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RESPONSE TO PRE-HEARING NOTE 1: INITIAL QUESTIONS 
ISSUED: 10 JUNE 2019 
 
Question 1 

1. The submission documents include what the Council identifies as a Schedule of Proposed Minor 
Modifications (March 2019) to the Plan. Can the Council confirm that these have not been 
subject to any consultation to date? If that is the case, the Examination will be based upon the 
Submission version of the Plan, with due regard given to the Council’s proposed schedule as a 
supporting document.  

 
RESPONSE 

2. The Council can confirm that the Schedule of Proposed Minor Modifications to MSGP dated 
March 2019 has not been subject to any prior consultation. 

 

Question 2 

3. Can the Council please provide me with Natural England’s response to consultation on Habitats 
Regulations Assessment. I also bring the Council’s attention to a recent judgment (Judgment of 
the Court (Seventh Chamber) of 12 April 2018 People Over Wind and Peter Sweetman v Coillte 
Teoranta). Has the Council taken account of this judgment in considering Habitats Regulations 
Assessment?  

 
RESPONSE 

4. A Habitats Regulations Assessment Screening exercise was carried out as part of the 
Sustainability Appraisal for the Core Strategy and Urban Core Plan, and it was established that 
there were no significant impacts on designated sites.  It was therefore not considered necessary 
to repeat the screening exercise when preparing MSGP.  Natural England confirmed that the 
approach to not carry out further assessment for the subsequent stages of Gateshead’s Local 
Plan was acceptable. A letter to confirm this position from Natural England is enclosed.  
 

5. The Council is of the opinion that the Judgment of the Court (Seventh Chamber) of 12 April 2018 
People Over Wind and Peter Sweetman v Coillte Teoranta) does not apply in this instance as 
there were found to be no significant impacts arising from the Plan, and therefore no need for 
related mitigation measures to be taken into account. Natural England have confirmed this 
position.  

 

Question 3 
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6. With regard to paragraphs 7.15.7, 7.24.7, 7.32.5, 7.34.5, and 7.36.6 of the Council’s Compliance 
Statement, please can the Council confirm which representations are referred to and which 
policies they relate to?  

 
RESPONSE 

7. The Council has reviewed the Compliance Statement paragraphs referred to and has produced 
an erratum as enclosed, which has been published on the MSGP examination page.   

 

Question 4 

8. Please send through electronic copies of the Unitary Development Plan 2007, Planning 
Obligations Supplementary Planning Document, Making it Happen Supplementary Planning 
Document, and Householder Extensions Supplementary Planning Document for reference 
purposes.  

 

RESPONSE 

9. The Council had forwarded electronic copies of the Unitary Development Plan (2007), and the 
Planning Obligations, Making it Happen and Householder Extensions Supplementary Planning 
Documents (SPDs) as requested. 

 

RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS 5, 6 AND 7 WILL BE PROVIDED BY 2ND JULY 2019 

Question 8 

10. Could the Council please confirm what stage of development the MetroGreen Area Action Plan 
(AAP) has reached and the current timetable for the AAP?  

 

RESPONSE 

11. The MetroGreen Area Action Plan (AAP) project stages are outlined in the table below.  The 
Council has completed Stage 1 Baseline Review and has commenced work on Stage 2 Options 
Development and Testing. It is the Council’s intention to have an AAP in place by 2021. The 
Council’s timescales for producing the Area Action Plan for MetroGreen are: 

 
 
AAP Stage Programme Milestones 

Stage 1 - Baseline Complete  

Stage 2 – Options Development and Testing September 2019 

The Council will make a decision on the preferred option and development route 

Stage 3- Draft Strategy Dec 2019 
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Stage 4- AAP Draft Plan Mar 2020 

Stage 5- Final Strategies  Jun 2020 

Stage 6- AAP Submission Draft plan  Sept 2020 

Stage 7 – AAP Minor Modifications   Dec 2020 

Stage 8 – Examination   March 2021 

Adoption  July 2021 
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Question 9 

Notwithstanding the information provided at paragraphs 3.8 – 3.11 of the Plan, can the Council confirm which proposed allocation sites are currently 
located in the Green Belt? Which proposed allocation sites are proposed to be removed from the Green Belt and which are proposed to remain in the Green 
Belt? How have the proposed allocation sites in the Green Belt been assessed in the Sustainability Appraisal?  
 

RESPONSE 

The table below sets out MSGP proposed housing allocations which are in the Green belt, with an indication of which sites require an amendment to the 
extent of the Green Belt. It also includes a summary of how the sites have been assessed in the SA. 

In accordance with guidance an SA report has been produced at each stage in the plan preparation process to consider the effect of policies and proposals 
against the SA Framework set out in the Scoping Report. 

As confirmed by the SA consultants (JBA) the Green Belt was considered, in relation to site allocations, primarily through the Site Appraisals using the Site 
Appraisal Criteria and the individual site sustainability scoring process, particularly via objective 8b.   Objective 8b specifically refers to the Green Belt and as 
such if the site was located within the Green Belt it would have scored poorly (a double negative), and then considered against other relevant criteria and 
objectives. Other considerations within objective 8B could result in the site been assessed as neutral or positive, overall, for example if the site was 
previously developed or could accommodate renewable energy. Objective 9 is to protect and enhance our environmental assets and infrastructure to which 
relevant Green Belt indicators also apply.  

Sustainability Appraisal Site Assessments – Housing Allocations in the Green Belt   

Housing 
Allocation 
Reference 
 

Site Name Site 
Area 
(Gross) 
(Ha) 
 

Site 
Capacity 

Change to 
Green Belt 
Boundary? 

SA Assessment of Proposed Allocation Sites in the Green Belt? 

     8b 9 Comments  Sustainability 
Score  

MSGP10.12 Axwell Hall 0.63 21 No + + The size of the site will likely restrict 
opportunities for SuDs and renewable energy 

4 
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options. The site overlaps Axwell Park and Steps 
is located on site, and is approx 10m from the 
Retaining Wall, Balustrade, Piers and Steps, and 
approx. 100m from the Dovecote at Axwell Park 
House Farm. The site presents the opportunity to 
enhance and protect the listed building located 
on site. The site is poorly connected to the 
existing sustainable transport infrastructure. The 
site is adjacent to the wildlife corridor and it 
presents the opportunity to enhance the corridor 
through the 
incorporation of green infrastructure. SFRA 
(September 2018) recommendation D - site 
specific FRA required. 

MSGP10.25 Charlie Street 0.13 3 Yes + / The size of the site will likely reduce SuDs options 
and the site will have to be well designed to 
handle surface water flood risk. A 
small site is less likely to have decentralised 
energy but should be able to accommodate micro 
renewables. The site is currently partially 
privately owned greenfield. SFRA (September 
2018) recommendation E - can be allocated on 
flood risk grounds subject to LPA/LLFA approval. 

3 

MSGP10.26 Sealburns 
Farm 

0.4 10 Yes + / The size of the site will likely reduce SuDs options 
and the site will have to be well designed to 
handle surface water flood risk. A 
small site is less likely to have decentralised 
energy but should be able to accommodate micro 
renewables. The site is currently brownfield. 
SFRA (September 2018) 
recommendation D – site specific FRA required. 

4 

MSGP10.45 Washingwell 
Cottage 

0.4 5 No / + The site currently has a house built on it. The size 
of the site will likely reduce SuDs options and the 

5 
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site will have to be well designed to handle 
surface water flood risk. A small site is less likely 
to have decentralised energy, but 
should be able to accommodate micro 
renewables. The site is close to the wildlife 
corridor and it presents the opportunity to 
enhance the corridor through the incorporation 
of green infrastructure. SFRA (September 2018) 
recommendation E - can be allocated on flood 
risk grounds subject to LPA/LLFA approval. 

MSGP10.47 Part of 
Dunston Hill 
Hospital 

1.39 38 No ++ + The site includes a hospital, however, the 
buildings are surplus to requirements. The site is 
adjacent to the wildlife corridor and it presents 
the opportunity to enhance the corridor through 
the incorporation of green infrastructure. The 
sight is approx 35m from Dunston Hill Stables. 
SFRA (September 2018) recommendation D – site 
specific FRA required 

10 

MSGP10.65 High Eighton 
Farm 

0.37 11 No + + The size of the site will likely reduce SuDs option 
and the site will have to be well designed to 
handle surface water flood risk. A small site is less 
likely to have decentralised energy but should be 
able to accommodate micro renewables. The site 
is adjacent to the wildlife corridor and it presents 
the opportunity to enhance the corridor through 
the incorporation of green infrastructure. SFRA 
(September 2018) recommendation D – site 
specific FRA required. 

6 

MSGP10.69 Hedley Hall 
Cottages 

0.13 4 No + / The site is greater than a 20-minute walk to the 
nearest bus link and therefore would likely be 
reliant on the private car. However, the small size 
of the site will not generate significant 

-3 
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traffic. The size of the site will likely reduce SuDs 
options and the site will have to be well designed 
to handle surface water flood risk. A small site is 
less likely to have decentralised 
energy, but should be able to accommodate 
micro renewables. SFRA (September 2018) 
recommendation D - subject to surface water 
drainage based FRA. 

MSGP10.103 Marley Hill 
School 

0.7 22 No / / The site is a disused school. SFRA (September 
2018) recommendation E - Can be allocated on 
flood risk grounds subject to LPA/LLFA approval. 

7 

MSGP10.106 The Grange, 
Marley Hill 

0.43 3 No - / The site is supported by several bus links. The size 
of the site will likely reduce SuDs options and the 
site will have to be well designed to handle 
surface water flood risk. A small site is less likely 
to have decentralised energy, but 
should be able to accommodate micro 
renewables. SFRA (September 2018) 
recommendation C 

3 

MSGP10.108 Former 
Winlaton Care 
Village  

2.96 25 No ++ - The site is not particularly well connected to the 
existing sustainable transport infrastructure. 
The size of the site provides opportunities for 
delivering community facilities. The site is 
approximately 300m from Thornley SSSI. SFRA 
(September 2018) recommendation D - site 
specific FRA required. However, the site is 
already at an advanced stage of construction. 

8 

MSGP10.110 Hookergate 
School 

1.74 45 No + - The site is a disused school. The site is not 
particularly well connected to the existing 
sustainable transport infrastructure. 
SFRA (September 2018) recommendation D – site 
specific FRA required 

9 
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MSGP10.111 Barlow Road 0.18 5 No + - The size of the site will likely reduce SuDs options 
and the site will have to be well designed to 
handle surface water flood risk. A small site is less 
likely to have decentralised energy but should be 
able to accommodate micro renewables. SFRA 
(September 2018) recommendation D – site 
specific FRA required. 

3 

 


