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Schedule of Matters, Issues and Questions 

 

This document sets out main matters, issues and questions (MIQs) regarding the 

soundness of the Making Spaces for Growing Places Local Plan Document (Site 

Allocations and Development Management Policies)(the Plan). Prior to the 

forthcoming hearing sessions, responses are invited from participants on the 

MIQs. Not every policy in the Plan is necessarily covered by the MIQs. Instead 

they are based on the issues I have identified, taking account of the views of the 

Council and representations. As the Plan was submitted after 24 January 2019, 

the Examination will be focussed on the tests of soundness set out in paragraph 

35 of the National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework) (February 2019). 

If preparing statements, representors should bear in mind that the Council has 

produced a schedule of what it considers to be additional modifications. This can 

be found on the Council’s website. I have referred to these modifications in the 

MIQs although they have not been subject to public consultation. In addition, the 

Council has responded to the representations which may assist representors in 

understanding the Council’s position. The schedules of representations by 

policy/person with the Council’s responses are available on the Council’s website. 

Further information about the Examination is provided in the accompanying 

guidance note (EX 03) and the provisional hearing programme (EX 05), which 

should be read alongside the MIQs. 

Please respond to the MIQs with separate statements for each Matter, 

with page and paragraph numbers to allow for ease of reference. 
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Matter 1: Legal Compliance and the Duty to Co-operate 

Issue 

Has the Plan been prepared with due regard to legal and procedural 

requirements and has the Duty to Co-operate been satisfied? 

Questions 

1.1 Has the Plan been prepared and publicised in accordance with the 

statutory procedures of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 

(as amended) and the consultation requirements in the Regulations1? 

1.2 Has the Plan been produced in compliance with the Council’s Statement of 

Community Involvement? 

1.3 To what extent has the Plan’s production been consistent with the 

Council’s Local Development Scheme? 

1.4 What was the methodology used for the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) and 

was the approach appropriate? How and when was the process 

undertaken? To what extent has the SA informed the content of the Plan? 

Have the likely economic, social and environmental effects of the Plan 

been adequately and accurately assessed in the SA? 

1.5 Does the SA test the Plan against all reasonable alternatives? 

1.6 Does the Plan as a whole include policies designed to ensure that the 

development and use of land within the district contributes to the 

mitigation of, and adaptation to, climate change in accordance with the 

Act2? 

1.7 Are there any outstanding issues in relation to Habitats Regulations 

Assessment? 

1.8 In what way does the Plan seek to ensure that due regard is had to the 

three aims expressed in s149 of the Equality Act 2010 in relation to those 

who have a relevant protected characteristic? 

1.9 What are genuinely strategic matters in the Plan as defined by S33A(4) of 

the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004? 

1.10 Has the Council engaged constructively, actively and on an ongoing basis 

with all relevant organisations on any strategic matters of relevance to the 

plan’s preparation, as required by the Duty to Co-operate, and in 

maximising the effectiveness of the Plan? How have cross boundary issues 

been addressed through co-operation? 

1.11 Are there any outstanding concerns from neighbouring authorities or other 

Duty to Co-operate bodies, and if so, how is it intended to resolve them? 

Matter 2: Economic Prosperity 

Issue 

Are the policies seeking to support employment and retail provision in 

Gateshead justified, effective, and consistent with national policy and in general 

                                                           
1 Regulation 18 and 19 of the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012. 
2 Section 19(A) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 
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conformity with the Core Strategy and Urban Core Plan for Gateshead and 

Newcastle upon Tyne, adopted March 2015 (CSUCP)? 

Questions 

Employment Land Supply 

2.1 Is the level and distribution of employment land within the Plan consistent 

with the CSUCP and justified by evidence? Is the approach positively 

prepared and consistent with national policy and guidance? How much 

employment land and office floorspace has been delivered against the 

CSUCP requirement? 

2.2 Is there a suitable range and choice of proposed and existing employment 

site allocations, in terms of location, type, quality and size to meet the 

requirements of the CSUCP? Is the Plan sufficiently flexible to adapt to 

rapid change? 

2.3 Was the methodology used to assess and select the proposed employment 

site allocations appropriate? Were reasonable alternatives considered and 

tested? 

2.4 Are the reasons for selecting the preferred sites and rejecting alternative 

sites clear and consistent? 

2.5 Are the employment site allocations appropriate and justified in the light 

of potential constraints, infrastructure requirements and adverse impacts? 

Is there any risk that any infrastructure requirements, site conditions 

and/or constraints might prevent or delay development or adversely affect 

deliverability or viability? What is the past trend in take up rates for 

employment land? 

2.6 What assumptions are the site allocations’ capacity for development in net 

hectares based on? Why do many of the proposed sites not differ between 

gross and net measurements based on the figures indicated in the 

Gateshead Employment Land Review 2018? 

2.7 Is Policy MSGP1 clear about how employment land would be allocated? 

Should reference be made to Appendix 1 within Policy MSGP1 itself? 

2.8 Should Site MSGP1.18 Princesway North be measured as gross or net 

developable land in Appendix 1? What effect would this have on the 

number of hectares available for employment land? 

2.9 Is the net developable land (ha) for Site MSGP1.20 Former Npower site at 

0 ha? 

2.10 Has the SA adequately assessed the employment site allocations against 

relevant environmental, social and economic objectives? Can suitable 

mitigation measures be achieved in order to address any potential adverse 

effects identified? Are these assumptions realistic? 

Provision and Protection of Key, Main and Local Employment Areas 

2.11 Is Policy MSGP2 positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent 

with national policy and guidance and the CSUCP? 

2.12 Is it justified for proposals for B1a office development within MSGP2.1 

Team Valley Trading Estate Key Employment Area (KEA) to be required to 



EX 04 
 

4 
 

demonstrate an operational reason for locating there and to be compatible 

with existing business activity there? 

2.13 Should the Dukesway/Minories site be excluded from the Team Valley 

Trading Estate KEA? 

2.14 Should Policy MSGP2 make reference to supporting uses within industrial 

estates, such as convenience and service facilities? 

2.15 Does the first part of Policy MSGP3 refer to both Main Employment Areas 

(MEA) and Local Employment Areas (LEA)? 

2.16 What is the rationale behind the different marketing periods of 30 months 

and 24 months for KEA and MEA respectively? Are these marketing 

periods justified? Is there sufficient clarity for developers on marketing in 

the Plan? 

2.17 Is Policy MSGP4 positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent 

with national policy and guidance and with the CSUCP? 

2.18 How would applications for loss of employment land in LEA be dealt with? 

Would any protection be offered by Policy MSGP4? 

2.19 How has the 200m² floorspace threshold in criterion 3a of Policy MSGP4 

been chosen? Is it justified? Should the scope of Policy MSGP4 include non 

B use class employment uses of above 200m² internal floorspace? 

Recruitment and Training 

2.20 Would Policy MSGP6 be positively prepared, justified, effective and 

consistent with national policy and with the CSUCP? Should the exclusion 

of housing schemes of under 100 homes be referred to within Policy 

MSGP6? What is the rationale for the Council’s proposed modification (No 

3) in relation to paragraph 4.13 of the Plan? 

2.21 How are local people defined for the purposes of Policy MSGP6? 

2.22 How would the requirements of Policy MSGP6 be applied during both 

construction and occupation of development? 

Retail Provision and Retail and Leisure Impact Assessment 

2.23 Would Policy MSGP7 be positively prepared, justified, effective and 

consistent with national policy and with the CSUCP? How would dominance 

or fragmentation be measured? 

2.24 What effect would the inclusion of the former Churchill’s site east of 

Chainbridge Road have on Blaydon District Centre? 

2.25 What is the basis for the proposed local floorspace threshold of 500m² in 

Policy MSGP8 for impact assessments for retail and leisure development 

outside centres? Is Policy MSGP8 positively prepared, justified, effective 

and consistent with national policy and with the CSUCP? 

2.26 How is the catchment area referred to in the second bullet point of 

paragraph 4.18 of the supporting text to Policy MSGP8 defined? 

Digital Infrastructure 

2.27 How would the Council ascertain which developments Policy MSPC9 would 

be applied to? 
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2.28 Is Policy MSGP9 positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent 

with national policy and with the CSUCP? Would digital infrastructure be 

deliverable? 

Matter 3: Green Belt 

Issue 3A 

Is the Plan’s approach to identifying site allocations in the Green Belt and Green 

Belt releases soundly based and in line with national policy? 

Questions 

3.1 Has the Council undertaken comprehensive assessment of the 

development capacity within existing urban areas and other areas outside 

the current Green Belt? Have all other reasonable options for meeting the 

identified need for development been examined? 

3.2 Can all of the Council’s housing requirement be accommodated on land 

outside the Green Belt? If so, would such an approach contribute to 

sustainable patterns of development? 

3.3 Is the Council’s general site allocations assessment methodology for sites 

in the Green Belt soundly based and in line with national guidance? 

3.4 Is there clear evidence to show that the proposed allocations in the Green 

Belt have been fully assessed against relevant Green Belt purposes? What 

purposes does the Green Belt serve in the areas of Gateshead where 

alterations are proposed? 

3.5 Have all rejected sites in the Green Belt been fully assessed against 

relevant Green Belt purposes? 

3.6 How are the proposed allocations preferable for release from the Green 

Belt when considered against other reasonable alternatives? 

3.7 Paragraph 138 of the Framework refers to the need to promote 

sustainable patterns of development when drawing up or reviewing Green 

Belt boundaries. Has sufficient consideration been given to this issue, in 

order to be justified and effective? 

3.8 With regard to the SA, while I note the Council’s reference to SA 

Objectives 8b and 9, it is not clear from the SA summaries relating to the 

proposed site allocations that their Green Belt location has been 

considered. Have Green Belt sites been considered appropriately by the 

SA? 

Issue 3B 

Are the following Green Belt-related policies and allocations in the Plan justified, 

effective, and in line with national policy? 

Sites 

a. Rail-related development at the Tyne Marshalling Yard (MSGP5 Tyne 

Marshalling Yard) 

b. Housing at Axwell Hall (MSGP 10.12) 

c. Housing at Charlie Street (MSGP 10.25) (Green Belt release) 

d. Housing at Sealburns Farm (MSGP 10.26) (Green Belt release) 
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e. Housing at Washingwell Cottage (MSGP 10.45) 

f. Housing at part of Dunston Hill Hospital (MSGP 10.47) 

g. Housing at High Eighton Farm (MSGP 10.65) 

h. Housing at Hedley Hall Cottages (MSGP 10.69) 

i. Housing at East Grange (MSGP 10.81) 

j. Housing at Marley Hill School (MSGP 10.103) 

k. Housing at The Grange, Marley Hill (MSGP 10.106) 

l. Housing at Former Winlaton Care Village (MSGP 10.108) 

m. Housing at Hookergate School (MSGP 10.110) 

n. Housing at Barlow Road (MSGP 10.111) 

o. Housing at West of Beda Hill (MSGP 10.114) 

Questions 

The general questions below apply to each of the above sites. Please group 

responses to questions 3.9 – 3.12 by site. 

3.9 Is the site suitable for the proposed use? Does the Plan provide clear 

guidance on requirements and constraints for the site? Are any 

appropriate mitigation measures identified? 

3.10 Would the indicative site capacity be appropriate and has it taken account 

of any constraints and infrastructure requirements? 

3.11 Would the site be deliverable and developable in the timescales 

envisaged? 

3.12 What effect would the site allocation have on the Green Belt and the 

purposes of including land within it? Are there exceptional circumstances 

that justify altering the Green Belt? How will openness be maintained on 

those sites which are allocated, but which remain in the Green Belt? 

Development in settlements within the Green Belt 

3.13 Would Policy MSGP35 be consistent with relevant criteria of paragraph 

145 of the Framework? 

3.14 Would Policy MSGP35 be consistent with paragraph 140 of the 

Framework? 

3.15 Are Policy MSGP35 and paragraph 7.35 of the supporting text consistent 

with one another? 

3.16 Should Ryton Woodside 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? 

3.17 Should the settlement envelope boundary for Policy MSGP35.7 Marley Hill 

be amended to incorporate former commercial land? 

3.18 How would development proposals in other settlements within the Green 

Belt not addressed by Policy MSGP35 be dealt with in policy terms? 
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Matter 4: Homes 

Issue 4A 

Is the Council’s approach towards the supply and delivery of housing land 

justified, effective and consistent with national policy, in order to ensure the 

timely delivery of the CSUCP housing requirement for Gateshead? 

Questions 

4.1 What is the relationship between the housing requirement in strategic 

policies in the CSUCP and the policies in this Plan? 

4.2 Is it appropriate that the sites are referred to in Appendix 2 of the Plan 

rather than in Policy MSGP10? Is it clear how the hectarage set out in 

Policy MSGP10 would translate to the provision of homes? Is Policy 

MSGP10 consistent with paragraph 16(d) of the Framework? 

4.3 Is there a sufficient range and choice of sites allocated in the Plan in terms 

of location, type and size, to provide adequate flexibility to meet the 

CSUCP housing requirement for Gateshead to 2030? Would the housing 

allocations ensure that the Plan would be positively prepared, justified, 

effective, and consistent with the Framework, insofar as it seeks to boost 

significantly the supply of housing and make effective use of land? 

4.4 Are the assumptions for delivery of the allocated sites realistic and 

supported by evidence? 

4.5 Is the supply of housing sufficiently flexible in the event of non-delivery of 

allocated sites and to adapt to rapid change? Is there a sufficient buffer in 

the event of non-delivery of sites? 

4.6 Is there a realistic prospect that housing will be delivered on the relevant 

allocated sites in Appendix 2 of the Plan within the first five years of the 

Plan? 

4.7 What evidence is there that substantive viability issues will be able to be 

overcome in delivering the housing requirement over the plan period? Do 

you have a clear programme for delivery of sites and, if so, could the 

Council set out the programme and mechanisms for site delivery? 

4.8 Could the Council please provide a copy of their latest published Housing 

Delivery Test Action Plan? 

4.9 Was the methodology used to assess and select the proposed site 

allocations appropriate? Were reasonable alternatives considered and 

tested? 

4.10 Are the reasons for selecting the preferred sites and rejecting alternative 

sites clear and consistent? 

4.11 How would non-allocated sites be dealt with in policy terms if they were to 

come forward for housing? 
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Issue 4B 

Are the housing allocations in the Plan justified, effective, 

developable/deliverable, and in line with national policy? 

Questions 

4.12 The Council’s response to my Pre-Hearing Note 1 suggests that a number 

of proposed housing site allocations should be removed from Appendix 2 

as they have either been built out or their deliverability/developability is in 

doubt, while other sites have changed capacity. Could the Council please 

set out which proposed site allocations would be affected, why, and what 

effect this would have on overall housing numbers? Please use the 

allocation numbers in the Plan rather than those in the SHLAA. 

4.13 Are the assumptions regarding the capacity of the sites in terms of 

housing numbers justified and what are the assumptions based on? Is any 

flexibility in capacity permitted? 

4.14 Are the proposed housing site allocations appropriate and justified in the 

light of potential constraints, infrastructure requirements and adverse 

impacts? Is there any risk that any infrastructure requirements, site 

conditions and/or constraints might prevent or delay development or 

adversely affect viability and delivery? Can suitable mitigation measures 

be achieved in order to address any potential adverse effects identified? 

Are these assumptions realistic? 

4.15 With regard to Site MSGP 10.8 Ramsay Street Winlaton, has there been a 

change in circumstances? Could the Council provide additional clarification 

to support their proposed modification (No 28)? 

4.16 With regard to Site MSGP 10.14 Windmill Hills School, would the playing 

field be retained? 

4.17 With regard to Site MSGP 10.34 Clasper Village and Site MSGP 10.40 Play 

Area Wolseley Close, has the loss of open space been considered as part 

of the site allocation process? What alternative open spaces would be 

accessible to the local community? 

4.18 With regard to Site MSGP 10.48 Brandling Village in Appendix 2 of the 

Plan, does the indicative site capacity exclude existing playing fields? 

What effect would the allocation have on provision of community facilities? 

Would it be consistent with paragraph 16(d) of the Framework with regard 

to being clearly written and unambiguous about the Council’s 

expectations? Is it evident how a decision maker should respond to 

development proposals? 

4.19 When is Secretary of State approval expected for Sites MSGP 10.95 

Whickham Front Street School Old Buildings and MSGP 10.96 Whickham 

Front Street School New Buildings? 

4.20 With regard to Site MSGP 10.124 Kingston Road north side, does the 

capacity take account of any loss of existing housing within the site? 

4.21 With regard to Site MSGP 10.130 Land South of Pelaw Metro Station, 

should the indicative capacity be greater than proposed? 
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Issue 4C 

Is the Plan’s approach to housing standards and the provision of housing for 

specific groups justified, effective and in line with national policy and the CSUCP? 

Questions 

Accessible and Adaptable Homes 

4.22 Is there a clearly identified need for 25% of all new homes on 

developments of 15 or more housing units to be built to accessible and 

adaptable standard and is this supported by viability evidence? Is Policy 

MSGP11 positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent with 

national policy and guidance and with the CSUCP? 

4.23 Should there be any flexibility in Policy MSGP11 to address site-specific 

circumstances which may make it difficult to achieve M4(2) requirements? 

4.24 If seeking off-site contributions towards delivery of accessible and 

adaptable homes, should this requirement be included in Policy MSGP11 

rather than in its supporting text as suggested by the Council’s proposed 

modification (No 4)? Would requiring off-site contributions be consistent 

with the Framework, the Planning Practice Guidance and the Community 

Infrastructure Levy Regulations? 

4.25 Is there a need for a transitional period in applying Policy MSGP11? 

4.26 Where the supporting text at paragraph 5.4 encourages proposals for 

bungalows and apartments/flats to go beyond minimum policy 

requirements set out in Policy MSGP11, is this in respect of the level of 

accessibility or the percentage of homes delivered to M4(2) requirements? 

Housing for Specific Groups 

4.27 Should Policy MSGP12 make reference to developments being restricted 

for occupation by only those with care needs, including minimum 

compulsory care packages and age restrictions? 

4.28 Would schemes covered by Policy MSGP12 be required to provide 

affordable housing? 

4.29 Should Policy MSGP12 make reference to provision of larger family sized 

affordable dwellings? 

4.30 Are any of the proposed housing allocations intended to be for housing for 

specific groups? In line with national policy, how does the Plan recognise 

the different types of housing needed in the area and, where appropriate, 

identify specific types of housing to meet the anticipated housing 

requirements, including housing for those wishing to commission and build 

their own homes? 

Nationally Described Space Standard 

4.31 Has the need to use the Nationally Described Space Standards (NDSS) 

and the effect of Policy MSGP13 on viability been adequately 

demonstrated? 

4.32 What implications would the use of the NDSS have on the affordability of 

new homes and people accessing the housing market? 
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4.33 Is the proposed transitional period of one year from the adoption of the 

Plan appropriate? 

Housing Density 

4.34 With regard to Policy MSGP14, what is the basis for the minimum density 

per hectare threshold being set at 20 dwellings per hectare? 

4.35 Is Policy MSGP14 and paragraph 5.9 of the supporting text sufficiently 

flexible and clear to be effective? Would Policy MSGP14 be positively 

prepared, justified, effective and consistent with national policy and the 

CSUCP? 

Student Housing 

4.36 How is Gateshead Centre defined for the purposes of Policy MSGP15? 

4.37 With regard to criterion 2 of Policy MSGP15, what is a reasonable walking 

distance of the relevant higher education institution? Should this be 

defined? 

Matter 5: Transport and Accessibility 

Issue 

Is the Plan’s approach in terms of transport and infrastructure justified, effective 

and consistent with national policy and the CSUCP? 

Questions 

Mitigating impacts of development on the transport network 

5.1 What are the implications/requirements for transport infrastructure and 

how have these been taken into account? How will improvements be 

delivered and funded? 

5.2 Would Policy MSGP16 be consistent with national policy as expressed at 

paragraphs 108 - 111 of the Framework? 

5.3 Is Policy MSGP16 sufficiently flexible and clear to be effective? 

5.4 What does ‘continuing development’ mean in the context of criterion 2 of 

Policy MSGP16? Is a timescale necessary for the implementation of the 

travel plan? 

Transport aspects of the design of new development 

5.5 Are Policy MSGP17 and Appendices 3a, 3b, and 4 justified and sufficiently 

flexible to be effective? What is the evidential basis for the standards set 

out in Appendices 3a, 3b and 4? 

5.6 Are Appendices 3a, 3b and 4 clearly written and unambiguous about their 

requirements in line with paragraph 16(d) of the Framework? 

5.7 Is there a clear and compelling justification for the maximum parking 

standards referred to in criterion 5 of Policy MSGP17 and expressed in 

Appendices 3a and 3b? 

5.8 Is a minimum level of residential car parking necessary as set out in 

Appendix 3a? 
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5.9 Is there sufficient certainty regarding the level of need for electric vehicle 

charging and car club spaces and which applications the requirement 

would be applied to? What is the evidential basis for the modifications 

(Nos 29 and 30) proposed by the Council with regard to electric vehicle 

charging and car club spaces in relation to Appendices 3a and 3b? 

5.10 Would Policies MSGP17 and MSGP19 be consistent with one another? 

5.11 Would Policy MSGP17 be consistent with national policy? 

Safeguarded land for transport improvements 

5.12 With regard to the sites listed in Policy MSGP18, what progress has been 

made in delivering the sites listed for safeguarding? 

Matter 6: People and Place 

Issue 

Is the Plan’s approach to the historic, built and natural environment and 

provision of educational and community facilities positively prepared, justified, 

effective and consistent with national policy and the CSUCP? 

Questions 

Residential Amenity 

6.1 Are Policy MSGP19 and paragraphs 7.1 and 7.2 of the supporting text 

consistent with one another? 

6.2 Is outlook covered in Policy MSGP19? 

6.3 With regard to Policy MSGP19, how would the privacy of future residential 

occupiers be dealt with? 

6.4 Is Policy MSGP19 positively prepared, justified, sufficiently flexible to be 

effective, and consistent with national policy, with particular reference to 

paragraph 182 of the Framework? 

Noise 

6.5 Would Policy MSGP20 on noise be effective and consistent with national 

policy and guidance, with particular reference to paragraph 182 of the 

Framework? 

Air Quality 

6.6 Should reference be made within Policy MSGP21 to any Air Quality Action 

Plan(s) or Air Quality Management Area within Gateshead? 

6.7 Would Policy MSGP21 be consistent with national policy and guidance, 

including that set out in the Planning Practice Guidance on Air Quality? 

6.8 Could the Council please provide a copy of the validation list for Tyneside 

referred to in the Plan? 

Contamination and Land Instability 

6.9 Would Policy MSGP22 be consistent with national policy and guidance set 

out in the Planning Practice Guidance on Land affected by contamination 

and Land stability? 
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Hazardous Installations 

6.10 Would Policy MSGP23 be consistent with national policy and guidance set 

out in the Planning Practice Guidance on Hazardous Substances? 

6.11 With regard to Policy MSGP23, how would a developer establish that their 

site is within a consultation zone for a pipeline or installation storing or 

handling hazardous substances? Are these consultation zones and sites 

mapped and publicly available? 

Areas of Special Character 

6.12 Is Policy MSGP24 justified and consistent with the CSUCP? Is the evidence 

base on areas of special character up to date? 

Design 

6.13 Is Policy MSGP25 positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent 

with national policy and guidance and with the CSUCP? Is Policy MSGP25 

sufficiently flexible to be effective? 

6.14 Is the inclusion of living roofs and walls at criterion 1f of Policy MSGP25 

justified? Is the Council’s suggested modification to include ‘where 

appropriate’ sufficient to provide flexibility? Have the requirements of 

Policy MSGP25 been factored into the Council’s viability work? 

Historic Environment 

6.15 Would Policy MSGP26 be positively prepared, justified, effective and 

consistent with national policy and with the CSUCP? 

6.16 In terms of the positive strategy for the conservation and enhancement of 

the historic environment discussed at paragraph 185 of the Framework, is 

this only provided by Policy MSGP26 as referred to in paragraph 7.17 of 

the supporting text? 

6.17 Should Policy MSGP26 differentiate between designated and non-

designated heritage assets? 

6.18 Is criterion 2 of Policy MSGP26 effective as drafted? Does the second part 

of criterion 2 (harmful to its significance) automatically apply if the first 

part of criterion 2 (dominates the asset) is engaged? 

6.19 Are the requirements of Policy MSGP26 in line with footnote 64 to 

paragraph 199 of the Framework? 

6.20 Should reference be made in MSGP27.1 Newburn Ford Battlefield to 

highlight the archaeological importance of the Battlefield? Would it be 

possible for archaeological discoveries to alter the interpretation of the 

Battle of Newburn Ford? 

6.21 Would Policy MSGP28 be justified, effective, and consistent with national 

policy? 

Renewable and low carbon energy 

6.22 Does Policy MSGP29 make appropriate reference to mitigation of the 

impacts of renewable and low carbon energy schemes, with particular 

reference to impacts on airport, radar and aircraft operation? 

6.23 Does the Plan make sufficient provision for aerodrome safeguarding? 
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6.24 Would paragraph 7.23 of the supporting text to Policy MSGP29 be 

consistent with paragraph 147 of the Framework? 

Flood risk, water quality, green infrastructure and flood management schemes 

6.25 Is Policy MSGP30 positively prepared, justified, effective, and consistent 

with national policy and guidance? 

6.26 Has flood risk management been factored into the Council’s viability work? 

6.27 Is criterion 2 of Policy MSGP30 sufficiently flexible to be effective? 

6.28 What progress has been made on viability assessment of measures 

identified in the Team Valley Surface Water Management Plan Preliminary 

Assessment Phase 1? 

6.29 Is the Council’s Strategic Flood Risk Assessment compliant with the 

Framework and Planning Practice Guidance and the latest climate change 

projections? 

6.30 Have Policy MSGP31’s requirements been factored into the Council’s 

viability work? 

6.31 Should Policy MSGP31 refer to sustainable river crossings and avoiding the 

use of culverts? 

6.32 With regard to Policy MSGP32, what is incompatible development in this 

instance? 

6.33 What is envisaged at MSGP32.4 Durham Road? 

Green Infrastructure 

6.34 Is Policy MSGP33 positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent 

with national policy and guidance? 

6.35 Have Policy MSGP33’s requirements been factored into the Council’s 

viability work? Is Policy MSGP33 sufficiently flexible to be effective? 

6.36 Should Figure 7.1 be incorporated into Policy MSGP33 in order to be 

effective? Are all Opportunity Areas covered by Figure 7.1? 

6.37 Does Policy MSGP33 make appropriate reference to the multifunctionality 

of green infrastructure? 

6.38 Is Policy MSGP33 clearly represented on the Policies Map with regard to 

the extent of the Strategic Green Infrastructure Network and Opportunity 

Areas? 

Countryside and landscape protection 

6.39 Would Policy MSGP34 be consistent with national policy, with particular 

reference to paragraph 170 of the Framework? 

6.40 Is the evidence base underpinning Policy MSGP34 up to date and 

relevant? 

6.41 Is the landscape sensitivity of land at Broom Lane, Whickham, 

appropriately identified on the Policies Map? 

Wardley Manor Country Park 

6.42 What would constitute inappropriate development with regard to Policy 

MSGP36? 
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6.43 Is the land available for the proposed Wardley Manor Country Park? Would 

Policy MSGP36 be positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent 

with national policy and with the CSUCP? 

Woodland, trees and hedgerows 

6.44 Is Policy MSGP37 sufficiently flexible to be effective? Is Policy MSGP37 

positively prepared, justified, and consistent with national policy and with 

the CSUCP? 

6.45 Is criterion 1b of Policy MSGP37 consistent with national policy, 

particularly paragraph 175 (c) of the Framework? 

6.46 Should Policy MSGP37 refer to the quality and value of trees in terms of 

their health? 

Biodiversity and geodiversity 

6.47 Is Policy MSGP38 positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent 

with national policy, guidance set out in the Planning Practice Guidance on 

the Natural environment and with the CSUCP? Is Policy MSGP38 

sufficiently flexible to be effective and justified, with particular regard to 

the need to demonstrate a lack of alternative sites in criteria 3, 4 and 5? 

Is the mitigation hierarchy sufficiently clear? 

6.48 Should the Wildlife Corridors referred to in Policy MSGP38 and defined on 

the Policies Map include land West of Mandela Way? 

The River Tyne 

6.49 What is the basis for the safeguarding of land varying between 10m and 

30m in width in Policy MSGP39? Is this justified and would it be 

sufficiently flexible to be effective? Should a map of the existing parts of 

Keelman’s Way riverside route be included in the Plan to provide clarity on 

the gaps in access? 

6.50 What would damaging development consist of for the purposes of Policy 

MSGP39? 

6.51 Should Policy MSGP39 exclude the MetroGreen site or any other sites in 

private ownership from its requirements? 

Protecting and providing open space, sports and recreation facilities 

6.52 Is Policy MSGP40 effective and consistent with national policy? 

6.53 For clarity, which types of open space fall within the definition of 

recreational open space for the purposes of Policy MSGP40? 

6.54 How would designated and non-designated heritage assets be dealt with 

under Policy MSGP40? 

6.55 With regard to criterion 2 of Policy MSGP40, what happens if the Council’s 

Playing Pitch Strategy or Built Sports Facilities Strategy are not up to 

date? 

6.56 With regard to criterion 3 of Policy MSGP40, what evidence would be 

necessary to indicate a site was not capable of being tenanted in the long 

term? 

6.57 How is Accessible Natural Greenspace defined for the purposes of Policy 

MSGP40, criterion 4? 
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6.58 What does criterion 4a of Policy MSGP40 mean when it refers to ‘no 

prospect that its value could be improved to a reasonable standard’? 

6.59 Have Policy MSGP41’s requirements for open space provision been 

factored into the Council’s viability work? Is Policy MSGP41 positively 

prepared, justified, effective and consistent with national policy and the 

CSUCP? 

6.60 Are criteria 1 and 2 of Policy MSGP41 consistent and compatible with one 

another? 

6.61 With regard to criterion 1c of Policy MSGP41, what happens if the 

Council’s Playing Pitch Strategy or Built Sports Facilities Strategy are not 

up to date? 

6.62 How would the anticipated number of residents on a development be 

calculated for the purposes of Policy MSGP41? 

Saltwell School site 

6.63 With regard to Policy MSGP43, can the Council provide an update on the 

progress of the proposal for a school on the site? 

6.64 Given its location in an urban area, would the proposed use of the site 

defined in Policy MSGP43 have any potential detrimental effect on access 

to open space for the local community? 

Community facilities 

6.65 Is Policy MSGP44 primarily aimed at the provision of educational facilities 

or does it support the provision of other community facilities? Does Policy 

MSGP44 overlap with Policy MSGP15? How would the policies work 

together? 

6.66 What known need is there for further community facilities for Jewish and 

other minority groups? 

6.67 Is Policy MSGP44 positively prepared and effective? 

6.68 Reference is made in the CSUCP at Policy CS7 and in paragraph 9.31 of 

the supporting text to local community facilities and an approach being 

set out in more detail in subsequent Local Development Documents. Does 

Policy MSGP44 and the Plan as a whole adequately address protection and 

provision of social, community and cultural facilities across Gateshead? 

Matter 7: Minerals and Waste 

Issue 

Is the Plan’s approach to minerals and waste positively prepared, justified, 

effective, consistent with national policy and in general conformity with the 

CSUCP? 

Questions 

General overview 

7.1 Can the Council please provide a brief summary on the current level of 

aggregates and wider minerals activity in Gateshead. Does the Plan 

adequately set out the local circumstances in terms of available landbanks 
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for sand and gravel and crushed rock and the approach taken by the 

authorities in the North East to the provision of minerals? 

7.2 Policy CS20 of the CSUCP makes reference at criterion 2 to Areas of 

Search being defined in future Local Development Documents. Is the Plan 

consistent with Policy CS20 of the CSUCP in this regard? 

7.3 The Gateshead Minerals Areas of Search Report 2017 refers to sites which 

were safeguarded for minerals in Gateshead’s Unitary Development Plan, 

or identified as being dormant, as having the potential to be categorised 

as Areas of Search. However, following assessment of those sites, the Plan 

does not identify any Areas of Search. How does the Council propose 

dealing with potential Areas of Search going forward? What consideration 

has been given to dormant sites? 

7.4 Has appropriate consideration been given to the future provision of 

aggregates in Gateshead as markets in Tyne and Wear are a major source 

of demand within the North East? 

7.5 Given Tyne and Wear’s reliance on Eppleton Quarry in Sunderland, are 

there any environmentally acceptable sites in Gateshead for sand and 

gravel extraction? 

7.6 Is there a risk of the remaining sand and gravel resource being sterilised 

by non-aggregates development? 

7.7 Are there any sites dealing with recycled and secondary aggregates in 

Gateshead and, if so, should they be mapped as part of the provision for 

minerals in Gateshead? 

Environmental impacts – minerals and waste, including noise 

7.8 Is Policy MSGP46 positively prepared and justified? 

7.9 Is criterion 2 of Policy MSGP46 sufficiently clear to be effective? 

7.10 Should reference to temporary exceptions to noise limits be included in 

Policy MSGP47 in order to be effective? 

7.11 Paragraph 8.6 of the supporting text refers to preservation of tranquil 

areas identified as a national resource by the National Noise Strategy. 

What tranquil areas are identified in Gateshead, what is the evidence base 

behind them, and where are they shown? 

Quarry reclamation and restoration 

7.12 Is Policy MSGP48 consistent with national policy for waste and the 

Framework? Where are the sites listed? Should there be maps in the Plan 

to show the boundaries of the sites listed? 

7.13 Should Policy MSGP48 be framed as an overarching policy with allocations, 

expressing constraints and potential mitigation measures, with maps of 

the sites provided? What is meant by ‘appropriate after-uses listed’ in 

Policy MSGP48? Would a developer understand what is required of them 

by Policy MSGP48? 

7.14 Is Policy MSGP48.3 sufficiently clear to be effective with regard to waste 

disposal capacity referred to in the supporting text at paragraph 8.7? 

7.15 Would new landfill sites be covered by Policies MSGP46 and MSGP48? 
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Waste management 

7.16 Is Policy MSGP49 consistent with national policy for waste? Have sufficient 

opportunities been identified to meet the identified needs of the area for 

the management of different waste streams? 

7.17 With regard to Policy MSGP50, is the requirement in criterion 3 for 140L of 

waste and recycling provision for flats or for 140L for each waste stream? 

Is this adequate? 

7.18 With regard to criterion 4 of Policy MSGP50, how would a developer 

understand what level of bin storage provision would be sufficient for 

other new developments? Would these other new developments be non-

residential in nature? 

Gateshead Wharf 

7.19 Would the Plan be effective in the absence of a map showing the extent of 

Gateshead Wharf with reference to Policy MSGP51? 

7.20 Should reference be made in Policy MSGP51 to any possible effects of 

operations at Gateshead Wharf on intertidal and subtidal habitat, and the 

scope for mitigation/compensatory measures to address any effects? 

7.21 Does Policy MSGP51 adequately address the Water Framework Directive, 

the Government’s A Green Future: Our 25 Year Plan to Improve the 

Environment, and the Tyne Estuary Habitat Vision? 

7.22 Is there sufficient reference in the Plan to marine aggregates? 

Brick clay 

7.23 Is Policy MSGP52 positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent 

with national policy and guidance and with the CSUCP? 

7.24 Where are the brick clay deposits at Lamesley referred to in Policy 

MSGP52 located? Would the Plan be effective in the absence of a map 

showing the known extent of the brick clay deposits? 

Dormant mineral sites 

7.25 Should all active and dormant quarries be indicated on the Policies Map or 

on maps within the Plan? 

7.26 What is the purpose of Policy MSGP53 and what would it achieve? Is Policy 

MSGP53 positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent with 

national policy and guidance and with the CSUCP? 

7.27 How do the sites referred to in Policy MSGP53 relate to the potential Areas 

of Search assessed in the Council’s Gateshead Minerals Areas of Search 

Report 2017? 

7.28 With regard to MSGP53.1 Land at Bog Wood, is the designation of this site 

justified by evidence regarding remaining mineral reserves? 

Unacceptable areas for mineral working 

7.29 Is Policy MSGP54 positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent 

with national policy and guidance and with the CSUCP? What is the 

evidential basis for Policy MSGP54’s approach? Should maps be provided 

within the Plan to clarify the extent of these areas? 
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Matter 8: Monitoring 

Issue 

Would the Plan be able to be monitored effectively to ensure timely delivery of 

its proposals and would it be in conformity with the CSUCP? 

Questions 

8.1 Does the Plan provide an appropriate framework for monitoring policies 

and proposals and is it consistent with the CSUCP? 

8.2 Does the Plan provide clear and effective guidance on implementation, 

monitoring targets and triggers for review? What mechanisms are there to 

assist site allocations in coming forward? 

8.3 Notwithstanding the monitoring trigger points set out in the CSUCP, how 

will the Council measure the term ‘significant’ which is used on numerous 

occasions within the monitoring framework? 

8.4 Could the Council explain the rationale for the reference to statements of 

common ground in monitoring Policy MSGP9 Digital Infrastructure? 

8.5 Should the monitoring framework make reference to the Housing Delivery 

Test with regard to Policy MSGP10? 

8.6 Are there other potential remedial actions available for Policy MSGP14? 

8.7 Should the monitoring framework for Policy MSGP30 refer to the Lead 

Local Flood Authority? 

8.8 For Policy MSGP32, do the trigger for remedial action and the potential 

remedial action relate well to one another? 

8.9 With reference to Policies MSGP48 and MSGP49, if there were inadequate 

waste management capacity would this trigger review of the Plan? 

 

Joanna Gilbert 

INSPECTOR 

25 July 2019 


