017-2022 within the SHLAA document published in October 2018 rather than a full update for 2018-2023 is questioned, particularly as 
government requires an annual position statement as required within para 74 of the NPPF.  

The council's approach to identifying a 5 year land supply within para 26 of the 2018 SHLAA is incorrect as it misinterprets the NPPF and its definitions of deliverable and developable. 
As per NPPF para 74 the sites included in the 5 year land supply should be considered deliverable.  Deliverable is defined by the NPPF as:  "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. Evidence is required to show 
deliverability of non major sites or sites which have detailed permission are assumed deliverable'  sites with outline, PiPs or allocated in a development plan should only be considered 
deliverable if there is clear evidence they can be achieved within 5 years". 

The onus is on the council to provide evidence of deliverability of the sites, this is backed up by appeal decision on ref: APPW3520/W/18/3194926 where the Inspector applied the 
NPPF definition to the completion trajectory. This is further backed by PPG ID 3-028-20180912 and 3-029-20180913. Therefore it is considered that the council's approach is not 
compliant with the NPPF. Up to para 11.                                                                                                                                                                                                

The Update is an annual position statement. A SHLAA needs to assess the most-up-to-date situation possible but it will be replaced with 
either a new SHLAA, or further updates, as appropriate, on an annual basis during the Plan period. A typing error in the SHLAA Update 
has led to confusion; it is an update to the 2017 SHLAA which covers the period 2017-2032 not 2022. The Council  has used the national 
definition of deliverability. Further evidence will be provided to justify the categorisation of some sites in the SHLAA (for example Council-
owned sites where there is no planning permission yet in place) as deliverable.

175 5 Bellway and 
Taylor Wimpey

Consistent with National Policy, Deliverable 2018 SHLAA has significantly higher levels of supply of 7,175 homes than the 4,221 given as a trajectory. Gateshead also under delivering since the start of the CSUCP period. The 
SHLAA indicates in footnote 3 to Figure 6 that it considers having a net undersupply over the plan period  of 207 dwellings. Agrees with the council that it has undersupplied and 
therefore the 20%  buffer must be applied as set out in the NPPF.

Recalculated the 5 year land supply using its own methodology and after re-assessing sites, concluding the council has 4.74 years supply. Disagrees with the councils conclusion that it 
has 9,2 years of land supply.

Anomalies within the SHLAA relating to  the capacity numbers indicated within Appendix 1 and Appendix 2 and 3

If including a site within the 5 year land supply its imperative to ensure its compliant with the NPPF definition of deliverable, the guidance is clear that evidence is required  to show 
deliverability on sites other than full permissions.

The Council contests the points made but the Examination will not test whether there is a five-year land supply.

176 5 Bellway and 
Taylor Wimpey

Consistent with National Policy, Deliverable, 
Viability 

Concerns over sites included within the 5 year land supply and their suitability are sample of those considered correct to be included within the 5 year land supply; reps provide a non 
exhaustive list of some sites of concern.

Evidence must be provided for the sites to be considered deliverable.  Issue is also taken  with the inclusion of sites that are unviable that are included on the condition that the council 
can make them viable sites. SHLAA shows 704 dwellings in 28 sites are negative viability and reliable on council financial support, showing the level of deliverability issues within the 
borough. Council indicates that approach to these sites will be set out in the Housing Delivery Action Plan, but this hasn't been published yet. It is considered that viability issues alone 
are enough to exclude the sites are not going to deliver within 5 years. Over-riding evidence is required to show their deliverability against the findings of the viability and deliverability 
report, though it is acknowledged that these sites will be deliverable through funding or JV partnerships.

Council's approach to setting out 5 year land supply is unsound. 

The Council contests the points made but the Examination will not test whether there is a five-year land supply.
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1 6 Bill Quay Ltd. MSGP1 Support Bill Quay Limited support the proposed deletion of Fairfield Industrial Estate as a Secondary Employment Area, allowing a more flexible approach to potential future uses.

12 6 Bill Quay Ltd. MSGP10 Objects Not consistent with national policy Bill Quay Ltd consider the Fairfield Industrial Estate should be allocated for residential use in MSGP.  Initial studies indicate that with appropriate mitigation the site is suitable, available 
and deliverable for residential development, and it should be included as a housing site allocation.  Policy MSGP10 is unsound as it has not given substantial weight to the value of 
utilising brownfield land, as required by NPPF paragraph 118(c).

At the time of preparation of  MSGP and the SHLAA and SHLAA Update the Council had no information that the site could be viable, 
whilst an in-house assessment of the site showed that remediation requirements would undermine delivery of the site. New evidence 
will be considered but it should be noted that non-allocation does not preclude development. The Council has followed national 
guidance in assessing sites through the SHLAA and has prioritised the use of brownfield land as far as possible;  paragraph 31 of the 
SHLAA Update indicating that 79% of the MSGP capacity and 71% of the total supply are on brownfield land. 

32 6 Bill Quay Ltd. MSGP11 Objects Not justified, effective, or positively prepared Question whether the evidence is sufficient to justify the need for this policy.  Evidence is not in line with PPG (ID 56-07), and the evidence presented in the SHMA is lacking in several 
respects, particularly in assessing the accessibility and adaptability of the existing stock.  Shortcomings in evidence question how the percentage requirement identified within MSGP11 
has been determined.

The SHMA (2017), Viability and Deliverability Report (2018) and compliance paper address the PPG factors which local planning 
authorities can consider and take into account when demonstrating need in setting higher standards for accessibility and adaptability.
                                                                                            
The costs for meeting M4 (2) are relatively low (£2,000 per dwelling), however meeting M4 (3) is a significant cost.

For M4 (2), through sensitivity testing, we have tested a variety of different mixes including 10%, 25%, 50% and 90%. This is considered 
to be a rigorous, detailed assessment. From this analysis we conclude that a 25% requirement is not sufficient to undermine scheme 
viability, however if this increases to 50% and above it would risk undermining scheme viability.

42 6 Bill Quay Ltd. MSGP13 Objects Not justified, effective, or positively prepared Evidence is not sufficient to support the policy, and is based on an inadequately small sample. Identification of a need for NDSS must be more than simply stating that in some cases 
standards have not been met. Evidence of strong sales of non-NDSS compliant homes undermines the Council's attempt to justify a need for NDSS compliant homes. The imposition of 
MSGP13 will have implications for affordability issues, particularly in a lower market value area such as Gateshead

The evidential threshold for the policy has been achieved - a detailed assessment of this policy in line with the PPG has been undertaken - 
as set out in the SHMA, the NDSS supplementary evidence document and the V&D Report. This policy is proposed to provide a measured 
target for internal space in new homes to deliver strategic CSUCP policy CS11 "Providing adequate space inside and outside of the home 
to meet the needs of residents." The NDSS is the only standard of internal space that a local authority can adopt, setting a benchmark as 
to what is deemed suitable and by default what is deemed unsuitable. 

Paragraph 7.12-13  of the 2017 SHMA sets out the findings of the 2015 investigation into spaces standards of new homes in Gateshead. 
In particular 47% of the household survey respondents felt that some or all of their rooms needed to be bigger. Furthermore, the 2018 
Supplementary Report identifies an inconsistent approach to the NDSS across house types with particular low level of compliance for 
family housing. This indicates a level of dissatisfaction with some new homes being built. Importantly the Council want to achieve 
consistency in NDSS compliance and need to improve consumer satisfaction. 

Para 7.1.15 onwards  in the V&D Report deals with affordability. There would be an adjustment in price, however we conclude that the 
impact would be relatively minimal and not to the extent where it would undermine sales. Also, for lower value locations, the low-cost 
developer model has been considered (where more basic products are delivered). This helps ensure affordability.

63 6 Bill Quay Ltd. MSGP17 Objects  More flexibility should be provided for new developments which are sustainably located - allowing them to provide less car parking than currently defined by standards (appendix 3a) 
in order to encourage sustainable travel modes.  Requirement to adhere to minimum car parking standards is not consistent with paragraph 103 of the NPPF.

The car parking guidelines for residential development referred to in MSGP17 and set out in Appendix 3a already provide for flexibility.  
The guidelines allow for a range of provision rather than the arbitrary blanket figure stated in the consultation response.  In addition, 
section 4 of the guidelines discusses the circumstances where provision below these guidelines may be acceptable; these circumstances 
include accessibility by sustainable modes as mentioned by the respondent.

101 6 Bill Quay Ltd. MSGP33 Objects Not consistent with national policy Specific reference should be made to the benefits of utilising brownfield land, in accordance with paragraph 118 of the NPPF. In terms of housing, the Council has followed national guidance in assessing sites through the SHLAA and has prioritised the use of 
brownfield land as far as possible;  paragraph 31 of the SHLAA Update indicating that 79% of the MSGP capacity and 71% of the total 
supply are on brownfield land. However it is not thought necessary or effective to make the point proposed in this policy, which, without 
specific wording being proposed, would appear to be proposing a sequential test. The existing wording is considered justified and 
effective. 

127 6 Bill Quay Ltd. MSGP41 Objects Not consistent with national policy Prescriptive requirements in the policy (criterion 1) for the provision of open space do not allow sufficient flexibility, and could exacerbate viability issues on brownfield land.  The policy 
would be contrary to paragraph 118 of the NPPF.

In broad terms, the plan's Viability and Deliverability Report has considered the implications of open space provision when determining 
viability (section 7.2). NPPF paragraph 57 places onus on applicants to demonstrate that circumstances justify the need for a viability 
assessment at the application stage. Viability is a material consideration in the decision making process, and site-specific issues will be 
considered through determining proposals. Specific open space standards are an important element of clearly defining what 
development will be expected to provide.  Provision of open space is an important element of meeting the needs of Gateshead's 
communities, as evidenced in the 2018 Open Space Assessment.

13 7 Church 
Commissioners 

MSGP10 Objects Not justified, consistent with national policy or 
effective

Not sound as it is not justified nor consistent with national policy.  Change in provision of housing land from 123.59 ha to 104.17 hectares from the initial consultation draft to the 
presubmission draft with no new evidence to warrant the reduction in housing land supply. Shortfall in provision of homes so far in the plan period, based on the number required 
within CSCUP totalling 1,932 homes while delivery has only been 1,382 homes.  Welcomes reference under the supporting text of MSGP 10 that MSGP continues to support allocations 
made within CSUCP and MetroGreen.

Appreciates that MetroGreen AAP is underway however if this was to not to come forward,  it would leave a large area of the borough with no allocations.  The church commissioners 
recommends land west of Mandela Way should be allocated, with the capacity to build up to 480 homes.  Also recommend site Riverside South West (SHLAA ref HLH23) is allocated.
  
There are concerns over the MGAAP and Church Commissioners would like contingency plans should the plan not progress, or be found unsound at examination.         

The plan should include a 20% buffer of housing sites and including sites in MetroGreen.

The Council recognises that there has been under-delivery so far against the CSUCP target but fig. 5 in the 2018 SHLAA Update indicates 
that the remaining requirement can be met within in the Plan period from specific deliverable or developable sites. The reduction in the 
total area allocated is due to the additional evidence on sites incorporated in the 2018 SHLAA Update, including new findings on 
deliverability due to viability-related and other information, and the completion of several sites. The supply identified in the 2018 SHLAA 
Update includes sites at MetroGreen identified as developable, but further work is required and will be incorporated in the MetroGreen 
Area Action Plan before it is appropriate to allocate them. It is fully the Council's intention to progress that Plan quickly after MSGP but 
in the event that this does not occur, or it is found unsound, or does not deliver the expected sufficient housing capacity, a review of the 
Local Plan would be required in line with national guidance. No modification required. 

43 7 Church 
Commissioners 

MSGP13 Objects Not justified, consistent with national policy or 
effective

The Nationally described space standards supplementary evidence report (2018) does not identify need.  

The 2016 Analysis of Space Standards report provides survey data which suggests that size of rooms is the potential buyer's lowest consideration.  The 2016 report also examines 
applications which were all submitted and approved several years before the introduction of NDSS.

The council should also take into consideration the impact that the policy will have on site viability and suggest its deletion from the plan.

The evidential threshold for the policy has been achieved - a detailed assessment of this policy in line with the PPG has been undertaken - 
as set out in the SHMA, the NDSS supplementary evidence document and the V&D Report. This policy is proposed to provide a measured 
target for internal space in new homes to deliver strategic CSUCP policy CS11 "Providing adequate space inside and outside of the home 
to meet the needs of residents." The NDSS is the only standard of internal space that a local authority can adopt, setting a benchmark as 
to what is deemed suitable and by default what is deemed unsuitable. 

Need to cover comments regarding need for adopting the standards.                                     Paragraph 7.12-13  of the 2017 Strategic 
Housing Market Assessment sets out the findings of the 2015 investigation into spaces standards of new homes in Gateshead. In 
particular 47% of the household survey respondents felt that some or all of their rooms needed to be bigger. Furthermore, the 2018 
Supplementary Report identifies an inconsistent approach to the NDSS across house types with particular low level of compliance for 
family housing. This indicates a level of dissatisfaction with some new homes being built. Importantly the Council want to achieve 
consistency in NDSS compliance and need to improve consumer satisfaction. The 2018 Viability and Deliverability Report recognises that 
the delivery of housing in Gateshead is challenging, however the revised NPPF and NPPG states the role for viability assessment is 
primarily at the plan making stage. It is for the the applicant to demonstrate whether circumstances justify the need for viability 
assessment at the application stage (PPG 10-007 20180724)         

Overall, based on the appraisal testing undertaken (both typology and site specific), including the sensitivity analysis, the V&D Report 
concludes that the NDSS can be viably provided and would not undermine overall plan deliverability.

77 7 Church 
Commissioners 

MSGP25 Objects Not justified, consistent with national policy or 
effective

Would like to see criterion F removed from MSGP 25. 

Living walls are not justified as the criterion a-e are  overarching, high level design factors to be taken into account, whilst living roofs don't fit within this categorisation.

Living Roof will increase development costs and reduce viability in contravention of NPPF para 34.  Also potentially restricts 'design freedom'. 

The policy seeks to encourage incorporation of living roofs and walls: it is not intended to expect all proposals to incorporate living roofs 
and walls.  To differentiate this criterion from others in the policy, the Council proposes to include "where appropriate" preceding 
criterion (f).  This will retain the position of encouraging living roofs and walls (in keeping with requirements of policies GC1, SG1, QB1), 
while acknowledging that they will not be appropriate or feasible in all developments.

MSGP25.1.f:  "Where appropriate, Tthe incorporation of living roofs and 
walls"
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102 7 Church 
Commissioners 

MSGP33 Objects Not justified, consistent with national policy or 
effective

Church Commissioner land, West of Mandela way is covered within Green Infrastructure allocations. 

It is requested that a viability clause is inserted into the policy to allow greater flexibility to ensure that the policy doesn't preclude development or impact on sites across the borough.  

The GI allocation  is too heavily focused on biodiversity and environmental benefits of GI, with insufficient focus on multifunctionality as cited within CSUCP 18.  PPG shows  that GI  can 
be used as an aid to many policy measures encourage regeneration and investment; delivering regenerative uses; contributing to quality of life and sense of place in housing 
development; to make an area attractive to businesses and investors. 

GI  in MetroGreen should be supportive of the broader aspects of Green Infrastructure in building an area attractive for investment.  Specifically the land west of Mandela Way offers 
opportunities to access GI in an area where there is little existing accessible GI is it is made more multi-functional.  This can make the site more attractive inline with wider MetroGreen 
objectives. Development on this site would unlock part of the River Tyne policy and development could provide open space and GI enhancement.

There is no evidence that provision or enhancement of GI would introduce a cost that would preclude development, and the Council 
does not consider a 'viability clause' needs to be included within the policy.

The policy (particularly clause 2) provides considerable reference to multi-functionality, and should also be considered alongside CS18 
which refers to multifunctional benefits.  The representations do not propose specific additional wording which would "recognise the 
broader importance of GI", and the Council considers that it is implicit that a policy which seeks to enhance GI, and recognises its 
multifunctional benefits will also support regeneration and growth as described in the representations.

The Metrogreen AAP will set out a comprehensive masterplan for the area which will seek to optimise the multifunctional benefits of GI 
assets.

115 7 Church 
Commissioners 

MSGP38 Objects Not justified, consistent with national policy or 
effective

Generally supportive of policy however disagrees with wildlife corridor including West of Mandela Way.   MSGP 38 should recognise that preference for development of brownfield 
land will result in habitat loss to be aligned with GI delivery plan update and the NPPF. 

Recommend removal of 'only' from 6th part of policy, and replace 'possible with 'viable': this will ensure compliance with national policy.    

Policy does not preclude the development of allocated sites (incl. brownfield land) within a Wildlife Corridor.  Where mitigation and/or 
compensation measures are required to protect the value and integrity of a Wildlife Corridor, these must be both appropriate and 
proportionate.  The Plan is subject to a robust viability assessment.    

121 7 Church 
Commissioners 

MSGP39 Objects Not justified, consistent with national policy or 
effective

Supportive of overall aims of the policy, objection as sites around Keelmans Way riverside route are in private ownership and not allocated as sites within MSGP, while the west of 
Mandela way as well as other privately owned sites will require developing before this is achievable, putting doubts on deliverability.

It is the view of the church commissioners that this policy should be removed, or amended to show that its not applicable in MetroGreen.  Objects to the requirement of safeguarding 
of buffering between 10 and 30 metres is too prescriptive and should be removed, and be based on the site specific area.

Providing a riverside recreational route along the Tyne is a key priority in delivering an integrated GI network in Gateshead. 

The Metrogreen redevelopment represents the most significant single opportunity to enhance GI on the south bank of the Tyne and to 
remove the application of policy MSGP39 from Metrogreen would be wholly inappropriate.   Additional supporting text added to 
paragraph 7.44 to provide clarification.   

 Additional text added to paragraph 7.44  'The precise width of land to 
be safeguarded will be determined on the basis of what is appropriate in 
the context of development proposals for the site.'

73 8 Coal Authority MSGP22 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.

Support is noted 

134 8 Coal Authority MSGP46 Support This Coal Authority supports this policy which sets out criteria against which proposals for mineral extraction will be considered. Support is noted

160 8 Coal Authority Paragraph 7.8 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.

Support is noted

14 9 DAMF (NE) Ltd 
C/o George F 
White LLP

MSGP10 Objects Not justified, consistent with National Policy, 
effective or compliant with law

"DAMF own site HLD3 in Highfield, Rowlands Gill which the SHLAA has determined not to be deliverable. However, the owner can demonstrate the site is suitable, available, achievable 
and therefore deliverable within the Plan period for 40 units in the next 2-3 years. The owner and George F White met with Amanda Reed and Andrew Softley on 18th September 2018 
to demonstrate intentions for development which the Local Planning Authority encouraged and suggested to remain an identified site. DAMF suggest that market forces ultimately 
direct deliverability of residential development sites. There is market demand for housing supply in Highfield demonstrated by the owner receiving interest from potential occupiers of 
new dwellings. 

The removal of HLD1 is not compliant with NPPF paragraph 35 because it could prevent sites with keen developers and market interest coming forward, there is an intention to 
develop the site within the next 2-3 years and the site could enhance the vitality of local services and facilities."

Non-allocation does not preclude development. The Council has followed national guidance in assessing the site as undeliverable on the 
basis of the information available to it at the  time of preparation of the Plan.

44 9 DAMF (NE) Ltd 
C/o George F 
White LLP

MSGP13 Objects Not justified, consistent with National Policy, 
effective or compliant with law

DAMF objects that all new homes be built in accordance with Nationally Described Space Standards as its inclusion is not fully justified, could prevent the deliverability of sites and 
therefore prevents the Emerging Local Plan Document from being positively prepared.

A detailed assessment of this policy in line with the PPG has been undertaken - as set out in the SHMA, the NDSS supplementary 
evidence document and the V&D Report. This policy is proposed to provide a measured target for internal space in new homes to deliver 
strategic CSUCP policy CS11 "Providing adequate space inside and outside of the home to meet the needs of residents." The NDSS is the 
only standard of internal space that a local authority can adopt, setting a benchmark as to what is deemed suitable and by default what 
is deemed unsuitable.

Overall, based on the appraisal testing undertaken (both typology and site specific), including the sensitivity analysis, the V&D Report 
concludes that the NDSS can be viably provided and would not undermine overall plan deliverability.

54 9 DAMF (NE) Ltd 
C/o George F 
White LLP

MSGP14 Objects Not justified, consistent with National Policy, 
effective or compliant with law

DAMF objects to a blanket approach to housing density within Local Authority areas as there is no national planning policy requirement and it could prevent developer interest and 
deliverability.

We believe the policy strikes the right balance between making efficient use of land, and the characteristics of individual sites. It is in 
accordance with national guidance particularly in that it seeks to ensure the efficient use of land, including brownfield land.

139 10 Durham County 
Council 

MSGP51 Supports Welcomes the recognition of Gateshead Wharf as a  strategic facility to the long term landing of aggregates in Gateshead and welcomes its safeguarding.  Support is noted

141 10 Durham County 
Council 

MSGP52 Supports Welcomes the safeguarding of brick clay at Lamesley and the recognition given to the area of land as valuable long term source of clay for Union Brickworks, which is an important site 
for brick production in the North East.

Support is noted

143 10 Durham County 
Council 

MSGP53 Supports Welcomes the safeguarding of the dormant sites identified in this policy. Specific safeguarding of such sites would ensure sites remain available for future extraction and enable sand 
and gravel extraction to resume in the borough 

Support is noted

153 10 Durham County 
Council 

Duty to Co-
operate

Supports We welcome the opportunity to discuss the issues raised in this response as part of continuous and ongoing engagement with the Duty to Co-Operate. Support is  noted

169 10 Durham County 
Council 

Public Transport Durham and Gateshead share the same bus corridors, particularly the A694 and A167. Durham County Council notes the proposed 413 dwellings in the Birtley area and would welcome 
the opportunity for positive dialogue between the council, NECA and bus operators to provide better public transport on these corridors.  Supports the allocation that would support 
more services to utilise Chester-Le-Street station benefitting residents from both areas.

Comments are noted 

7 11 Environment 
Agency

MSGP4, 
MSGP30

Support with minor 
amendments

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’. The Environment Agency would welcome reference to this within this policy or policy MSGP30 flood risk 
management.

The Exception Test policy requirements are already covered by CSCUP Policy CS17 and NPPF para. 160. However, the Council will add 
new supporting text after MSGP4 to highlight this requirement. 

Additional supporting text after paragraph 4.9 of the Submission Draft 
Plan: "Employment Areas may present physical constraints to 
development such as flood risk, transport access, or noise / air quality 
issues associated with industrial uses, which non-employment uses may 
be more vulnerable to.  It is therefore relevant to note that proposals for 
non-employment uses within employment areas will, through the 
Development Management process be considered against the relevant 
provisions of the NPPF and other policies contained within the Local 
Plan." 

69 11 Environment 
Agency

MSGP19 Support with minor 
amendments

MSGP 19 residential amenity.  The Environment Agency welcome the inclusion of this policy.  However, it is recommended that the policy takes into consideration new residential 
developments which are built in close proximity to existing permitted facilities. 

Residential developments which are located near permitted sites could be exposed to potential issues such as excessive noise and dust impacts.  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, or it may result in the closure of the permitted facility.

The Council will modify Policy MSGP 19 and paragraph 7.2.  MSGP19 1)"does not have an unacceptable adverse impact on amenity 
or character of an area, and does not cause unacceptable disturbance to 
existing or future nearby residents,….."                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         
Paragraph 7.1, 3rd sentence "Policy MSGP19 sets out in further detail 
the range of issues which will be taken into consideration when 
determining if a proposal would impact upon residential amenity for 
existing and/or future residents. The proximity of new residential 
development to existing permitted facilities will also be considered in 
terms of potential impacts........"  

91 11 Environment 
Agency

MSGP30 Support with minor 
amendments

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 unknow, 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.  

The Council notes the comments and is committed to working in partnership with the Environment Agency to improve the fluvial and 
surface water flood management of the Team Valley Trading Estate.  The Team Valley Surface Water Management Plan (SWMP) October 
2018 is a preliminary high level assessment to start the co-ordination of surface water management on Team Valley Trading Estate.  
There are a number of next steps to develop the SWMP further (refer to table 5-1) which will require further work. Further work will be 
taken forward by the Lead Local Flood Authority to progress the implementation of surface water management improvements to the 
estate: including feasibility study of options, funding bids to deliver retrofit SuDS schemes and engagement with landowners/developers 
to integrate SuDS within existing/new development, landscaping and highways.  

95 11 Environment 
Agency

MSGP31 Support with minor 
amendments

With respect to criterion 4 of MSGP 31, would welcome a 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.  

The Council will modify Policy MSGP 31 and paragraph 7.27.  MSGP31:4i) Achieving sustainable river crossings. Additional wording to 
paragraph 7.27 "New developments should avoid the use of culverts,  in 
order to facilitate natural flow and morphology and free passage of 
riparian and aquatic fauna".

110 11 Environment 
Agency

MSGP37 Support with minor 
amendments

With respect to criterion 13, we would welcome reference 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.

The Council supports the use of locally native tree species, although there may be circumstances when the use of other species of trees 
is required to ensure the future resilience of woodlands to protect against disease and climate change.    The Council considers that 
criterion 3 provides appropriate policy wording.  However, supporting text of MSGP 37 paragraph 7.38 will be modified.     

Modified wording to paragraph 7.38 " Tree and woodland planting 
should be sympathetic to the local ecology, topography and landscape 
character,  incorporating predominantly locally native tree species where 
appropriate and taking account of future resilience". 
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116 11 Environment 
Agency

MSGP38 Support with minor 
amendments

The Environment Agency would welcome references to a requirement to manage any invasive non-native species on all development sites. The Council considers that criterion 2 of MSGP 38 provides appropriate policy wording. The Council will modify the supporting text of 
MSGP 38 within an additional paragraph after 7.42 relating to invasive non-native species.  

Additional paragraph after 7.42. New development should be laid out 
and landscaped so as to be beneficial to wildlife.  Proposals should avoid 
the use of non-native or inappropriate species in sensitive locations and 
where there is evidence of non-native species that are invasive to 
existing habitats, these should be removed.  Land management practices 
beneficial to wildlife will be encouraged in line with local and national 
biodiversity targets. 

122 11 Environment 
Agency

MSGP39 Support with minor 
amendments

The Environment Agency 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. 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.

The Council is committed to working with the Tyne Estuary Partnership. The Council considers that Policy MSGP 38 provides suitable 
policy wording to support the habitat vision for the estuary.  Paragraph 7.43 will be modified: relating to the 25 year environment plan; 
value of the Tyne Estuary and the risks of development related to the vision; need to ensure no net loss of intertidal and subtidal 
habitat, and appropriate mitigation and compensation.  

Para 7.43 - Existing worfding moved to para 7.44 - proposed para 7.43 
(includign first 2 sentences from 7.44):
"The Tyne Estuary extends from the tidal limit at Wylam to the sea at 
Tynemouth, including the tidal reaches of the River Team and River Derwent.  
In Gateshead the estuary incorporates a linear complex of intertidal habitats 
including saltmarsh, rocky foreshore and extensive mudflats.   These habitats 
and the river support regionally important populations of wintering waterfowl 
and wading bird species, otter and various fish species including eel, salmon 
and brown trout.  The estuary forms an integral component of the River Tyne 
Wildlife Corridor and is designated as a Local Wildlife Site. Tidal flats can also 
help reduce the impacts of storm surge events, flooding and sea level rise.   
Aligned with DEFRA's '25 year Environment Plan', the Council is a member of 
the Tyne Estuary Partnership.  A vision document for the Tyne Estuary is 
currently being prepared to support its future protection and enhancement.   
The estuary and the habitats and species it supports are at risk from a range 
of factors including built development, changes in land-use and pollution.  In 
accordance with policies MSGP 38 and MSGP 39, development proposals must 
demonstrate how they will avoid/minimise negative impacts on the Tyne 
Estuary, and where impacts on biodiversity are unavoidable; appropriate 
mitigation, compensation and enhancement measures must be provided. In 
particular, tThe wintering wading bird population on the Tyne is regionally 
significant, but susceptible to disturbance. Public access to the riverside needs 
to be carefully designed, and where required, screened and buffered to 
ensure protection of its ecological value whilst affording views of the river.”"  

140 11 Environment 
Agency 

MSGP51 Support with minor 
amendments

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.

The Council considers that Policies MSGP 31 and 38 provide appropriate policy wording and the proposed minor modifications to para. 
7.44 will provide sufficient detail about the specific issues on the Tyne Estuary.  

166 11 Environment 
Agency

Paragraph 7.27 Support with minor 
amendments

In terms of paragraph 7.27, the Environment Agency 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.

NPPF paragraph 165c sets out the national policy requirements and states that sustainable drainage systems used should 'have 
maintenance arrangements in place to ensure an acceptable standard of operation for the lifetime of the development'.  The Council will 
however modify paragraph 7.28 to include a reference to maintenance plans for all new development with SuDS.  Additional local 
guidance on SuDS maintenance plans will also be provided within the forthcoming SuDS SPD.   

Additional wording to paragraph 7.28 "New development with SuDS 
must have maintenance arrangements in place to ensure an acceptable 
standard of operation for the lifetime of the development, supported by 
a SuDS maintenance plan".  

167 11 Environment 
Agency

Paragraph 7.28 Support with minor 
amendments

Paragraph 7.28 makes reference to outfalls, weirs and alterations to channels. These are not desirable options, particularly weirs, as they can negatively affect WFD classifications and 
restrict natural processes and fish migration.   

The Council will modify paragraph 7.28 to stress the negative effects under WFD of physical alterations such as weirs, outfalls and 
alterations to channels, which should be avoided where possible. However, there may be circumstances where there are no alternative 
options, and a water quality assessment would be required to assess the impact of these physical alterations, consistent with NPPG (ID: 
34-016).  Additional local guidance on water quality assessments will also be provided within the forthcoming water quality SPD.   

Modified wording to paragraph 7.28 "Physical modifications to 
watercourses such as weirs, outfalls and alterations to the channel are 
not desirable options, given their negative affect on Water Framework 
Directive (WFD) classifications, that restrict natural processes and fish 
migration.  However, should it be demonstrated that there are no 
alternative options, and a water quality assessment would be required 
to assess the impact of physical alterations to watercourses.  Water 
quality assessments will also be required for development which will 
result in a physical modification to a watercourse e.g. outfalls, 
alterations to channels, or could indirectly adversely affects surface 
water or groundwater e.g. contamination, mineral workings, and waste 
management facilities."

168 11 Environment 
Agency

Paragraph 7.29 Support with minor 
amendments

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.  

The Council will modify paragraph 7.29 to include a reference to river morphology.  Modified wording to paragraph 7.29 "it is important that new 
development within these catchments within 200m of a watercourse 
consider opportunities to improve river morphology, river water quality 
and the capacity of surface waters to support wildlife". 

177 11 Environment 
Agency

Support The Environment Agency consider that the submission version of the Local Plan is legally and procedurally compliant and sound, and complies with the Duty to Cooperate.  Support noted

178 11 Environment 
Agency

Support with minor 
amendments

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.  

The Council will update the  Level 1 SFRA  (section 6.9.2) with the new UKCP18 climate change projections and determine if any further 
modifications are required to MSGP.  

179 11 Environment 
Agency

Support with minor 
amendments

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.

The Council notes the Environment Agency's comments.  The SFRA Level 1 will be revised to ensure compliance with the latest NPPF 
2018, including removing the erroneous references to 10% thresholds for flood zones 2 and 3a/b, which are not consistent with site 
recommendations within assessment.    The Council's Sequential Test Report and the MSGP plan making approach was consistent with 
the latest NPPF/NPPG and did not follow 10% thresholds for flood zones 2 and 3a/b.    

18 12 Gladman MSGP10 Object Not justified, consistent with national policy, 
effective or positively prepared

Queries why the housing allocations are appended to the plan rather than the policy wording. Recommendation is that these are included within policy wording as well.  Also 
recommend the policy sets out the total minimum scale of housing to be delivered by the allocations in the plan period in relation to overall housing need figure and strategic sites 
within CSUCP.  Gladman suggest that its more common practice to portray sites in minimum/expected number of units rather than site area of the land supply.  

MSGP should provide detail regarding any flexibility or contingency in the overall supply of housing land within supporting text to MSGP10.  The Council should allocate additional sites 
to ensure that it is capable of meeting at least the minimum level of housing that is required.  Such an approach would support timely delivery of housing across the plan period by 
providing a greater range of sites.  Greater flexibility should be provided within MSGP to ensure that development opportunities in sustainable locations can be brought forward across 
the settlement hierarchy, maximising opportunities for builders operating in all sectors of the market.

The Council believes the inclusion of the specific sites in an Appendix is  a matter of presentation rather than soundness.  The capacity is 
not included as it may change when development comes forward, but the SHLAA Update Appendix 2 shows the totals and SHLAA 
Update Figure 5 shows the relationship to the CSUCP requirement. This also shows that the supply exceeds the CSUCP requirement over 
the Plan period by 24%, there is a range of sites in terms of location and size, and no need to allocate additional sites.   

29 12 Gladman MSGP11 Object Not justified, consistent with national policy, 
effective or positively prepared

Gladman refer to the 2018 Viability and deliverability report which highlights viability issues showing that the 25% accessible and adaptable home standard is not viable for any scheme 
In the low-mid, low urban and low urban/ suburban areas tested. The councils own evidence is not supportive of the proposed policy requirements. The policy has the potential to 
hinder delivery.

The impact on viability of this policy has been considered in detail in the Viability and Deliverability  Report (with various sensitivity 
testing undertaken).

The costs for meeting M4 (2) are relatively low (£2,000 per dwelling), however meeting M4 (3) is a significant cost.

For M4 (2), through sensitivity testing, we have tested a variety of different mixes including 10%, 25%, 50% and 90%. This is considered 
to be a rigorous, detailed assessment. From this analysis we conclude that a 25% requirement is not sufficient to undermine scheme 
viability, however if this increases to 50% and above it would risk undermining scheme viability.

The viability testing shows that by applying 25% M4 (2) it does not change the viability outcome of any schemes. In other words, all of 
the schemes that were viable in the base appraisal testing remain viable if the policy is brought in (see Viability and Deliverability Report, 
page 112/3, para 8.2.3).  



Ref Respondent 
Ref

Respondent Policy, Para, 
Figure, 
Appendix

Support, Support 
with minor 
amendments, 
Object 

Reason unsound (Justified, Consistent 
with National Policy, Effective, Compliant 
with law, positively prepared, Compliant 
with Duty To Cooperate. 

Summary of Comment Gateshead Council Response Proposed Minor Modification

38 12 Gladman MSGP12 Support with 
changes

Not justified, consistent with national policy, 
effective or positively prepared

Support the inclusion of a policy of housing for specialist groups particularly in relation to housing for older people.

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 and should also include age restrictions and an extensive range of community 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" 

Support is noted  - the Council consider that MSGP12 as currently set out provides a steer on type of site and location which will be 
looked on favourably in relation to proposals for specialist and supported housing, without being overly restrictive or prescriptive. It is 
no considered to be appropriate to exclude such schemes from affordable housing - it will be appropriate to promote mixed tenure on 
large schemes, and many of the schemes for sole C2 use would involve registered providers and so will offer affordable. 

51 12 Gladman MSGP13 Object Not justified, consistent with national policy, 
effective or positively prepared

Gladman refer to the Written ministerial statement dates 25th March 2015 that the standards will only be required if they address a clearly evidenced need and their effect on viability 
has been considered in accordance with NPPG.  PPG ID: 56-020-20150327 expects that councils provide justification for requiring space standards.

Gladman concerned that NDSS introduces additional costs, with implications for affordability.  NDSS can add significantly to the cost of the property and in turn increase the cost of an 
entry-level 2-bedroom dwelling, exacerbating affordability issues.  NDSS may also limit the number of dwellings that can be delivered on sites, potentially below what is suggested in 
MSGP.

The Council's evidence and justification is set out in the 2017 Strategic Housing Market Assessment, NDSS Supplementary Report. 
MSGP11 is proposed to provide a measured target for internal space in new homes in order to deliver the strategic policy ( CSUCP CS11) 
of providing adequate space inside and outside of dwellings to meet the needs of residents - NDSS is the only standard of internal space 
that a local authority can adopt.

A detailed assessment of this policy has been undertaken, in line with the requirements of the PPG.

Para 7.1.15 onwards in the V&D Report deals with affordability. There would be an adjustment in price, however we conclude that the 
impact would be relatively minimal and not to the extent where it would undermine sales.
Also, for lower value locations, the low-cost developer model has been considered (where more basic products are delivered). This helps 
ensure affordability.

Para 7.1.11 in the V&D Report deals with the potential impact on density. Where density does increase, this is in lower value locations 
where there is greater scope for 2.5/3 storey dwelling types. Also, the NDSS rates assumed are average and could be reduced in lower 
value locations where concerns about density are identified.

Overall, based on the appraisal testing undertaken (both typology and site specific), including the sensitivity analysis, the V&D Report 
concludes that the NDSS can be viably provided and would not undermine overall plan deliverability.

55 12 Gladman MSGP14 Support with minor 
amendments

Not justified, consistent with national policy, 
effective or positively prepared

Supports the flexibility within the policy to allow for lower densities where appropriate to reflect local circumstances.  However, para 5.9 of supporting text is confusing and potentially 
misleading, as a "low" density will not necessarily achieve the efficient use of land as suggested.  Recommends revisiting the policy and supporting text to remove ambiguity while 
retaining the flexible approach.

Comments noted.  Minor amendment to supporting text suggested. Suggest amendment to supporting text at para 5.9: "…A low minimum 
density threshold has been…"

79 12 Gladman MSGP25 Object Not justified, consistent with national policy, 
effective or positively prepared

Agrees that high quality design is important, but concerned that proposals will be judged against incorporation of criterion 1(f) living roofs and walls.  Gladman are not aware of any 
justification for inclusion of this criteria.  Other criteria are more common features of design policies, but requirement for living walls and roofs is "a bit specific and unnecessary".  
Recommends criterion (f) is removed so the policy avoids being overly prescriptive and allows proposals to respond positively to the local character and setting.

The policy seeks to encourage incorporation of living roofs and walls: it is not intended to expect all proposals to incorporate living roofs 
and walls.  To differentiate this criterion from others in the policy, the Council proposes to include "where appropriate" preceding 
criterion (f).  This will retain the position of encouraging living roofs and walls (in keeping with requirements of policies GC1, SG1, QB1), 
while acknowledging that they will not be appropriate or feasible in all developments.

MSGP25.1.f:  "Where appropriate, Tthe incorporation of living roofs and 
walls"

85 12 Gladman MSGP26 Object Not justified, consistent with national policy, 
effective or positively prepared

Object to policy as currently drafted as it does not align with NPPF.  Concern relating to the element of the policy regarding development affecting the setting of a heritage asset.  Policy 
should be amended to differentiation between designated and non designated heritage assets and to apply the correct policy tests as set out in NPPF18.

Para 195 and 196 of the NPPF relate 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 benefits which outweigh that harm or loss.  Where proposals would lead to less than 
substantial harm, this should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal, including where appropriate, securing its optimal viable use.

NPPF para. 197 sets out the 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 asset,

Gladman recommend the Council revisit this policy to ensure it aligns with the provisions of the NPPF.

The policy is sound and in accordance with the NPPF (2019) as drafted.  The tests set out in NPPF still apply - there is no need to repeat 
these.  No changes are proposed to MSGP26.

106 12 Gladman MSGP34 Object Not justified, consistent with national policy, 
effective or positively prepared

The policy provides an overly restrictive approach not in line with the NPPF. 

NPPF para. 170 requires that only valued landscapes should be protected and enhanced,  and that the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside should be recognised.  

Plan-making and decision-taking should not seek to protect the countryside for its own sake.  Recommend the Council modify MSGP34 to ensure consistency with the NPPF.

The Council believes the policy and under-pinning evidence base are in accordance with the NPPF.

111 12 Gladman MSGP37 Object Not justified, consistent with national policy, 
effective or positively prepared

Object to the policy as it seeks to protect all woodland, trees and hedgerows irrespective of their quality or importance.  The policy is too onerous and should be modified to ensure it 
does not prevent otherwise sustainable development coming forward.

The policy does not preclude development resulting in the loss of trees and/or hedgerows where criteria a, b & c are satisfied.

15 13 Gleeson 
Regeneration 
Ltd

MSGP10 Objects Policy is not positively prepared and is 
ineffective 

The policy does little to explain how the Council will deliver housing allocations and how the Council is going to start increasing housing delivery. 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). 

 The Council has undertaken extensive consultation with developers on the Plan, including more specific engagement on the approach 
and outcomes to viability and deliverability (please refer to the Viability and Deliverability Report 2018 and the Consultation Feedback 
Report 2019). The cited planning applications for Gleeson Homes are at the planning application stage and the development 
management process is the process of resolving challenges of site specific housing delivery rather than housing allocations in the local 
plan. No change to be made to the policy as currently written. 

33 13 Gleeson 
Regeneration 
Ltd

MSGP11 Objects Policy is unjustified, ineffective and contrary to 
national policy

The policy should be deleted as the Council's evidence does not support application of the policy due to its impact on viability in specific value areas. The report shows that, with 25% 
accessible and adaptable homes standard, no scheme is viable in low-mid and low value areas.

The impact on viability of this policy has been considered in detail in the Viability and Deliverability  Report (with various sensitivity 
testing undertaken).

- The base appraisal shows weak viability outcomes. However, the sensitivity analysis shows how schemes can be viable in these types of 
locations (particularly the low cost developer model, which follows the type of approach a housebuilder such as Gleeson is likely to 
adopt).

- Viability is a holistic exercise where all sensitivity testing should be considered before a final conclusion is reached. The results of the 
base appraisals have not therefore been taken in isolation, but considered alongside the sensitivity analysis.

- Furthermore, the Council is conscious that schemes are being brought forward in low and low-mid value locations, suggesting viability 
can be attained in more challenging market areas.

- The testing undertaken shows the imposition of this policy has a relatively minor impact (in financial terms). Where schemes are shown 
to be unviable this is not because of this policy, it is due to other factors.

45 13 Gleeson 
Regeneration 
Ltd

MSGP13 Objects Policy unjustified, ineffective and contrary to 
national policy/guidance

The evidence base does not sufficiently demonstrate that a 'need' for NDSS compliant homes is required in Gateshead.  No evidence that buyers of new homes want NDSS compliant 
homes.  Implementation of the policy would not reflect the company business model due to cost implications of meeting NDSS.

The Council's evidence and justification is set out in the 2017 Strategic Housing Market Assessment, NDSS Supplementary Report. 
MSGP11 is proposed to provide a measured target for internal space in new homes in order to deliver the strategic policy ( CSUCP CS11) 
of providing adequate space inside and outside of dwellings to meet the needs of residents  - the NDSS is the only standard of internal 
space that a local authority can adopt.

Overall, based on the appraisal testing undertaken (both typology and site specific), including the sensitivity analysis, the V&D Report 
concludes that the NDSS can be viably provided and would not undermine overall plan deliverability.

56 13 Gleeson 
Regeneration 
Ltd

MSGP14 Objects Ineffective The policy requires more flexibility to allow more instances when lower than the 20 dwellings per hectare can be developed  We believe the policy strikes the right balance between making efficient use of land, and the characteristics of individual sites. It is in 
accordance with national guidance particularly in that it seeks to ensure the efficient use of land, including brownfield land. The policy 
refers to net density.

80 13 Gleeson 
Regeneration 
Ltd

MSGP25 Objects unjustified Objects to inclusion of 'living roofs and walls' in part 1 of this policy and should be deleted. The policy seeks to encourage incorporation of living roofs and walls: it is not intended to expect all proposals to incorporate living roofs 
and walls.  To differentiate this criterion from others in the policy, the Council proposes to include "where appropriate" preceding 
criterion (f).  This will retain the position of encouraging living roofs and walls (in keeping with requirements of policies GC1, SG1, QB1), 
while acknowledging that they will not be appropriate or feasible in all developments.

MSGP25.1.f:  "Where appropriate, Tthe incorporation of living roofs and 
walls"

112 13 Gleeson 
Regeneration 
Ltd

MSGP37 Objects ineffective Objects to the omission of a criterion which permits the  loss of trees and hedges based on the constraints of some sites The policy does not preclude development resulting in the loss of trees and/or hedgerows where  criteria a, b & c are satisfied.

128 13 Gleeson 
Regeneration 
Ltd

MSGP41 Objects unjustified and ineffective Objects to part 2 of the policy, suggesting that it is incompatible with part 1 of the policy. Suggests that provision in line with part 2 of the policy should be based on a case by case 
basis.

The requirement at MSGP41.2 reflects evidence of a specific need for children's play facilities identified within the 2018 Open Space 
Assessment.  In practice, larger developments often present opportunities for on-site provision of play facilities within landscaping or 
other open space provision.
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86 14 Historic 
England

MSGP27.1 Supports with 
minor changes

Further to previous revisions to the policy, we recommend amending the wording to ensure that the significance of the Battlefield is fully sustained and enhanced - recognising 
elements such as its archaeological potential , its historical associative value, and its communal value in commemorating the scene where several hundred men lost their lives. Suggest 
the policy and supporting text includes reference to the high archaeological potential of the site and the need to protect, evaluate and interpret any surviving artefacts. recommend 
amending part (a) of the policy to include archaeology, for example by:
a) Protecting it against development which would adversely affect the interpretation of the course of events during the battle, by impacting upon:
i) the below ground archaeological potential; and
ii) the landscape. 

Reference to the Historic England Strategic Research Report (NHPP 4E1) on Newburn Ford, either within the supporting text or the Evidence Base, would also be helpful.

Protection of archaeology, in particular where that is a recognised element of the significance of a designated heritage asset, is very well 
covered within the NPPF - however, the purpose of this policy (as advised by the County Archaeologist) was always to focus on the 
setting and interpretation of the Battlefield and not the below ground archaeology.  Archaeology is effectively addressed by policy 
MSGP28.   MSGP27.1a already mentions the landscape.  Agree that the report should be referenced in supporting text and list of 
evidence.

Minor Modification  - additional sentence at end of paragraph 7.19 - 
"Historic England's Strategic Research Report (NHPP 4E1) on Newburn 
Ford provides information on the historical significance of the 
battlefield." 

88 14 Historic 
England

MSGP28 Supports with 
minor changes

The intention to preserve in-situ all nationally significant archaeological remains is laudable; however, it does not appear to be fully reflecting the tests as set out in paragraphs 193 – 
197 of the NPPF. Suggests incorporating wording to the affect that, where assessment and evaluation have established that a proposed development will adversely affect a site or area 
of archaeological interest (irrespective of whether it is of national or less than national significance), clear and convincing justification will be required.

Advice of County Archaeologist states that section 2 of MSGP28 already implies that the Council will only allow archaeological remains to 
be destroyed when this course of action has been demonstrated to be justified.  There is no need to mention assessments and 
evaluations in the policy.  The archaeological process is covered by NPPF para 189.

150 14 Historic 
England

Appendix 9 Supports with 
minor changes

It would be helpful to include an Appendix 9(b) referencing Newburn Ford Registered Battlefield. The Council are happy to include an additional appendix as suggested Appendix 9b Registered Battlefields - Newburn Ford Battlefield

180 14 Historic 
England

Supports Welcomes the updated supporting evidence base and enhanced assessments underpinning the site allocations.  Would have preferred a more rigorous assessment in line with Historic 
England guidance but acknowledge a number of allocations have planning permission or are developed.  Recognise the impacts on other sites may be dealt with through the planning 
process.  

New sites, as they come forward, should have a more rigorous assessment including the future review of the SHLAA etc, and would be willing to work collaboratively with the Council.

Support and comments are noted

23 15 Home Builders 
Federation

MSGP10 Objects Justified, effective or consistent with national 
policy

Reduction in provision of land from 123.59ha in the draft plan to 104.17 ha in this plan. CSUCP requires a net provision of 8,500 homes in Gateshead. At present this has equated to 
the  delivery of 1,382 dwellings completed in the 8 year land period of 2010 to 2018, compared to the target of 1,932 dwellings. It is a concern of the HBF that enough appropriate sites 
are identified and planning policy is not preventing delivery.

The plan should seek not only to provide sufficient development opportunities to meet the housing requirement but also provide a buffer over and above the requirement. NPPF 
states plans should be aspirational, positively prepared and significantly boost housing supply. Housing requirements within the plan should be regarded as the minimum requirement, 
as stated by the position of many inspectors during local plan examination. To reach the minimum its therefore a requirement that additional sites over and above will be required to 
surpass the housing requirement, also buffer sites provide flexibility as there are more opportunities  for housing delivery. The HBF recommend a 20% buffer of sites be included within 
the plan and identify additional sites for housing.

The Council recognises that there has been under-delivery so far against the CSUCP target but fig. 5 in the 2018 SHLAA Update indicates 
that the remaining requirement can be met within in the Plan period from specific deliverable or developable sites. The reduction in the 
total area allocated is due to the additional evidence on sites incorporated in the 2018 SHLAA Update, including new findings on 
deliverability due to viability-related and other information, and the completion of several sites.  SHLAA Update Appendix 2 shows the 
totals and SHLAA Update Figure 5 shows the relationship to the CSUCP requirement. This also shows that the supply exceeds the CSUCP 
requirement over the Plan period by 24%, 

34 15 Home Builders 
Federation

MSGP11 Justified, effective, consistent with national 
policy

Para 34 of the NPPF indicates the importance of viability.  The HBF notes that para 5.2 states that viability will be considered, whilst the viability and deliverability report shows that the 
policy 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.  It is evident that where sites already have viability issues any addition to the cost will be detrimental to the delivery of the scheme. 

The HBF considers local needs can be met without the introduction of optional standards and recommends that the policy is deleted.  

If retained appropriate evidence is required to support the policy in line with PPG (ID 56-07); ensure it takes into account site specific factors such as vulnerability to flooding, site 
topography and other circumstances that might reduce suitability for accessible home delivery; if step free access is not viable m4(2) and m4(3) is not applied; and that an appropriate 
transition period is applied.

The impact on viability of this policy has been considered in detail in the Viability and Deliverability  Report (with various sensitivity 
testing undertaken). The costs for meeting M4 (2) are relatively low (£2,000 per dwelling), however meeting M4 (3) is a significant cost. 
For M4 (2), through sensitivity testing, we have tested a variety of different mixes including 10%, 25%, 50% and 90%. This is considered 
to be a rigorous, detailed assessment. From this analysis we conclude that a 25% requirement is not sufficient to undermine scheme 
viability, however if this increases to 50% and above it would risk undermining scheme viability.

The viability testing shows that by applying 25% M4 (2) it does not change the viability outcome of any schemes. In other words, all of 
the schemes that were viable in the base appraisal testing remain viable if the policy is brought in (see Viability and Deliverability Report, 
page 112/3, para 8.2.3).  

In site specific cases where exceptional circumstances can be demonstrated (where implementing the accessible and adaptable standard 
cannot be delivered due to site constraints which cannot be overcome) then off-site contributions may be appropriate which in viability 
terms would be of equivalent value.    

Policy MSG11 is proposed to provide a measured target for accessible adaptable homes, the principle of which was established in CSUCP 
Policy CS11. PPG  confirms that introduction of M4(2) is the only possible option open to LPAs to introduce accessible and adaptable 
standards. There is no requirement set out within NPPF or NPPG to introduce transitional arrangements as part of the implementation 
of the policies for accessible and adaptable dwellings. Therefore the Plan does not intend to introduce such a provision.

Additional text at the end of Paragraph 5.3:
"The specific measures incorporated into schemes will need to 
demonstrate compliance with the relevant accessible and adaptable 
standard. Where step-free access is not feasible for site specific reasons, 
such as on steeply sloping land or stair-accessed apartments, off-site 
contributions towards borough-wide needs will be required, and further 
guidance is provided in the Planning Obligations Supplementary Planning 
Document”

46 15 Home Builders 
Federation

MSGP13 Justified, effective, consistent with national 
policy

The  'Analysis of Space Standards in Gateshead', and September 2018 'Nationally Described Spacing Standards Supplementary evidence report', both show some development within 
the borough doesn't meet the NDSS.  However, most of the permissions were prior to the establishment of the NDSS in 2015.  Evidence within the 2016 survey showing people would 
like larger homes is aspirational rather than need.

Collating evidence of dwelling size doesn't equate to need, HBF expects evidence on market indicators such as quality of life impacts or impacts on sales in areas where development is 
below standards. There is no evidence that size of houses is preventing buyers or their is difficulty reselling compared to housing meeting the standards. Contrary to this HBF has 
evidence from housebuilders that 3 bedroomed non-compliant NDSS homes are often their most sold  product.  In terms of choice some developers will provide entry level properties 
below the NDSS for 2,3 and 4 beds to allow lower income groups can access a home that has a suitable amount of bedrooms for their needs.

Standards can have a negative impact on viability, increase affordability issues and reduce customer choice. Council should consider the effects on viability, base appraisals 
within 11.11 of Viability and Deliverability report 2018 show the low and low-mid areas are not considered viable. Consideration should be given to the effect of this policy as well as 
cumulative effects of other policies on delivery, considering the ongoing delivery issues against the CSUCP requirements.

Transitionary Period is supported, it is considered that the length of transition may require further consideration given the length of transition period for residential development.

A detailed assessment of this policy in line with the PPG has been undertaken - as set out in the SHMA, the NDSS supplementary 
evidence document and the V&D Report. This policy is proposed to provide a measured target for internal space in new homes to deliver 
strategic CSUCP policy CS11 "Providing adequate space inside and outside of the home to meet the needs of residents." The NDSS is the 
only standard of internal space that a local authority can adopt, setting a benchmark as to what is deemed suitable and by default what 
is deemed unsuitable.

Paragraph 7.12-13  of the 2017 Strategic Housing Market Assessment sets out the findings of the 2015 investigation into spaces 
standards of new homes in Gateshead. In particular 47% of the household survey respondents felt that some or all of their rooms 
needed to be bigger. Furthermore, the 2018 Supplementary Report identifies an inconsistent approach to the NDSS across house types 
with particular low level of compliance for family housing. This indicates a level of dissatisfaction with some new homes being built. 
Importantly the Council wants to achieve consistency in NDSS compliance and need to improve consumer satisfaction. 

Para 7.1.11 in the V&D Report deals with the potential impact on density. Where density does increase, this is in lower value locations 
where there is greater scope for 2.5/3 storey dwelling types. Also, the NDSS rates assumed are average and could be reduced in lower 
value locations where concerns about density are identified. Para 7.1.15 of the V&D Report onward deals with affordability. There would 
be an adjustment in price, however we conclude that the impact would be relatively minimal and not to the extent where it would 
undermine sales. Also, for lower value locations, the low-cost developer model has been considered (where more basic products are 
delivered). This helps ensure affordability.

57 15 Home Builders 
Federation

MSGP14 Effective Acknowledges the flexibility provided within the policy allowing development below 20 ha can be provided in areas where there is a shortage of low density housing or the character of 
the area requires a lower density to be suitable.  Further amendments could be made to create greater flexibility to allow further consideration of local site context.  Therefore it is 
proposed that references to market demand, viability issues and local site characteristics are inserted into the policy wording. 

The Council believes the existing proposed wording is justified, appropriate and effective.

81 15 Home Builders 
Federation

MSGP25 Justified and Effective Generally supportive, however concerned at the inclusion of living walls and roofs within the criteria of part 1. No justification has been provided and it appears to not sit 
comfortably with the other criteria. Recommended that the criterion is removed or 'where appropriate' 

The policy seeks to encourage incorporation of living roofs and walls: it is not intended to expect all proposals to incorporate living roofs 
and walls.  To differentiate this criterion from others in the policy, the Council proposes to include "where appropriate" preceding 
criterion (f).  This will retain the position of encouraging living roofs and walls (in keeping with requirements of policies GC1, SG1, QB1), 
while acknowledging that they will not be appropriate or feasible in all developments.

MSGP25.1.f:  "Where appropriate, Tthe incorporation of living roofs and 
walls"

39 16 Jewish 
Community 
Council of 
Gateshead

MSGP12 Object Not effective or positively prepared 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].

It is understood that spatial strategy in other Boroughs (e.g. Hackney) requires all significant residential developments to provide a proportion of family units - that would not 
necessarily be applicable to all areas in Gateshead. 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. The large number of single 
person/older resident households in the Saltwell area masks a 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 militates against opportunities for development, MSGP should create a presumption of support for larger affordable 
housing development where opportunities exist, now or in the future. 

The Council has considered the evidence and previous representations (to the Consultation Draft of MSGP) re demand for larger housing 
and recognises the geographical concentration of the Jewish community in the parts of Gateshead referred to, and the acknowledged 
shortage of larger houses. However it also notes that the 2011 Census shows relatively little evidence of a greater number of larger 
households in this area than the rest of the Borough, whilst the CSUCP requirement (policy CS11) for 60% of new dwellings, across the 
Plan period and Plan area, to be of three or more bedrooms cannot be achieved, given the balance of the Borough's housing sites, unless 
it is provided in most developments of houses rather than flats. The CSUCP (Figure 7.2) also indicates that replacement and remodelling 
of existing stock in Bensham and Saltwell will provide a mixture of homes in terms of size, type and tenure, and that the Exemplar 
Neighbourhood in Bridges Ward (CSUCP policy SG2)  will provide approximately 1000 new homes, predominantly for families (paragraph 
17.50). To ensure the delivery of 4- and 5-bedroom homes in the area would require a policy specifying a proportion of these within  
each development but we do not believe we would be able to justify applying this requirement to each private developer. The Council 
will seek opportunities to secure this type of housing within  developments it is directly involved in.  
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70 16 Jewish 
Community 
Council of 
Gateshead

MSGP19 Object Not effective or positively prepared 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. The 
need for larger affordable homes has been recognised beyond the Jewish Community - Homes England have offered support through funding the affordable housing development at Adler Close and 
ongoing discussions with JCCG & Adler Housing regarding further support/grant funding; the community also works closely with Gateshead Council in establishing a clear evidence base of need.

We repeat our submission of last year that it may be helpful to identify potential sites for affordable and social housing, and for educational use, for the Jewish Community in recognition of the 
unique spatial and cultural challenges faced by the community, and its ongoing growth. 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 (reference to Adler Close development, and the need-based accessibility of 
the Ateres and Cheder school sites).

We respectfully dispute the Council’s interim response last year that “We also cannot allocate sites specifically for a particular community.” What is being sought in the current plan is a recognition 
of genuine need, particular challenges and constraints –  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.

Not clear how if at all the respondents would wish MSGP 19 to be amended or what the specific amenity needs of larger households and 
minority groups are; however the policy allows for the needs of any future occupiers to be taken into account and can be considered in 
detail when there is a specific proposal for any particular site. We recognise the unique geographical circumstances applying to the 
Jewish community, without seeking to delimit any boundaries but to respond positively to the community's views on locations. 
However, we still believe that the Council cannot allocate, in a statutory development plan, specific sites for specific groups where there 
is no specific achievable proposal for a particular site, though it can use its role as landowner and enabler, separately from the 
development plan process.  Similarly, allocation through the Plan of sites wholly for social and affordable housing would not be 
defensible, but CSUCP policy CS11 requires a proportion of affordable housing to be contributed by predominantly private sites.  

132 16 Jewish 
Community 
Council of 
Gateshead

MSGP44 Object Not effective or positively prepared Concerned that the accompanying policy text (7.52) is too negative, and is of limited application, whilst the policy offers no greater level of support for the provision of community 
facilities beyond that which already exists. ‘Community Facilities’ is not particularly defined and it would be helpful if the policy/text was more specific. Given the unique relationship 
between the Jewish Community and associated educational establishments, and challenges in identifying suitable sites, a presumption in favour of suitable development could include 
the following: 

1. Estates/facilities/land/buildings currently designated for educational use should be presumed to remain in that designation - proposals to change this status should be consulted on 
with Jewish Community representatives to provide an opportunity for their continued educational use. 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 would afford a fair opportunity for local groups to 
occupy such sites. 

2. Positive consideration be given to appropriate relaxation of open space, parking space and noise provisions for new and extended developments going forward - recognising the 
spatial constraints in and around the Urban Core, and issues including complete prohibition of car travel on the Sabbath (excepting medical emergency), and the general prohibition in 
most secondary/tertiary Jewish educational establishments for students to own or operate motor vehicles.

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. 

Paragraph 7.52 refers to educational facilities. The policy is intended to indicate that the specific needs, including locational needs, of the 
Jewish community will be given due weight in considering any development proposals.  The proposed approach regarding existing 
educational buildings would be better pursued through discussion with the Council as landowner and education authority, as potentially 
an agreed approach rather than simply in the case of specific sites and occasions. The Council does not believe it is appropriate or 
justified to relax open space, parking or noise policies for a particular community or in parts of the Borough, but it should be noted that 
the car parking standards (Appendix  3 a) are flexible to respond to the detail and context of specific development proposals, which is 
the point at which they would be applied.   

123 17 Marine 
Management 
Organisation

MSGP39 Support with minor 
amendments

Consistent with national policy Clear Inclusion should be made within MSGP to Marine Planning in line with the para 166 NPPF and Marine Costal Access Act. The MMO is required to be taken account of up to the 
mean high water spring mark, which is within Gateshead. 

The MMO suggests including a reference to MSGP39 section: "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.”

The Council notes the Marine Management Organisations comments. The suggested  text will be added to  additional paragraph 7.45 of 
the supporting text: "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.”  

 The suggested  text will be added to additional paragraph 7.45 of the 
supporting text: "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.”  

133 18 Minerals 
Products 
Association

MSGP46 Object Not positively prepared   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

Further to the response set out above regarding Areas of Search, Policy MSGP46 is a criteria based policy against which mineral and 
waste proposals will be assessed, in addition to other relevant policies in the Plan. The Local Aggregates Assessment (2018) confirms that  
the Tyne and Wear authorities should give consideration to the future provision of aggregates as markets in Tyne and Wear are a major 
source of demand within the North East - following the granting of planning permission to extend Eppleton Quarry in Sunderland, Tyne 
and Wear has a landbank for sand and gravel of 27.8 years, and for crushed rock of 18.2 years (page 8).

135 18 Minerals 
Products 
Association

MSGP46 (1) It is not clear why Policies MSGP20 through 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 suite of criteria largely mirrors the DM Policies unnecessarily and can therefore 
be deleted. 

The Council does not consider this to be a soundness issue.

136 18 Minerals 
Products 
Association

MSGP46 (2) We are not able to understand what this policy is seeking to achieve in stating that “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) – request rewording or deletion

The Council is clear that this is an established and effective policy approach which has been considered reasonable and appropriate by 
previous planning inspectors, and which has been applied to a number of past applications, in some cases to minimise cumulative noise 
and visual impacts, and in some cases to minimise landfill capacity/settlement gradients, having regard to cumulative impact objectives. 
The policy has emerged given Gateshead's mixed urban and rural character, and given the extent of mineral resources and the history of 
extraction and landfill which has occurred, particularly in close proximity in the west of the Borough. Additional controls were and are 
still are deemed to be appropriate in this context although it is accepted that there could be overriding material considerations. A 
modification is proposed to the supporting text to take into account the wider need for mineral extraction to maintain a sufficient 
landbank of permitted reserves beyond the plan period.        

Paragraph 8.3, 3nd sentence, "Over-riding material considerations may 
would apply where it is proven that there is an over-riding need for 
extraction to take place to contribute to wider supply needs and to 
ensure a sufficient landbank of permitted reserves during and beyond 
the plan period; and/or it is advantageous to work schemes 
continuously or nearly continuously, for example in order to reduce the 
overall impact on surrounding communities, avoid the sterilisation of 
deposits, expedite the reclamation of derelict land, or achieve other 
community benefits."

137 18 Minerals 
Products 
Association

MSGP47 / para 
8.4

Object 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

The issue referred to is considered to be an exception, and is already directly referred to in national guidance - see PPG paragraph: 022 
Reference ID: 27-022-20140306 . 

142 18 Minerals 
Products 
Association

MSGP52 Support with minor 
amendments

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 clarity on approach to the MSA in relation to economic minerals and infrastructure. 

The CSUCP designated a borough-wide safeguarding policy reflecting the extent of mineral resources, which in terms of shallow coal is 
extensive. CSUCP policy CS20 is accompanied by a minerals diagram which includes details on the broad location of sand and gravel and 
brick clay resources, dormant sites and minerals infrastructure (Fig 13.1, page 112) whilst the interactive map also includes this 
designation. Policy MSGP52 sets out the more detailed approach to the safeguarding of brick clay, including a more detailed boundary 
on the Policies Map.

144 18 Minerals 
Products 
Association

MSGP53 Object It is unclear why Dormant Sites require 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.

The Council do not consider this to be a soundness issue - this is a continuation of the current approach (the sites are designated on the 
UDP Proposals Map) - their inclusion is informative and reflective of their end-date of 2042. 

146 18 Minerals 
Products 
Association

MSGP54 Object 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. Request policy is deleted.

This policy is a continuation of an existing policy approach which other than this comment has not been objected to -  the sites south 
east of Crawcrook and between Folly and Wood House Farm are adjacent to existing residential areas, and the site at Hexham Old Road 
and Stella is prominent in views along and across the Tyne Valley and overlooks a residential area, as referred to in the Compliance 
Statement.   

147 18 Minerals 
Products 
Association

Additional 
Comment 

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. 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.

The Council has put in place mineral safeguarding area to safeguard resources and infrastructure -  A variety of building materials 
contribute to the local vernacular and we do not propose to prescribe these.

152 18 Minerals 
Products 
Association

Consultation Object 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.

The Council consulted on a Draft Plan between October to December 2017 - the Minerals Products Association were consulted - the 
Council has and will publish consultation statements, and has undertaken duty-to-cooperate engagement,  and in submitting the Plan 
will also be publishing a Duty to Cooperate Statement. The recommendations of the Local Aggregates Assessment have been directly 
taken into account in terms of the approach to safeguarding mineral resources and infrastructure, and in terms of the Council's efforts 
to make positive provision for minerals in the Plan as reflected by the call for sites exercise and the Minerals Areas of Search evidence 
report prepared in support of the plan. The LAA reports that, "the grant of the permission in October 2015 to extend Eppleton Quarry in 
Sunderland has transformed the sand and gravel supply position in Tyne and Wear. In quantitative terms this planning permission will 
allow Tyne and Wear to maintain a ten year sand and gravel landbank beyond 2032......Tyne and Wear as the Joint LAAs major 
conurbation is a major source of demand for sand and gravel. In addition it is also understood that Eppleton Quarry alone would not be 
able to achieve the scale of sales which has been achieved prior to the 2008 economic downturn..It is, therefore, recommended that the 
Tyne and Wear authorities support additional areas for sand and gravel working through the preparation and review of their Local Plans 
and in decisions on planning applications where environmentally acceptable in order avoid reliance upon only one sand and gravel quarry 
in Tyne and Wear. .." (Para 6.38/6.39)

156 18 Minerals 
Products 
Association

MSGP Link with 
the CSUCP

Object 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.

The extent of the mineral safeguarding area is included in the CSUCP (Fig 13.1, page 112) and is also shown on the interactive policies 
map, linked to policy CS20. The MSGP map includes the more detailed boundaries of safeguarded sites and infrastructure (linked to 
policies MSGP51 & 52)- once MSGP is adopted there will be a single interactive map which will clearly set out the spatial approach to 
mineral safeguarding.
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Ref

Respondent Policy, Para, 
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Appendix

Support, Support 
with minor 
amendments, 
Object 

Reason unsound (Justified, Consistent 
with National Policy, Effective, Compliant 
with law, positively prepared, Compliant 
with Duty To Cooperate. 

Summary of Comment Gateshead Council Response Proposed Minor Modification

157 18 Minerals 
Products 
Association

MSGP Link with 
the CSUCP

Object Policy CS20(2) of the CSUCP 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.

The Council undertook a call for sites with the minerals industry in late 2015 - there was one response to the consultation requesting a 
criteria-based policy approach, with no specific sites put forward. The Council prepared an Area of Search Report (2017) which reflected 
on the call for sites and also the approach and findings from an in-house review of potential areas of search. The report concluded that it 
was not possible to identify any areas of search on the basis of insufficient evidence regarding the quality and extent of resources and/or 
significant constraints affecting the acceptability or deliverability of a site. The  Council is effectively adopting a criteria-based approach, 
but will revisit the issue as part of a wider Local Plan review.    Gateshead works collaboratively with stakeholders and neighbouring 
authorities on the approach to minerals, and a previous response from Northumberland County Council notes that Gateshead has 
historically made an important contribution to mineral supply  and sand and gravel in particular - no further sites were submitted further 
to a call for sites exercise undertaken in 2015 - "..CS20 and MSGP 46 provide a reasonable basis to consider proposals that may come 
forward over the plan period".

158 18 Minerals 
Products 
Association

MSGP Link with 
the CSUCP

Object 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. Again, this is contrary to the NPPF and therefore the approach to the MSGP would appear to be unsound.

The Core Strategy designated a borough-wide safeguarding policy reflecting the extent of mineral resources, which in terms of shallow 
coal is extensive. The extent of the mineral safeguarding area is included in the CSUCP (Fig 13.1, page 112) and is also shown on the 
interactive policies map, linked to policy CS20. The MSGP map includes the more detailed boundaries of safeguarded sites and 
infrastructure (linked to policies MSGP51 & 52)- once MSGP is adopted there will be a single interactive map which will clearly set out the 
spatial approach to mineral safeguarding.

161 18 Minerals 
Products 
Association

Paragraph 8.1 The first sentence fails to recognise anything positive about minerals extraction and should be reworded “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” 

The Council accepts the point being made and the suggested amendment. Para 8.1 "Mineral extraction and landfill operations, and waste disposal 
and treatment operations, may affect 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. These factors will be taken into account.....”

162 18 Minerals 
Products 
Association

Paragraph 8.1 3rd sentence - 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 perceived negative environmental effects- 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 development in Gateshead could include the whole of the borough where waste collections are made and any 
developments using locally sourced minerals. The remainder of the paragraph seeks only to identify negative elements of developments and should be reworded or deleted.

Policy MSGP46 is an environmental impacts policy  and the supporting text therefore reflects the policy in setting out relevant 
considerations, particularly in applying the zone of influence approach. It is accepted that paragraph 8.1 could be viewed as being overly 
negative and therefore the Council proposes minor modifications to address this issue. 

Para 8.1 Including the above a proposed minor modification; "Mineral 
extraction and landfill operations, and waste disposal and treatment 
operations, may affect will usually disturb the amenity of an area 
through factors such as noise, dust and visual intrusion. These effects 
may be mitigated using recognised mitigation measures. 

These factors will be taken into account, individually and cumulatively, 
at both a site-specific and the wider zone of influence level, when 
assessing a proposal. The zone of influence of a site is that area which 
would experience impacts from any mineral or waste activity on that 
site. The effects may be physical or visual and may affect those 
permanently living in the zone of influence, people who spend only 
some of their time there or people who are simply passing through. The 
cumulative result of a proposal could be an unacceptable level of 
continuous or nearly continuous suffering. Thus, although the suffering 
caused by a single development might not be sufficient to warrant 
refusal, it could become unacceptable when taken together with 
suffering from other relevant mineral or waste disposal activities in the 
same area. The zone of influence concept is of major importance in 
Gateshead where mineral extraction and waste disposal operations have 
been long established and have affected large areas in the past, 
particularly in the west of the borough."

163 18 Minerals 
Products 
Association

Paragraph 8.2 Para 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. 
Reword or delete.

As referred to above this is the local approach to ensure that the cumulative impact of minerals and waste schemes are minimised for 
the benefit of residents in Gateshead. 

164 18 Minerals 
Products 
Association

Paragraph 8.3 Reference to breathing space – 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 should be deleted. 

As referred to above this is the local approach to ensure that the cumulative impact of minerals and waste schemes are minimised for 
the benefit of residents in Gateshead.  he Council is clear that this is an established and effective policy approach which has been 
considered reasonable and appropriate by previous planning inspectors, and which has been applied to a number of past applications,

16 19 Mr Andrew 
Craig

MSGP10 Objects Not consistent with National Policy or effective "MSGP 10 and Appendix 2 should be amended to allocate Kibblesworth East Farm for housing which includes an area of planning consent (DC/16/0028/FUL) and 0.3ha of green belt 
land, shown in plan ref NP/10126/SK-A3. The majority of East Farm has planning consent for 7 dwellings with ongoing discussion with Gateshead Council planning officers for 14 
dwellings. The inclusion of Green Belt land could provide 24 dwellings including affordable housing. The Green Belt boundary bears no relation to existing features or land boundaries. 
Therefore, it is proposed that the boundary move northwards in line with an existing field boundary and existing built development limits of Kibblesworth. The existing Green Belt 
boundary does not meet the purposes in NPPF paragraph 134. It is noted that Sealburns Farm 10.26 and Charlie Street 10.25 are proposed for deletion from the Green Belt and 
allocated for housing. This approach should be consistent across the plan area.

As stated in the SHLAA Update (site HLL4) the latest planning permission for the site is one of a long succession (since 2004) none of 
which has been implemented, and it is in accordance with government guidance not to allocate it. However non-allocation does not 
preclude development, or implementation of the current permission. If there is now genuine interest in developing it the Council will be 
happy to include it in the housing supply and the allocations as opportunities arise. With regard to the Green Belt part of the site,  the 
site is greenfield and we do not consider it small by comparison with those referred to, therefore the objector's proposal would  not be 
in accordance with the approach we have taken at Charlie Street and Sealburn Farm in Greenside, or with the Inspector’s 
recommendation that we consider altering Green Belt boundaries in MSGP in the case of small brownfield sites.  Proposed larger and 
greenfield alterations to the Green Belt were considered by the Strategic Land Review and, where it was found appropriate to propose 
them, were incorporated in the CSUCP. This would also materially affect the overall size of Kibblesworth which is one of the two 
settlements where the CSUCP Village Growth Area allocation policy includes a strict upper limit to prevent undue adverse impact on the 
character of the village. No modification required. 

22 19 Mr Andrew 
Craig

MSGP10 / 
Appendix 2

Objects Not consistent with national policy or effective The wider East Farm Kibblesworth land holding (3000m2) should be allocated - although in the Green Belt this would be consistent with the MSGP approach to the Sealburn Farm site 
(farm buildings and land holding in the Green Belt) in Greenside. The majority of the East Farm site has an extant planning permission (DC/16/0028/FUL) for 7 residential units - a small 
area of Green Belt (0.3ha) is proposed for deletion - the resulting scheme would include 24 detached, semi-detached and terraced units including affordable units. The green belt 
boundary is indistinguishable from the site granted planning permission, and doesn't reflect features on the ground. The proposed boundary would align to a field boundary and would 
distinguish the farmstead with the wider agricultural fields, and be aligned with the northern extent of the village. The existing boundary here does not contribute to the 5 purposes of 
the Green Belt as defined by the NPPF (para 134). The proposed boundary is more defensible than the current boundary, will prevent the risk of future encroachment, whilst 
development of the larger site  will allow an appropriate density of development and a contribution to affordable housing provision without leading to the merging of settlements. It 
will also allow a more consistent approach in the Plan.   

The site is greenfield and we do not consider it small by comparison with those referred to, therefore the objector's proposal would  not 
be in accordance with the approach we have taken at Charlie Street and Sealburn Farm in Greenside, or with the Inspector’s 
recommendation that we consider altering Green Belt boundaries in MSGP in the case of small brownfield sites.  Proposed larger and 
greenfield alterations to the Green Belt were considered by the Strategic Land Review and, where it was found appropriate to propose 
them, were incorporated in the CSUCP. This would also materially affect the overall size of Kibblesworth which is one of the two 
settlements where the CSUCP Village Growth Area allocation policy includes a strict upper limit to prevent undue adverse impact on the 
character of the village. No modification required. 

108 20 Mr Gavin 
Linscott 

MSGP35.7 Objects Not effective or consistent with national policy Agrees with the principle of the policy - however the policy map boundary is not in keeping with the actual land  - the current settlement envelope boundary in ENV38 for South West 
(should read south east) of Marley Hill should correspond to the conservation area boundary under ENV7, and to CIL 3 and CS1.  Boundary indicated within MSGP 35.7 should move to 
incorporate the former commercial land including existing buildings and parking spaces so it is more reflective of the actual boundaries of Marley Hill 

The land in question is mainly not developed and merges with the adjoining countryside, this being more the case now than in the past. 
The existing boundary for MSGP35.7, carried forward from saved policy ENV38, forms an appropriate boundary for the settlement. No 
modification proposed.

183 21 Mr Niels Trinder 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 has 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 tunnelling of the Newcastle Metro line.

The brownfield land should be considered as a potential site for housing development.  Plans attached.

This large, arguably now greenfield site, in the Green Belt, would have been considered by the Strategic Land Review and allocated by 
the CSUCP if appropriate. It is outside the scope of MSGP to consider.

20 22 Mr Simon 
Longshaw

MSGP10 Objects Not justified, effective or positively prepared MSGP should be more positive in allocating "brownfield" land for residential development. Particularly where residential development can demonstrably be quickly brought to the 
market.

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 for 144 homes (DC/16/00698/OUT) lodged with the Council since 2016 which has overwhelming public support. 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.

78% of the capacity of proposed MSGP allocations is brownfield, as demonstrated by the SHLAA Update Appendix 3. Sites are included 
where they have permission or are otherwise assessed as suitable and deliverable or developable, according to the definitions in 
national guidance. The site referred to at Wardley has now been granted permission but this occurred too late for inclusion in 
Submission Draft MSGP.

26 23 Mr Tony Proud Para 3.11 & 
MSGP10.25

Supports Support the revised Green Belt boundary as shown on the Draft Policies Map around proposed allocation MSGP10.25, Charlie Street, Greenside. Support is noted

27 23 Mr Tony Proud Appendix 2: 
MSGP10.25

Holding Objection Not positively prepared   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. Indicative number of dwellings potentially needs to be increased to 4.

The indicative number of dwellings can be altered if satisfactory evidence is available at a suitable time, but the number in the table does 
not preclude development of more dwellings on the site if an acceptable scheme is applied for.
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107 23 Mr Tony Proud MSGP35 Objects Not consistent with national policy, not 
effective, not positively prepared

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 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".

Ryton Woodside is a dispersed settlement comprising several separate areas of housing and to create a settlement envelope for it would 
result in a large development site on greenfield Green Belt land. This is explicitly referred to in paragraph 7.35. On balance the Council 
believes the approach is correct.  The Council does not agree with any of the suggested amendments or additional wording - national 
Green Belt policy is what applies to sites not in the named settlements, and the only practical approach to varying this would be to draw 
up additional settlement envelopes which is not thought appropriate for those settlements not listed. The word "these" at the beginning 
of paragraph 7.35 is not a typing error but refers to the settlements named in the policy.

145 23 Mr Tony Proud MSGP53.1 Objects 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 
Telcon before 1974. This should be corrected

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

181 24 Ms Lisa Mitchell Requires 
amendments. 

Referring to Land off the North of Sunniside Road, Sunniside The plan should follow the perimeter of their land across the fence adjacent to Black Burn next to Priestman land and the 
steps that give access to the Woodland Trust land. Two maps were submitted one showing the location of the land in Sunniside, with another showing a site plan. 

The land is part of a domestic garden which is bisected by the Green Belt boundary, and projects into the Green belt gap between 
Whickham and Sunniside. Whilst the boundary does not follow a strong feature on the ground in accordance with guidance, it is 
considered preferable to amending the boundary to remove the whole garden from the Green Belt, which would run the risk of 
development encroaching on the gap between the two settlements. If the existing Green Belt boundary is considered unacceptable, the 
Council's preference would be for the entire plot to be included in the Green Belt.  

87 25 National Trust MSGP27.5 Supports Welcomes the support the policy gives to development that sustains and enhances the significance of Gibside.  Would like to see criterion C include the improvement of visitor facilities 
at the property in line with Rural Economic Strategy.

Agree in principle to the addition of the words 'visitor facilities' to MSGP27.5(c) as this can be controlled through MSGP26 and the NPPF. MSGP27.5c) the enhancement of the visitor understanding of the Estate 
through improved visitor facilities, public access and interpretation; or

96 26 Natural England MSGP31 Support Refer to correspondence of the 15th December 2017. Natural England welcome the emphasis on protection and enhancement of the Natural Environment through this policy 
framework document and as such support it.

Support noted.

99 26 Natural England MSGP32 Support Refer to correspondence of the 15th December 2017. Natural England welcome the emphasis on protection and enhancement of the Natural Environment through this policy 
framework document and as such support it.

Support noted.

103 26 Natural England MSGP33 Support Refer to correspondence of the 15th December 2017. Natural England welcome the emphasis on protection and enhancement of the Natural Environment through this policy 
framework document and as such support it.

Support noted.

113 26 Natural England MSGP37 Support Refer to correspondence of the 15th December 2017. Natural England welcome the emphasis on protection and enhancement of the Natural Environment through this policy 
framework document and as such support it.

Support noted.

131 26 Natural England MSGP42 Support Refer to correspondence of the 15th December 2017. Natural England welcome the emphasis on protection and enhancement of the Natural Environment through this policy 
framework document and as such support it.

Support noted.

72 27 Newcastle 
International 
Airport

MSGP20 Objects Consistent with national policy or effective The Airport recently consulted on a new Masterplan which forecasts growth of to 2035 and 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 the 
NW part of the plan area is underneath the main westerly departure route. The airport does not believe that it should be expected to change existing flightpaths to accommodate new 
development, with para 182 of the NPPF stating that existing businesses should not have unreasonable restrictions placed on them as a result of development after their 
establishment. Newcastle Airport therefore requests that MSGP20 is amended to reflect para 182 of the NPPF and the duty to mitigate being placed on the 'agent of change'. 

The Council notes Newcastle International Airports comments.   Gateshead is not covered by the noise contour plan for 2016 or future 
levels in 2035.  There are no specific provisions for similar situations including the A1, highways or rail networks. 
Policy MSGP20 requires proposals for noise sensitive development to be assessed for its compatibility with existing land uses and 
activities.  The assessment would take place through the planning application process having regard to the NPPF.  It is not considered 
necessary to duplicate the NPPF wording in the policy in accordance with para. 16 of the NPPF.  

90 27 Newcastle 
International 
Airport

MSGP29 Objects Not effective Concerned over the lack of requirement for impacts to be mitigated, reduced or removed - it is essential that the policy allows such mitigation to be secured  so as not to adversely 
affect air traffic activity. Potential impact and mitigation should be considered cumulatively rather than just the individual application. The airport should be consulted on and approve 
approaches to mitigation. 

Criteria should be added to the policy or a standalone aerodrome safeguarding policy included (as above).                                                                              

‘Impact upon airport, radar and aircraft operation’ as well as ‘Other potential receptors’ is included within policy MSGP29 as a consideration when 
assessed planning applications for renewable and low carbon energy.  This in addition to ‘Wind turbines may have an adverse affect on air traffic 
movement and safety. Firstly, they may represent a risk of collision with low flying aircraft, and secondly, they may interfere with the proper 
operation of radar by limiting the capacity to handle air traffic, and aircraft instrument landing systems. There is a 15 kilometre (km) consultation 
zone and 30km or 32km advisory zone around every civilian air traffic radar, although objections can be raised to developments that lie beyond the 
32km advisory zone. There is a c.15km statutory safeguarding consultation zone around Ministry of Defence aerodromes within which wind 
turbine proposals would be assessed for physical obstruction. See the Town and Country Planning (safeguarded aerodromes, technical sites and 
military explosives storage areas) direction 2002. Further advice on wind energy and aviation can be found on the Civil Aviation Authority and 
National Air Control Transport Services websites.’ Paragraph: 016 Reference ID: 5-016-20140306. Revision date: 06 03 2014 of NPPG is sufficient to 
cover this issue.  In addition ‘cumulative impacts require particular attention, especially the increasing impact that wind turbines and large scale 
solar farms can have on landscape and local amenity as the number of turbines and solar arrays in an area increases’ Paragraph: 007 Reference ID: 
5-007-20140306. Revision date: 06 03 2014 of the NPPG. 

Reference to cumulative impact from proposals needing to be considered is proposed to be submitted as a minor modification to MSGP within 
paragraph 7.23.  

Mitigation required to make development acceptable would be considered through the planning application process on a case by case basis. This 
could be through pre-application discussions, the planning application process or through planning conditions. 

Newcastle Airport would be consulted on applications, as previously agreed, where there would be a potential impact on the airports operations. 
During this dialogue the airport would have an opportunity to make representations regarding the required mitigation required to make 
development acceptable. 

Reference to cumulative impact from proposals needing to be 
considered is proposed to be submitted as a minor modification to 
MSGP within paragraph 7.23.  
‘Other receptors include the natural environment; the historic 
environment; residents; water infrastructure; transport infrastructure 
and waste infrastructure. This policy must be read in conjunction with 
the other relevant policies within the Local Plan to ensure that all the 
potential impacts, including cumulative impacts and benefits of the 
development are assessed. Renewable and low carbon energy 
development in the Green Belt may be permitted in very special 
circumstances where benefits clearly outweigh any harm to the 
purposes of the Green Belt. Such benefits could include, for example, a 
high level of carbon savings or the development of an exemplary 
innovative scheme. ‘

182 27 Newcastle 
International 
Airport

Objects Not effective The airport's westerly departure route attracts 70% of commercial flights, and passes over the plan area, coinciding with the 15 km safeguarding radius relating to tall structures, 
development using highly reflective materials, development of habitat for birds and development resulting in distraction or turbulence. A 30km safeguarding radius extends across the 
borough and applies to wind farms. 

It is suggested that either criteria are added to policies MSGP25, 30, 33 and 37 to prevent potential impact on the airport, or an additional alternative policy dedicated to aerodrome 
safeguarding is produced, with the latter the preferred option. The inclusion on the policies map of the Airport safeguarding zone to guide developers and decision makers would also 
be welcomed. It is believed that these changes are required for the plan to be found sound. 

The Council notes Newcastle International Airport's comments.  SuDS and flood management schemes consider the 13km radius 
aerodrome safeguarding area through the Development Management process.  The flood risk and surface water management SPD can 
provide more detailed guidance about the aerodrome safeguarding process. The Council would welcome Newcastle Airport's input into 
the draft SPD, including advice on SuDS design and planting.  

17 28 Nexus MSGP10 Support Support the policy / housing allocation MSGP10.130, land South of Pelaw Metro Station. Support noted and welcomed.

124 28 Nexus MSGP40 Object Not effective or consistent with national policy To provide 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. 

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". 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.

Comments noted.  It is relevant to note that not all areas of open space in Gateshead have been identified on the policies map, as some 
small areas may not be easily identified: a minimum site size threshold, excluding sites of less than 0.Xha has been applied in the MSGP 
policies map (complete information on open space sites is included in the 2018 Open Space Assessment).

148 28 Nexus Appendix 2 Object Not effective Support housing allocation MSGP10.130, land South of Pelaw Metro Station. The site is in a highly sustainable location and is deliverable. The indicative site capacity is 45 dwellings 
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.

Note the request for further discussion. As referred to the site capacity is indicative  - a higher capacity would be dependent on any 
discussions and consideration of issues raised - the number in the table does not preclude development of more dwellings on the site if 
an acceptable scheme is applied for.

184 29 Northumberlan
d County 
Council

Support Generally supportive of the Plan Support is noted

92 30 Northumbrian 
Water 

MSGP30 Support NWL support the sustainable provision of housing and economic development across the borough. NWL support the policies which make reference to flood risk and sustainable water 
management. NWL note link to the Council's emerging SPD's on Flood Risk and Sustainable Drainage and 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.

The Council notes NWL's support. The Council will engage and consult with NWL during the preparation of the Flood Risk, Water Quality 
and Sustainable Drainage SPD. 

97 30 Northumbrian 
Water 

MSGP31 Support NWL support the sustainable provision of housing and economic development across the borough. NWL support the policies which make reference to flood risk and sustainable water 
management.

Support is noted

100 30 Northumbrian 
Water 

MSGP32 Support NWL support the sustainable provision of housing and economic development across the borough. NWL support the policies which make reference to flood risk and sustainable water 
management.

Support is noted
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19 31 Persimmon 
Homes

MSGP10 Object Justified and Consistent with national policy  MSGP 10  is not justified, effective or consistent with national policy set out in the most recent HBF representations (dated 26th November 2018).  CSUCP levels of housing completion 
have not so far been achieved.  All sites in the Plan must be deliverable, and to ensure that the CSUCP minimum is achieved, there should be a 20% buffer of additional sites.                                                                                                                 

The 2018 SHLAA Update shows that all sites proposed for allocation are deliverable, or in some cases, for sites expected to come forward 
later in the Plan period, developable. The CSUCP requirement will be met from these and from sites allocated in the CSUCP, or allocated 
in the forthcoming MetroGreen Area Action Plan. The SHLAA Update identifies (Fig. 5) that the estimated capacity exceeds the remaining 
requirement (7114) by 1746, which is in fact a 24.4% excess or "buffer".    The new definition of deliverability introduced by the revised 
National Planning Policy Framework published on 24th July 2018 came too late to be taken into account in the work to prepare the 
SHLAA Update published in October. The 2018 SHLAA Update remains our evidence base for the allocations in MSGP10, as revising the 
allocations at this stage would have been too late for the statutory consultation process. A desktop review suggests that there are 
relatively few sites proposed for allocation and found deliverable which would not be found deliverable under the new definition, and it 
should be borne in mind that the allocations both include sites which are found to be deliverable and those which are developable. 
However, as there is a requirement in the NPPF (paragraph 67) for deliverable sites for the first five years of the Plan period, it is 
recognised that further evidence could be presented on this and a draft SHLAA Update for 2019, considering the deliverability of every 
site individually, could be available to the Inspector if required.    

35 31 Persimmon 
Homes

MSGP11 Object Justified, Consistent with national policy, 
Effective Duty to Co-operate

Objects and supports the objection raised by the Home Builders Federation.  There are outstanding objections to the viability assumptions used in the supporting evidence and there 
has been a lack of dialogue.  Requests the council reconsiders the policy and undertakes appropriate work to review the impacts of the policy prior to proceeding with adoption.  

MSGP 11 is not sound - the conclusion of the council that adopting adaptable standards would save against ongoing costs of adaptation of stock is questioned, stating that M4(2) 
conversions will still be required on M4(2) plots.

MSGP 11 is not compliant with NPPG which states the policy wording should refer to part M of building regulations directly if seeking to impose this additional standard.  The wording 
of Core Strategy policy CSUCP 11 states 'encourage', and it is not implied that further policy within MSGP should be required.  Accordingly, the introduction of MSGP11 cannot be 
justified on the basis of a 'requirement in CS11.  MSGP11 needs to be justified on its own merits.

The impact on viability of this policy has been considered in detail in the Viability and Deliverability  Report (with various sensitivity 
testing undertaken). The Council has undertaken significant engagement with Persimmon and stakeholders regarding the viability 
assumptions taken in the V&D Report. A questionnaire has been published for comment on 2 occasions and a stakeholder workshop 
was held in June 2018 followed by a meeting with Persimmon specifically in June 2018 (in addition to Local Plan consultation).   

The costs for meeting M4 (2) are relatively low (£2,000 per dwelling), however meeting M4 (3) is a significant cost. For M4 (2), through 
sensitivity testing, we have tested a variety of different mixes including 10%, 25%, 50% and 90%. This is considered to be a rigorous, 
detailed assessment. From this analysis we conclude that a 25% requirement is not sufficient to undermine scheme viability, however if 
this increases to 50% and above it would risk undermining scheme viability.

The viability testing shows that by applying 25% M4 (2) it does not change the viability outcome of any schemes. In other words, all of 
the schemes that were viable in the base appraisal testing remain viable if the policy is brought in (see Viability and Deliverability Report, 
page 112/3, para 8.2.3).  

Application of the policy will improve the overall housing stock available to meet needs - adaptations to existing stock will continue to be 
required however, overtime, improvements to new homes will reduce both the need for adaptations and the requirement for residents 
to move to more accessible homes.  

The policy includes a direct reference to part M of the Building Regulations. The policy is in accordance with and puts into effect the 
objectives of policy CS11, and is also considered to be in accordance with  national planning guidance.  

50 31 Persimmon 
Homes

MSGP13 Object Justified, consistent with national policy The Council's evidence base for MSGP13 fails to demonstrate the need for NDSS. To show need it is required to establish that the NDSS would be beneficial or necessary on a local level.  
This is inclusive of all national and localised papers that have been compiled as part of the council's evidence base.

The approach to adopt a requirement based on a neighbouring local authorities within the same housing market area adoption is not sufficient justification, as the North Tyneside 
situation was different, developer support for the plan in North Tyneside other than the  Space Standards.

Representations provide a worked example demonstrating NDSS will adversely affect affordability.

Introduction of NDSS will actively delay movement from rented sector to home ownership as residents will take longer to qualify for suitable mortgages.                                                                                                                       

 A detailed assessment of this policy in line with the PPG has been undertaken - as set out in the SHMA, the NDSS supplementary 
evidence document and the V&D Report. This policy is proposed to provide a measured target for internal space in new homes to deliver 
strategic CSUCP policy CS11 "Providing adequate space inside and outside of the home to meet the needs of residents." The NDSS is the 
only standard of internal space that a local authority can adopt, setting a benchmark as to what is deemed suitable and by default what 
is deemed to be unsuitable. 

The issue of affordability is considered in detail within the V&D report whilst further analysis has been undertaken since this time.

The conclusion is that the introduction of the NDSS would not serve to undermine affordability. Para 7.1.15 of the v&D Report onward 
deals with affordability. There would be an adjustment in price, however we conclude that the impact would be relatively minimal and 
not to the extent where it would undermine sales. Also, for lower value locations, the low-cost developer model has been considered 
(where more basic products are delivered). This helps ensure affordability.

It is also stressed that there is flexibility within the NDSS, which allows a range of dwelling sizes. The viability modelling adopts an average 
size, however there is an opportunity to construct houses below this average level and still be NDSS compliant.

61 31 Persimmon 
Homes

MSGP16 Object Effective Objects on current wording of policy, asks that Gateshead has a direct link in its policy to the Tyne and Wear validation checklist so the policy allows for flexibility in future. 

Transport Assessment requirements outlined within Part C requires a detailed action plan, this instead should be negotiated with the Local Authority and applicant and administered 
via planning conditions. Concern is raised that accounting for when and how schemes will come forward might not be possible if contributions are towards highways mitigation 
schemes, reducing flexibility of schemes to come forward at they would be contrary to policy.

Paragraph 6.3 of the supporting text to MSGP16 provides a link to the validation checklist requested by the respondent.  The Council 
feels that it is not unreasonable that, where a Transport Statement or Assessment highlights a particular issue with a development, the 
developer provides the Council with information on how they intend to mitigate that issue and when any mitigation might be in place.  
Provision of a contribution towards a highway scheme would form part of that action plan.

64 31 Persimmon 
Homes

MSGP17 Object Justified, Duty to Co-operate, effective Objects on current wording of the policy and believes it adds additional cost and complication to layout design and highway adoptions. 

Cycle parking provision has not been subject to any consultation. No evidence has been given for need of short stay cycle parking for residential development and that where long stay 
provision is provided, this should supersede the need for short stay. 

A lack of guidance on how this provision will be located, accommodated or managed given the shared nature of the facilities particularly as short stay cycle facilities would be shared.                                                                                                                                         

The car parking standard set out in this policy is contrary to MSGP 19

The cycle parking guidelines referred to in MSGP17 and set out in Appendix 4 were the subject of public consultation as part of the 
development of the Gateshead Cycling Strategy (adopted in 2015).  In addition, they have been included in the two most recent 
consultation versions of MSGP.  The short stay provision referred to in the response is intended for visitor parking and is a common 
feature of cycle parking guidelines across the country.  The guidelines set out the provision of one cycle space per 16 dwellings.  Given 
that a Sheffield stand equates to two cycle spaces the overall provision for a development of 160 houses would be 5 Sheffield stands.  
The Council does not feel that this level of provision, and by extension the policy as itself, represents a conflict with residential amenity 
and MSGP19. The relationship between car parking standards and MSGP19 is dealt with in the Council’s reply to the respondent’s 
objection to MSGP19. 

71 31 Persimmon 
Homes

MSGP19 Object Effective The parking standards set out in MSGP17 will result in indiscriminate parking within housing developments in contradiction of policy MSGP19 in regard to parking congestion. In the 
long term this costs more money as retrospective intervention is required such as TRO or double yellow line schemes. MSGP17 and MSGP19 are contradictory and will force developers 
to act in contravention with MSGP19 as a result.

The Council does not accept the correlation between MSGP17 and MSGP19 made by the respondent; no evidence is presented to 
support this assertion.  The Council believes that MSGP presents a practical and flexible approach to parking provision which falls within 
the context of a range of policies supporting sustainable travel.  The Council does not feel that there is an inherent conflict between the 
policies.

82 31 Persimmon 
Homes

MSGP25 Support with minor 
amendments

Justified, Duty to Co-operate Policy part 1 subsection F (Living roofs and Walls) has not been developed under consultation with the development industry and should be removed. The introduction of this element 
would increase costs and have  viability and inappropriate design implications on development. If part F is decided to be maintained the council should further clarify the circumstances 
it would be appropriate

Criterion (f) of the policy seeks to encourage incorporation of living roofs and walls: it is not intended to expect all proposals to 
incorporate living roofs and walls.  To differentiate this criterion from others in the policy, the Council proposes to include "where 
appropriate" preceding criterion (f).  This will retain the position of encouraging living roofs and walls (in keeping with requirements of 
policies GC1, SG1, QB1), while acknowledging that they will not be appropriate or feasible in all developments.

MSGP25.1.f:  "Where appropriate, Tthe incorporation of living roofs and 
walls"

89 31 Persimmon 
Homes

MSGP28 Object Consistent with national policy Part 2 of the policy requiring archaeological assessment findings to be deposited with the Tyne and Wear Historical Environmental Record is not a planning consideration and shouldn’t 
be required. Information will be made available through consultation, information can be accessed/passed from the council to the Tyne and Wear Historic Environmental Record in this 
way. 

This is a requirement of the NPPF (para 199).   It is entirely appropriate to identify the location where records are to be placed.

109 31 Persimmon 
Homes

MSGP36 Object Effective Object to current wording and boundaries shown on the allocations map and requests evidence for impact assessments required for the impact on the Local Wildlife site as this has 
currently not been undertaken, as well as a plan by the council for enforcement action.   Objection based on an already viable business being on the site and a longstanding planning 
application for residential development on the site. Persimmons reps are on behalf on the landowner who indicates that the land is not available for country park use.

Further to the Reg 19 consultation (ending XX/12-18) the Council’s Development Management Committee has issued a minded to grant 
outline planning permission for residential development at the Wardley Colliery site (12/12-18) – subject to planning conditions and the 
signing of a S106 agreement. This site coincides with the proposed Wardley County Park designation as shown on the policies map – the 
Council would propose to modify the boundary of the country park to reflect this minded to grant decision.

A minor modification to the extent of the Wardley Country Park 
designation to remove the development site which is the subject of the 
minded-to-approve application DC/16/00698/OUT for residential 
development.

117 31 Persimmon 
Homes

MSGP38 Object Justified, national policy The policy introduces a requirement for a sequential test to be taken on sites that impact directly or indirectly on local wildlife sites.  The policy and is not compliant with the NPPF.

Part 3 of the  policy should be reworded so that proposals would only be permitted if the benefits clearly outweigh the impacts on nature conservation.  In keeping with this change, 
Part A of sections 4 and 5 should be removed

The policy requires that development proposals have regard to the 'mitigation hierarchy' consistent with para. 175 a) of the NPPF which 
states: When determining planning applications, local planning authorities should apply the following principles: a) if significant harm to 
biodiversity resulting from a development cannot be avoided (through locating on an alternative site with less harmful impacts), 
adequately mitigated, or, as a last resort, compensated for, then planning permission should be refused.  The wording of criteria 3, 4 & 5 
reflects the hierarchy of designated sites consistent with para. 171 of the NPPF which states: Plans should distinguish between the 
hierarchy of international, national and locally designated sites.

Additional paragraph after 7.40. "The policy reflects the mitigation 
hierarchy as set out in the NPPF (paragraph 175) which states that  when 
determining planning applications, local planning authorities should 
apply the following principles: a) if significant harm to biodiversity 
resulting from a development cannot be avoided (through locating on an 
alternative site with less harmful impacts), adequately mitigated, or, as a 
last resort, compensated for, then planning permission should be 
refused. The wording of criteria 3, 4 & 5 distinguishes between the 
hierarchy of international, national and locally designated sites in 
accordance with paragraph 171 of the NPPF."  



Ref Respondent 
Ref

Respondent Policy, Para, 
Figure, 
Appendix

Support, Support 
with minor 
amendments, 
Object 

Reason unsound (Justified, Consistent 
with National Policy, Effective, Compliant 
with law, positively prepared, Compliant 
with Duty To Cooperate. 

Summary of Comment Gateshead Council Response Proposed Minor Modification

67 32 South Tyneside MSGP18.7 Support Support, and note and consistent with STC policies in adopted plan Support noted

104 32 South Tyneside MSGP33 Support Supports the protection and enhancement of green infrastructure corridors in particular River Tyne corridor and Follingsby Support noted

118 32 South Tyneside MSGP38 Support Supportive of approach to biodiversity and geodiversity Support noted

28 33 Sport England 
(Philip Raiswell)

MSGP10.48 Objects Not consistent with national policy "The allocation would result in the loss of playing fields, which is inconsistent with NPPF Para 97. Sport England would support this allocation if it seeks to retain the existing playing 
fields on the site, or if it requires replacement playing fields to be provided elsewhere, of equivalent or greater quantity, quality, and accessibility; in a suitable location."

This site is expected to come forward towards the middle and end of the plan period, and the capacity (146) reflects the need to provide 
open space/playing fields as part of the development, which will be brought forward and controlled by the Council and its Joint Venture 
Partners. This requirement is also reflected in the assessment of the site in the Council's SHLAA (site HLJ1).

125 33 Sport England 
(Philip Raiswell)

MSGP40 Support The policy is now considered to be compliant with Sport England’s playing fields policy and the NPPF (2018). Support noted

36 34 Story Homes MSGP11 Object Not justified, effective or consistent with 
national policy

PPG (ID 56-07) sets out the type of evidence required to introduce such a policy requirement. The viability and deliverability report shows that a range of typologies will have their 
viability threatened (low-mid, low urban/suburban schemes and 100 dwelling schemes in any area).  Paragraph 34 of the NPPF sets out the importance of viability - the viability 
implications of MSGP 11 needs further detailed consideration.  The reference to subject to viability in para 5.2 should be added to any retained policy MSGP11, particularly given 
uncertainty over the cost implications of any successor standards.

The Council needs to consider flooding and topography issues which could undermine delivery of this policy.  

Also suggest additional paragraph is added:  "5.5 The requirements will be introduced in one year from the date of adoption allowing for a period of transition in accordance with 
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."

The impact on viability of this policy has been considered in detail in the Viability and Deliverability  Report (with various sensitivity 
testing undertaken).

The costs for meeting M4 (2) are relatively low (£2,000 per dwelling), however meeting M4 (3) is a significant cost.

For M4 (2), through sensitivity testing, we have tested a variety of different mixes including 10%, 25%, 50% and 90%. This is considered 
to be a rigorous, detailed assessment. From this analysis we conclude that a 25% requirement is not sufficient to undermine scheme 
viability, however if this increases to 50% and above it would risk undermining scheme viability.

The viability testing shows that by applying 25% M4 (2) it does not change the viability outcome of any schemes. In other words, all of 
the schemes that were viable in the base appraisal testing remain viable if the policy is brought in (see Viability and Deliverability Report, 
page 112/3, para 8.2.3).  Overall the plan costs are considered marginal and would not therefore undermine the ‘delivery of the plan’ 
(NPPF, para. 34). 

In site specific cases where exceptional circumstances can be demonstrated (where implementing the accessible and adaptable standard 
cannot be delivered due to site constraints which cannot be overcome) then off-site contributions may be appropriate which in viability 
terms would be of equivalent value.  All sites allocated within MSGP have been assessed for suitability for allocation for development. 
This assessment would also be undertaken through the development management process.                                                                                                                                    

There is no requirement set out within NPPF or NPPG to introduce transitional arrangements as part of the implementation of the 
policies for accessible and adaptable dwellings. Therefore the Plan does not intend to introduce such a provision.

Additional text at the end of Paragraph 5.3:
"The specific measures incorporated into schemes will need to 
demonstrate compliance with the relevant accessible and adaptable 
standard. Where step-free access is not feasible for site specific reasons, 
such as on steeply sloping land or stair-accessed apartments, off-site 
contributions towards borough-wide needs will be required, and further 
guidance is provided in the Planning Obligations Supplementary Planning 
Document.”

47 34 Story Homes MSGP13 Object Concurs with the HBFs position - and the need in accordance with planning guidance for sufficient justification on need, viability and timing. The Council's evidence on NDSS refer to 
built dwellings but which were permitted before the adoption of the CSUCP and before the NDSS were introduced. 

Some of the survey data in the 2016 report highlights aspiration and not need. None of the evidence shows problems for developers in selling non-compliant homes, or that purchasers 
consider such homes to be inappropriate. 

The proposed standards could have a negative affect on viability, affordability and choice. Viability evidence shows lack of viability in low and low-mid areas  - points to issues with 
housing delivery and five year land supply, and the impact of this and other policies on viability requiring careful consideration.  If the policy is retained requests that "subject to 
viability" is included in the policy wording, particularly given unknown additional costs associated with successor standards. 

A detailed assessment of this policy in line with the PPG has been undertaken - as set out in the SHMA, the NDSS supplementary 
evidence document and the V&D Report. This policy is proposed to provide a measured target for internal space in new homes to deliver 
strategic CSUCP policy CS11 "Providing adequate space inside and outside of the home to meet the needs of residents." The NDSS is the 
only standard of internal space that a local authority can adopt, setting a benchmark as to what is deemed suitable space and by default 
what is deemed to be unsuitable. 

A detailed assessment of this policy has been undertaken, in line with the requirements of the PPG. Overall, based on the appraisal 
testing undertaken (both typology and site specific), including the sensitivity analysis, the V&D Report concludes that the NDSS can be 
viably provided and would not undermine overall plan deliverability.

The NDSS rates assumed are average and could be reduced in lower value locations where concerns about density are identified. 

Para 7.1.15 onward in the V&D Report deals with affordability. There would be an adjustment in price, however we conclude that the 
impact would be relatively minimal and not to the extent where it would undermine sales. Also, for lower value locations, the low-cost 
developer model has been considered (where more basic products are delivered). This helps ensure affordability.

58 34 Story Homes MSGP14 Object Not effective or justified 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. 
However it is unsound  - greater flexibility is needed to allow developers to provide appropriate densities based on evidence regarding site characteristics, market aspirations and 
viability.  The policy also needs to take into account of the impact of open space standards, space standards and parking provision in terms of density. 

Recommend policy is amended to: "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."

The policy is a backstop to ensure that land delivers an adequate number of homes. Viability would be considered in any case, though 
we would consider any evidence that reducing the capacity of sites below the threshold would improve their viability. We believe the 
policy is justified and effective as written and strikes the right balance between taking account of site characteristics, and ensuring the 
effective use of land to meet housing requirements.  

62 34 Story Homes MSGP16 Object Not effective or justified Provisions for travel plans should be proportionate and not open ended - part 2 of the policy should be amended:  "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."  The SPD guidance referred 
to in paras 6.1 and 6.3 should have been made available in parallel to the progression of MSGP, and needs to be developed with stakeholder and public involvement. 

The Council does not accept that a Travel Plan for development should be set in stone at the time of the planning application or should 
be time limited.  A travel plan should be a living, developing document which provides ongoing benefits for the occupiers of any 
development and for the wider area as a whole.  As such we would expect a travel plan to make detailed provision over an initial 
timescale but also consider how the plan would continue to act beyond that initial period.  It is agreed that it would have been desirable 
to bring forward the Design Guidelines (the SPD guidance referred to in the response) as part of MSGP but that has not been possible.  
The adoption of any such SPD will be subject to consultation.

65 34 Story Homes MSGP17 Object Not effective, justified or compliant with 
national policy.

NPPF states 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.  Recommend change the policy 
wording to:  "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;"

There is a lack of evidence and justification for MSGP17.5 and appendix 3a in setting a maximum of only 2 spaces per dwelling. Para 105 of NPPF also states that local car ownership 
levels should be taken into account - but para 5.1 of appendix 3a places responsibility on developers to justify parking levels above maximum standards. The standard will exacerbate 
on street parking issues. Recommends deletion of paras 3.1 and 5.1 from Appendix 3a.     

The suggested amendments are agreed.   The impact on road safety would always have been considered as ‘residual’ (i.e. after mitigation) and the 
introduction of ‘unacceptable’ is in line with NNPF while not opposing the Council’s views on road safety.  The addition of ‘cumulative’ in terms of 
network impact also brings the policy in lie with NPPF while not compromising the Council’s existing approach to assessment.

The potential impact of increased parking on housing density is something that would need to be discussed on a site by site basis and not 
something subject to a blanket decision, hence the advice in section 5.1 to liaise with the Council at an early stage. Paragraph 106 of NPPF states 
‘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’.

MSGP16 and 17 are aligned with the CSUCP which seeks sustainable development sited in locations where sustainable travel is an option, 
particularly public transport.  An approach allowing unlimited parking would not be aligned with the Core Strategy or para 103 of NPPF.  This is not 
a  ‘blanket approach’ - Appendix 3a provides flexibility, but rightly places the onus on the developer to justify why a proposal should move outside 
the established policy.  The Council does not feel that this approach will increase on-street parking issues.

The provision of parking does have an impact on the density whether or not that impacts on the provisions of MSGP14.  The use of housing land 
for parking space, often not then used for parking vehicles, does not represent the best use of available space. Taking on board the experience of 
recent applications in the Borough, the Council is minded to amend appendix 3a to provide an increased maximum of 2.5 spaces per dwelling. The 
points on car club spaces are noted and the need for additional guidance is agreed.  This guidance will be brought forward by amending Appendix 
3a.

The Council recognizes that a number of authorities accept 6m x 3m for a garage to house a car and cycle, but equally others accept 7m x 3m.  The 
Council took a view that the additional capacity would provide greater encouragement for the use of garages for car parking, as well as better 
facilities for cycle storage; adopting the 7m x 3m dimensions as part of its Cycling Strategy in 2015. The discounting of a garage as 0.5 parking 
spaces recognizes that garages tend to be under-used for car parking and actually assists in providing some scope for the additional freedom that 
respondent was looking for in an earlier comment.

Yes, amend MSGP 17 point 2) 
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;"

Appendix 3a and 3b  to be amended to include additional guidance  

83 34 Story Homes MSGP25 Object Not effective or justified Support high quality developments but  criterion (f) for the incorporation of living roofs and wall should be deleted as not justified and will only apply to a limited number of 
developments. 

Also it is not always appropriate to include structural and boundary planting - greater flexibility requested. 

Policy should be amended:  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.’

It will be evident which sites would be incapable of accommodating structural landscaping and boundary treatment, and the suggested 
modification is not considered necessary.

Criterion (f) of the policy seeks to encourage incorporation of living roofs and walls: it is not intended to expect all proposals to 
incorporate living roofs and walls.  To differentiate this criterion from others in the policy, the Council proposes to include "where 
appropriate" preceding criterion (f).  This will retain the position of encouraging living roofs and walls (in keeping with requirements of 
policies GC1, SG1, QB1), while acknowledging that they will not be appropriate or feasible in all developments.

MSGP25.1.f:  "Where appropriate, Tthe incorporation of living roofs and 
walls"
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93 34 Story Homes MSGP30 Object Not effective or justified Support the need to assess and appropriately manage flood risk - however, refer to lack of justification and clarity on related requirements and the impact on viability. Request clarity 
regarding varying references to an SPD in part 2 of the policy, para 7.26, part 3 of MSGP31 and para 7.28 - which should have been prepared and consulted on in parallel to MSGP. 
Stakeholder engagement and public involvement will be required on the SPD.

The Council will consult on the draft flood risk, surface water management and water quality SPD during 2019 consistent with the 
Regulations 11 to 16 of the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 set out the requirements for 
producing Supplementary Planning Documents. The SPD will be in line with the NPPF. The Council awaits the outcome of Sewers for 
Adoption 8 in mid 2019 to finalise the draft SPD. Sewers for Adoption 8 will provide  guidance on the types of SuDS components (not all) 
that can be adopted by water and sewerage companies with standards on the flood risk performance that is expected; therefore it is 
important that the SPD is aligned with this new version of Sewers for Adoption.     

For viability flood risk mitigation is considered to be an abnormal cost. A general abnormal cost has been allowed in the viability testing.

Notwithstanding this, as per the PPG, abnormal costs should be reflected through the benchmark land value (i.e. if abnormals increase 
this should put a downward pressure on the benchmark land value). This adjustment to the benchmark land value therefore serves to 
largely offset the impact of flood risk mitigation costs (if found to be above the abnormal costs already allowed for).

Surface water management typically walls within the externals allowance. However, if an ‘extra over’ cost is identified then this would 
also be regarded as an abnormal cost and the comments above would apply.

98 34 Story Homes MSGP31 Object Not effective or justified Support the need to assess and appropriately manage surface and groundwater - however, refer to lack of justification and clarity on potential related requirements and the impact on 
viability. Request clarity regarding varying references to an SPD in part 3 of MSGP31, para 7.28, part 2 of  policy MSGP30 and para 7.26  - which should have been prepared and 
consulted on in parallel to MSGP. Stakeholder engagement and public involvement will be required on the SPD.

The Council consider that the policy is justified based upon a proportionate evidence base within the Northumbria River Basin 
Management Plan. 

The Council will consult on the draft flood risk, surface water management and water quality SPD during 2019 consistent with the 
Regulations 11 to 16 of the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 set out the requirements for 
producing Supplementary Planning Documents. The SPD will be in line with the NPPF. The Council awaits the outcome of Sewers for 
Adoption 8 in mid 2019 to finalise the draft SPD. Sewers for Adoption 8 will provide  guidance on the types of SuDS components (not all) 
that can be adopted by water and sewerage companies with standards on the flood risk performance that is expected; therefore it is 
important that the SPD is aligned with this new version of Sewers for Adoption.     

For viability flood risk mitigation is considered to be an abnormal cost. A general abnormal cost has been allowed in the viability testing.

Notwithstanding this, as per the PPG, abnormal costs should be reflected through the benchmark land value (i.e. if abnormals increase 
this should put a downward pressure on the benchmark land value). This adjustment to the benchmark land value therefore serves to 
largely offset the impact of flood risk mitigation costs (if found to be above the abnormal costs already allowed for).

Surface water management and water treatment typically falls within the externals allowance. However, if an ‘extra over’ cost is 
identified then this would also be regarded as an abnormal cost and the comments above would apply.

114 34 Story Homes MSGP37 Object Not effective or justified As worded the policy lacks clarity in terms of 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 - it is not clear whether this means that development must be located on a different site or attempts made to accommodate the 
trees. It doesn't consider the quality and value of the trees on the site - no allowance for the removal of poor quality trees which could be acceptable when coupled with mitigation.  
Requests amendment to criteria a) and b):   "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..."

The policy does not preclude development resulting in the loss of or damage to trees and/or hedgerows where  criteria a, b & c are 
satisfied.  The relative 'health' of a tree bears little or no relationship to its ecological, landscape and/or cultural value.  Similarly the 
'quality' of a tree in landscape and/or cultural terms can be extremely subjective.    

119 34 Story Homes MSGP38 Object Not effective or justified Policy lacks clarity in respect of criteria 3, 4  & 5, and whether proposals in the areas referred to could be made acceptable through mitigation referred to in criteria 1 & 2, and if the 
adverse effect is pre or post the application  of the mitigation hierarchy. Amendments proposed to ensure that adverse effects in 3,4 & 5 are residual post the application of any 
mitigation:

"3.  Proposals for development or land use that would result in an adversely residual effect 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 effect on a Local Wildlife Site or 
Local Geological Site following appropriate mitigation, either directly or indirectly, will only be permitted where:...

5. Proposals for development or land use that would result in an  adversely residual effect on the ecological, recreational and/or educational value of a Local Nature Reserve following 
appropriate mitigation will only be permitted where:..."

Proposals affecting designated  sites (including in part) are required to satisfy the relevant criterion (i.e. 3, 4 or 5) prior to addressing 
criteria 1 & 2. No modification of wording is considered necessary.

129 34 Story Homes MSGP41 Object Not effective or justified Concerned about the approach being adopted in Policy MSGP41 and Appendix 17 in respect to setting requirements for provision of new space for new residential developments - 
states sites of 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. Clarity is needed on how this will be calculated in terms of average household sizes. 

The Council's Planning Obligations SPD (December 2016) sets out the formula used to calculate the anticipated number of residents 
associated with new developments.  The Council intends to update this SPD following adoption of MSGP.

149 34 Story Homes Appendix 3a Objects Not justified, consistent with national policy or 
effective

Para 3.2 Appendix 3a refers to dedicated spaces for car club vehicles/electric charging points - states for larger sites but this or the level of provision is not defined. This needs to be 
expanded on to provide clarity.  Para 8.1 Appendix 3a - refers to garages being 7m*3m if they are to qualify as cycle parking space also. However, the accepted standard is 6m*3m for 
such provision.  In addition provision below this level should count as 0.5 car parking space. Para 8.1 should be amended: "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 parking 
provision. "

The points on car club spaces are noted and the need for additional guidance is agreed.  This guidance will be brought forward by 
amending Appendix 3a.  The Council recognizes that a number of authorities accept 6m x 3m as suitable dimensions for a garage to 
house a car and cycle.  However, there are also a number of authorities which accept 7m x 3m.  On that basis, the Council took a view 
that the additional capacity would provide greater encouragement for the use of garages for car parking, as well as better facilities for 
cycle storage; adopting the 7m x 3m dimensions as part of its Cycling Strategy in 2015.  The discounting of a garage as 0.5 parking spaces 
recognizes that garages tend to be under-used for car parking and actually assists in providing some scope for the additional freedom 
that respondent was looking for in an earlier comment.

Appendix 3a and 3b  to be amended to include additional guidance  

159 34 Story Homes Paragraph 5.8 Object Requests amendment to para 5.8:  "In Gateshead some new residential developments are not meeting the Nationally 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 
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." 

The Council agrees that there should be an allowance for sites with outline permission so that reserved matters applications will not 
require NDSS compliance retrospectively. This will ensure that the delivery of such sites are not delayed, and will ensure consistency 
across the housing market area, with a similar approach adopted or proposed by North Tyneside Council and Newcastle City Council 
respectively.  

Additional text to be added to paragraph 5.8:
".....in accordance with 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."

138 35 Suez MSGP48.3 Supports with 
minor changes

"In order to restore the wider site, SUEZ would like to put forward Areas 1 and 2 (plan ref Crc-BA-1216-01) for residential development. This would generate income for wider areas to 
be residential led mixed use development to assist high quality restoration with significant ecology and amenity benefits. The total site area is 4ha to potentially deliver 80 homes 
according to MSGP14. They are opposite a Taylor Wimpey development so now form part of the village of Crawcrook and could be considered within the settlement limits. Further 
reasons why the areas do not harm the green belt are listed. "

The site is not within the village of Crawcrook, but in the Green Belt. There has not been a previous opportunity to assess the suitability 
of this site but if it constitutes previously-developed land, it can be assessed in the next the SHLAA or SHLAA Update. Pending a detailed 
assessment it would be premature either to include it in the Plan as a housing allocation, or to amend MSGP48.3 to indicate the after-
uses referred to. 

4 36 Sunderland City 
Council

MSGP2.2 Support Support Support is noted

48 36 Sunderland City 
Council

MSGP13 Support This is supported by SCC and is consistent with the approach being proposed within the emerging Sunderland Core Strategy and Development Plan (CSDP). Support is noted

66 36 Sunderland City 
Council

MSGP18 Support Support Support is noted

120 36 Sunderland City 
Council

MSGP38 Support Support Support is noted

5 37 Taylor Wimpey MSGP3 Support Welcomes the retention of Stargate industrial estate under MSGP 3.7. Acknowledgement of Ryton development and agrees the industrial estate is not suitable for extension. Support is noted

21 37 Taylor Wimpey MSGP10 Objects Consistent with national policy, positively 
prepared, justified, effective..

MSGP has a 19% reduction in the number of dwellings allocated within the 2017 allocations, falling from 118  sites and provides 3,589 dwellings to 112 sites but 2,917 dwellings. 
Concern is raised over the 5 year land supply within Gateshead for the plan period and beyond. The council should increase the amount of land allocated for housing purposes to 
ensure it has sufficient land for residential purposes meaning it is not justified or effective.

Considering CS10 the council have been under-delivering, and should therefore be aiming to boost housing supply.  The council's approach is not consistent with national policy or 
positively prepared.

The Council recognises that there has been under-delivery so far against the CSUCP target but fig. 5 in the 2018 SHLAA Update indicates 
that the remaining requirement can be met within in the Plan period from specific deliverable or developable sites. The reduction in the 
total area allocated is due to the additional evidence on sites incorporated in the 2018 SHLAA Update, including new findings on 
deliverability due to viability-related and other information, and the completion of several sites. The Council intends to either replace or 
update the SHLAA, as appropriate, annually. The SHLAA Update shows that the supply is 24% greater than the requirement for the 
remainder of the Plan period. 
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37 37 Taylor Wimpey MSGP11 Objects Consistent with national policy, positively 
prepared, justified, effective..

Concerned over the evidence underpinning this policy - the SHMA was prepared in 2017. The 2018  Viability and Deliverability Report (VDR) concludes that 25% requirement would not 
undermine the viability of the plan - despite schemes being unviable in low and low/mid urban and suburban areas. For Schemes that are 100 dwellings or more the  25% requirement 
makes mid, mid/high and high urban and suburban areas unviable. 9 out of 24 modelled scenarios fail when tested at the 25% requirement  - which undermines the policy's aim of 
increasing accessible and adaptable dwellings by reducing the amount of developments that are viable, particularly affecting low value brownfield sites in low value areas. 

Requests that the policy includes a transition period, similar to MSGP13, and that the policy is not used retrospectively on outline permissions granted prior to the plans adoption 
(retrofitting may make schemes unviable or reduce number of dwellings delivered on site).

Contrary to the councils conclusion the policy fails NPPF para 34 regarding deliverability of the plan, particularly being blanket on all residential development and makes no reference to 
caveat viability.                                                                                                                                                   

The impact on viability of this policy has been considered in detail in the Viability and Deliverability  Report (with various sensitivity 
testing undertaken).

The costs for meeting M4 (2) are relatively low (£2,000 per dwelling), however meeting M4 (3) is a significant cost.

For M4 (2), through sensitivity testing, we have tested a variety of different mixes including 10%, 25%, 50% and 90%. This is considered 
to be a rigorous, detailed assessment. From this analysis we conclude that a 25% requirement is not sufficient to undermine scheme 
viability, however if this increases to 50% and above it would risk undermining scheme viability.

The viability testing shows that by applying 25% M4 (2) it does not change the viability outcome of any schemes. In other words, all of 
the schemes that were viable in the base appraisal testing remain viable if the policy is brought in (see Viability and Deliverability Report, 
page 112/3, para 8.2.3).  

There is no requirement set out within NPPF or NPPG to introduce transitional arrangements as part of the implementation of the 
policies for accessible and adaptable dwellings. Therefore the Plan does not intend to introduce such a provision. 

49 37 Taylor Wimpey MSGP13 Objects Consistent with national policy, positively 
prepared, justified, effective..

It is made clear that NDSS is optional and PPG Ref: 56-020-20150327 requires their inclusion to be justified. It is also required by PPG that need, impact on viability and the use of a 
transition period should be taken into account. Evidence from the council shows 2 and 3 bed properties would require size increases, however these sell well, suggesting satisfaction 
with from buyers. No evidence has been provided by the council to suggest a negative perception or lower quality of life as a result of non NDSS compliant homes.

Adopting NDSS will increase the floorplate of the most popular units, decreasing the development density, reducing capacity and increasing affordability pressure.  NDSS will only 
compound the Council's viability and delivery issues associated with housing.

Transition period noted and supported however its important that this will not be applied to schemes that already have outline permission.

 A detailed assessment of this policy in line with the PPG has been undertaken - as set out in the SHMA, the NDSS supplementary 
evidence document and the V&D Report. This policy is proposed to provide a measured target for internal space in new homes to deliver 
strategic CSUCP policy CS11 "Providing adequate space inside and outside of the home to meet the needs of residents." The NDSS is the 
only standard of internal space that a local authority can adopt, setting a benchmark as to what is deemed suitable space and by default 
what is deemed to be unsuitable. 

Overall, based on the appraisal testing undertaken (both typology and site specific), including the sensitivity analysis, the V&D Report 
concludes that the NDSS can be viably provided and would not undermine overall plan deliverability.

Para 7.1.11 in the V&D Report deals with the potential impact on density. Where density does increase, this is in lower value locations 
where there is greater scope for 2.5/3 storey dwelling types. Also, the NDSS rates assumed are average and could be reduced in lower 
value locations where concerns about density are identified. Para 7.1.15 of the V&D Report onward deals with affordability. There would 
be an adjustment in price, however we conclude that the impact would be relatively minimal and not to the extent where it would 
undermine sales. Also, for lower value locations, the low-cost developer model has been considered (where more basic products are 
delivered). This helps ensure affordability.

The Council agrees that there should be an allowance for sites with outline permission so that reserved matters applications will not 
require NDSS compliance retrospectively. This will ensure that the delivery of such sites are not delayed, and will ensure consistency 
across the housing market area, with a similar approach adopted or proposed by North Tyneside Council and Newcastle City Council 
respectively.  

Additional text to be added to paragraph 5.8:
".....in accordance with 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."

59 37 Taylor Wimpey MSGP14 Objects Consistent with national policy, positively 
prepared, justified, effective..

Notes and supports the inclusion of flexibility proposed in MSGP14, however believes that this does not go far enough considering the deliverability issues in the borough. 

Wording of the policy should allow flexibility for changes in local housing market demands;  viability concerns; and site specific characteristics and should be considered in the context 
of MSGP11 and MSGP13. 

The Council believes the proposed wording strikes the right balance between flexibility and ensuring the efficient use of land. 

74 37 Taylor Wimpey MSGP24 Objects Not justified An AoSC is designated adjacent to Kibblesworth site in MSGP 24.7, meaning a high level of importance is given to design of development affecting the setting of the area. Concerns are 
raised that this policy could affect the already allocated strategic site.  Such a designation was not included in the UDP, whilst the village's character was assessed in the Placemaking 
SPD, and taken into account in the development framework prepared for the site.

Placemaking SPD sits alongside CS15 and it is considered these two policies control development outside of areas of important character meaning there is no need for MSGP24 to 
relate to land outside of areas of important character. The Urban Character Assessment identifies alterations and extensions of existing properties that dilute the special character as 
the upmost concern. Policy should be reworded to focus solely on enhancing existing built form rather than development in adjacent locations.

The AoSC boundaries have been drawn to include the built form demonstrating the character and not beyond, but there are cases 
where adjoining development could have a significant adverse impact and the policy should protect against that risk. Paragraph 127 of 
the NPPF indicates (clause c) that  "Planning policies and decisions should ensure that developments ... are sympathetic to local 
character and history. in including the surrounding built environment and landscape setting, while not preventing or discouraging 
appropriate innovation  or change". 

84 37 Taylor Wimpey MSGP25 Objects Consistent with national policy, positively 
prepared, justified, effective..

MSGP Part 1, sub section f identifies the design quality of proposals it will be assessed with regard to the incorporation of living roofs and walls. Council responded to 2017 
representations that living walls and roofs wouldn’t be a requirement but would be looked on favourably.

Requirement considered 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 a 
backdoor policy requirement. The Design Guidelines and Supplementary planning document is considered a more appropriate document to include guidance on living walls and roofs. 

Criterion (f) of the policy seeks to encourage incorporation of living roofs and walls: it is not intended to expect all proposals to 
incorporate living roofs and walls.  To differentiate this criterion from others in the policy, the Council proposes to include "where 
appropriate" preceding criterion (f).  This will retain the position of encouraging living roofs and walls (in keeping with requirements of 
policies GC1, SG1, QB1), while acknowledging that they will not be appropriate or feasible in all developments.

MSGP25.1.f:  "Where appropriate, Tthe incorporation of living roofs and 
walls"

105 37 Taylor Wimpey MSGP34 Objects Not justified, effective, positively prepared and 
consistent with national policy

Concerned that Broom Lane site falls within an area of high/very high landscape sensitivity which is not aligned with 2006/07 UDP Landscape Character Assessment (LCA) prepared to 
support the UDP which shows the land as being of less than high value. 

Reference to a lack of up to date evidence on landscape character. The LCA itself makes admission that it isn't comprehensive, or thorough, while it is also over 10 years old, it is 
questioned why a new LCA hasn't been produced.  This is contrary to NPPF para 31 which requires policies to be underpinned by relevant and up to date evidence.  It is questioned why 
land envelope 87 including Broom lane is considered of high value when only its visual sensitivity given as high, the other 3 indicators (Landscape Character Sensitivity, Sensitivity of 
Individual Elements, Sensitivity of Aesthetic Aspects) were all of medium importance.  The landscape designation of Broom Lane is incorrect and not supported by evidence. 

The approach to categorisation of land changed between the previous study and the 2007 Landscape Character Assessment (LCA) as the 
latter was based on updated best practice and took a significantly different approach, assessing sensitivity rather than quality. The 
Borough was also re-surveyed based on character areas defined by existing boundaries on the ground rather than more generalised 
areas based originally on half-kilometre squares. No new Landscape Character Assessment has been produced because the Council is 
well aware from detailed and constant familiarity with every part of the Borough that there has been no significant change to the 
character of the Borough's countryside except where quarrying and restoration or other development have taken place within the 
parameters of planning control. We cannot find a statement in the LCA that it is not comprehensive; although it does not include the 
urban area. Reading Section 3 as a whole clarifies that the method used was adopted directly from the then Countryside Agency.

130 37 Taylor Wimpey MSGP41 Objects Consistent with national policy, positively 
prepared, justified, effective..

Concerned this policy overlaps with CSUCP policy GV5 and GV6 given the requirements to provide open space; sport and recreation facilities where necessary. The strategic sites at 
Kibblesworth and Ryton are further supplemented by policy CS4 and its requirement for masterplanning on both sites.

Unnecessary to make MSGP41 applicable given the existing policy to prevent from overburdening and this exclusion should be reflected on the policy map.  Concerns that the policy 
will have viability implications and is not flexible enough to be compliant with NPPF para 34 and 122.

We consider the policy being applied to Neighbourhood and Village Growth Areas is unsound as it is not positively prepared and the wording should be revised to reflect this and our 
ongoing viability concerns.

Each of the neighbourhood and village growth area site allocation policies within the CSUCP include a requirement to provide open 
space, sport and recreational facilities where necessary.  Accordingly, proposals that are, or have been submitted before the adoption of 
MSGP will be, or have been assessed with regard to the policies of the 2007 UDP which relate to open space, sport and recreational 
facilities.  The requirement to expect provision of such facilities where there is evidence of need is consistent with the requirements of 
NPPF paragraph 96.

Site-specific discussions regarding the provision of open space will be a matter to be addressed through the development management 
process: the Council considers the policies contained within MSGP provide a robust basis which will support an effective and efficient 
decision-making process with regard to neighbourhood and village growth area sites. MSGP41 reflects evidence of supply of and need 
for open space contained within the 2018 Open Space Assessment.  This assessment, alongside the Council's 2016 Playing Pitch Strategy, 
and  Built Sports Facilities Strategy provides a robust and up-to-date assessment of the need for open space, sports and recreational 
facilities in keeping with the requirements of NPPF paragraph 96.

The potential implications of open space provision have been considered in the viability and deliverability report  (section 7.2) - it is 
assumed that some of the open space will be provided through available on-site land. Where this is not possible an off-site provision is 
required. This will vary from site to site. The £2,000 per dwelling allowance for S106 costs includes open space standards not met by on-
site provision. The representor presents no detailed evidence to substantiate their concern regarding the viability implications of 
MSGP41.  Given the similar (slightly higher) requirements that are set out in existing UDP policies regarding open space provision, it is 
unclear why MSGP41 should present such concern in relation to GV5 and GV6.

The Council does not consider that the provision of open space within residential development would have significant implications for the efficient 
use of land, and there is no conflict with NPPF paragraph 122.

185 37 Taylor Wimpey Client's land interests at Kibblesworth and Ryton covered by  CSUCP policies: GV5 and GV6 but also CS4 which requires a masterplan to be provided to show the sites would be 
sustainable and deliverable. Sustainability is broad and covers topics from biodiversity to infrastructure such as roads. Welcomes that neither Kibblesworth or Ryton are washed over 
by further designations or site specific policies. MSGP should not add additional development management requirements to these sites over and above those set out in the CSUCP.

Comments are noted - development management policies in MSGP would apply to sites allocated in the CSUCP where relevant. MSGP 
policies will supersede UDP policies which are currently taken into account in considering proposals. 

186 38 Theatres Trust 
(Tom Clarke)

Objects Not effective or consistent with national policy While Policy CS2 of the Core Strategy supports the enhancement and provision of new cultural facilities, it does not protect existing facilities. MSGP should provide such a policy, 
without it the Plan does not accord with the NPPF.

 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. 

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 (regulation 18 consultation).

The Council considers that the submission draft plan, in combination with other Local Plan policies provides appropriate protection to 
cultural and community facilities without the need for the addition of a specific policy.  The role of cultural and community facilities in 
contributing to the vitality and viability of  centres, which will be protected, is recognised in policy CS7, whilst the supporting text to that 
policy specifically states that local facilities outside of centres will be retained where they provide an important service to the local 
community and remain viable. The supporting text also acknowledges the important role of community facilities whether in an allocated 
centre or not. Other policies in the Local Plan (CS1, CS2, CS8 and UC3) set out the locational strategy for culture and tourism facilities, 
and others serve to protect natural and built heritage assets (CS15, CS18, UC14, UC15, and draft policies MSGP26, 27 ,33 and 38).  
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3 39 UK Land Estates MSGP2.1 Objects Not justified, effective, or positively prepared UKLE are "fundamentally supportive" of the emerging MSGP, particularly objective SO2.  

UKLE support the identification of TVTE as a Key Employment Area.

However, the requirement for office proposals within TVTE to demonstrate an operational reason for locating within the estate is not considered commensurate with TVTE's status as a 
Key Employment Area, and introduces an additional unjustified policy hurdle for office development within Team Valley which does not exist anywhere else across the Borough.

In addition, in order to reflect evolving expectations and requirements of industrial estate employers, it is requested that MSGP acknowledges the growing importance of supporting 
uses within industrial estates, including small-scale convenience and service facilities.

The following wording is recommended: "Development and change of use proposals for B1, B2 and B8 uses, and other business activities supporting uses that complement industrial 
areas, will be permitted.  All development and change of use proposals for B1a office development must demonstrate an operational reason for locating within the Tea, Valley and be 
compatible with existing business activity on the estate"

Support for the overarching approach to development at Team Valley Trading Estate is welcomed.

Policy MSGP4.3(a) allows for small-scale supporting retail / food and drink uses, creches, nurseries and gyms within employment areas.  
MSGP4 will be applied to proposals for non-employment uses in TVTE, and is considered to allow appropriate provision of supporting 
uses, in keeping with the recommendations of this representor.

Policy CS6 allows for a "limited amount" of office development at Team Valley: accordingly, a sequential assessment is not required for 
office proposals within Team Valley Trading Estate (in keeping with NPPF paragraph 86).  In this context, the requirement for office 
proposals to demonstrate an operational reason for locating in Team Valley Trading Estate is consistent with the Local Plan's approach of 
prioritising the Urban Core as the focus for the majority of office development (policies CS2, CS5 and CS6).

151 40 UK Land 
Investments

Chapter 4 Objects Not justified, effective, or positively prepared Permission was granted (DC/16/01151/OUT) for a retail unit to be occupied by Aldi, alongside comparison retailing and pub / restaurant uses at Chainbridge Road, immediately to the 
east of Blaydon district centre.  However, changes to market circumstances have prevented the application being implemented, and a subsequent proposal was withdrawn after 
discussion with officers.

MSGP provides an opportunity to formalise the process of enhancing Blaydon District Centre through the development plan.

Although town centres face challenging conditions, expansion among certain sectors continues provided that the appropriate space is available.  There are no medium to large 
floorplate units available, and UKLI contend that provision of such units is necessary if Blaydon District Centre is to maintain and improve its role for the local community.

UKLI propose the former Churchill's site (east of Chainbridge Road) is allocated for an expansion of Blaydon District Centre (representation is accompanied by a plan showing the extent 
of the proposed district centre boundary).  The site provides the only available site for an extension of the District Centre.  The policy designation should be widened to ensure that a 
full range of town centre uses, and other uses including residential development should be considered appropriate in the town centre.

The site could function as an extension to Blaydon District Centre but any scheme that comes forward needs to be tested and assessed 
in terms of impacts on, and links to, the existing centre to ensure it is complementary. It is therefore inappropriate to expand the centre 
in advance of an acceptable scheme being developed on the site.

165 40 UK Land 
Investments

Paragraph 2.10 Objects Not justified, effective, or positively prepared UKLI do not consider that the plan appropriately reflects latest evidence (objectively assessed needs) in relation to retail and town centres.  Accordingly, the plan does not take a 
positive approach to meeting identified needs, as stated in paragraph 2.10.

The evidence base for retail comprises a Strategic Comparison Study (2012), Convenience Goods District Centre Needs Study (2010), and 
Convenience Retailing Update on Market Commentary (2015), prepared jointly with Newcastle City Council, and a Retail Health Check 
Report 2015 and Addendum (2017). The principal reports include a quantitative and qualitative assessment of the need and capacity for 
new retail development including in each of the district centres, and has informed the approach and policies in both the Core Strategy 
and Urban Core Plan, and now MSGP. The Council along with Newcastle City Council intends to update key retail evidence base 
documents to support a Local Plan Review, as required by the NPPF, and this also accords with recommendations in the retail studies 
that the evidence base should be revisited in advance of 2030.  
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