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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 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? 

2.1.1 Paragraphs 7.1.1 to 7.1.36 of the Compliance Statement (SD11) provide a thorough 
explanation of the consistency between policy MSG1 Employment Land Supply and the 
CSUCP, and explain how the approach to the level and distribution of employment land 
within the Plan is positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent with national policy.   

2.1.2 The 2018 Gateshead Employment Land Review (EV Ec01) provides information on floorspace 
completions (by use class) and take-up of land for employment uses, within tables 4.1 and 
4.3 respectively for years 2010/11 to 2017/18.  The Council has recently completed 
monitoring of employment land for 2018/19, and is therefore able to provide office 
floorspace completions and take-up of employment land as follows: 

Table 2.1: Office floorspace completions and take-up of employment land in Gateshead, 
2010/11 to 2018/19 

  Office floorspace 
completions (GIA sqm) 

Take-up of land for 
employment uses (ha) 

2010/11 11,541 0.7 
2011/12 7,264 1.84 
2012/13 5,096 1.4 
2013/14 3,579 - 
2014/15 - - 
2015/16 - 3.6 
2016/17 69 0.49 
2017/18 223 1.73 
2018/19 2,994 2.34 
Total 30,766 12.1 

 

2.1.3 The employment land take-up, and floorspace completions presented above can be 
considered within the context of minimum requirements for 70ha of net developable 
employment land (paragraph 9.14 of the CSUCP), and 102,400sqm gross internal area of 
office floorspace (paragraph 9.16 of the CSUCP) in Gateshead over the 2010-2030 plan 
period. 
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2.1.4 However, it is relevant to note the CSUCP (policy CS6.1) requires employment land to be 
“…identified and allocated to meet gross employment land requirements” (our emphasis).  
The gross employment land requirements, calculated in the 2012 Gateshead Employment 
Land Review (EV Ec02) within chapter 8 (summarised in table 8.6) include a significant 
allowance for the replacement of losses, and a (more modest) adjustment to provide a 
margin for choice / flexibility factor: these adjustments translate the employment land 
requirement from a ‘net’ to a ‘gross’ figure.  In this respect, the gross employment land 
requirements established in the CSUCP do not easily translate into an annualised rate of 
take-up or floorspace completions, and it would be appropriate to exercise caution when 
comparing the two. 

 

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? 

2.2.1 The proposed allocations of MSGP1 are capable of meeting a diverse range of business 
needs.  MSGP1 proposes to allocate 24 sites, with capacity for 31.57ha of net developable 
employment land.  This supply should be considered in addition to those sites allocated 
within the CSUCP, which provide 36.45ha of net developable employment land.  The 
portfolio of allocated employment sites range from 0.05ha to 22ha in size, with locations 
including: the Urban Core of Gateshead attractive to office uses; established industrial 
estates for industrial / manufacturing uses; locations with excellent road links to the wider 
region that are attractive for distribution and logistics, and; sites in outer urban / rural 
locations capable of supporting local business needs and rural economic growth.  As set out 
in paragraph 7.2 of the 2018 Gateshead Employment Land Review (EV Ec01), the proposed 
site allocations are considered to provide an appropriate range of sites in qualitative terms 
to meet the requirements of the CSUCP. 

2.2.2 The proposed site allocations in MSGP1 provide, when considered alongside those sites 
allocated and identified in the CSUCP, the following distribution of employment sites: 

 Table 2.2 Distribution of Gateshead employment allocations (CSUCP and MSGP) 
 Sites (number) Total net area (ha) 
Urban Core 6 10.7 
Key Employment Areas 11 38.19 
Main Employment Areas  11 13.36 
Local Employment Areas 2 1.36 
Outwith Employment Areas* 2* 4.41* 

 *includes assumed supply at Metrogreen 

2.2.3 Although neither the CSUCP nor its supporting evidence specify a required distribution of 
employment land across Gateshead, the distribution set out in table 2.2 appropriately 
reflects the strategic approach to employment land in Gateshead, responding both to 
business demands, and the CSUCP’s overarching spatial strategy set out in CS1. 
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2.2.4 In addition to the employment site allocations of MSGP1, consideration of the Plan’s 
approach to ensuring that business needs are met should also have regard to the allocation 
of Employment Areas within MSGP2 and MSGP3.  Key Employment Areas, Main 
Employment Areas, and Local Employment Areas are proposed to be allocated to provide 
businesses and landowners / freeholders with clarity that, in broad terms, proposals for 
business uses will be supported within those locations. 

2.2.5 The range and choice of sites, in terms of size, location, and appeal to different business 
sectors, provides an inherently flexible approach towards meeting future business needs 
that is sufficiently capable of adapting to change.  The Plan’s approach to managing the loss 
of employment land within policy MSGP4 also provides flexibility to respond to changing 
economic conditions. 

 

2.3  Was the methodology used to assess and select the proposed employment site allocations 
appropriate? Were reasonable alternatives considered and tested? 

2.3.1 The methodology used to assess and select the proposed employment site allocations is set 
out within chapter 2 of the 2018 Gateshead Employment Land Review (EV Ec01).  The 
Council considers the approach taken to be appropriate, and consistent with Planning 
Practice Guidance on Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessments. 

2.3.2 As set out within the 2018 ELR (paragraphs 2.2 and 2.3 of EV Ec01), a comprehensive review 
of potential development sites yielded a ‘long list’ of more than 400 separate development 
sites in total.  A minimum site size threshold (paragraph 2.4 of EV Ec01) was applied, and 
sites outside the scope of MSGP were excluded (as noted in paragraph 2.5 of EV Ec01, sites 
within the Gateshead Urban Core, and within the Metrogreen Area of Change were omitted 
from the 2018 ELR, as those locations were considered within the CSUCP).  The suitability, 
availability and achievability of these sites was then assessed (paragraphs 2.6 to 2.16 of EV 
Ec01), in keeping with the approach set out in Planning Practice Guidance. 

2.3.3 As explained in paragraph 2.1 of the 2018 ELR (EV Ec01), Gateshead’s Employment Land 
Review was prepared in parallel with the Council’s Strategic Housing Land Availability 
Assessment, with both evidence base documents informing the emerging Plan.  This 
contributed to a comprehensive approach to identifying potential development sites, and a 
coordinated assessment of potential uses that is in keeping with NPPF and Planning Practice 
Guidance.    

2.3.4 Paragraphs 7.1.21 and 7.1.22 of the Compliance Statement (SD11) explain that the sites 
recommended in the 2018 ELR for allocation within the Plan represent the most suitable 
sites for development in Gateshead, with the highest likelihood of being developed over the 
plan period.  Paragraph 7.1.21 also explains that “those sites not recommended for 
allocation effectively represent the alternative sites that were considered through the 
preparation of evidence”. 

2.3.5 MSGP seeks to provide land allocations and development management policies which 
supplement and support the strategic policies of the CSUCP, and the Plan’s approach to 



4 
 

allocating employment sites is consistent with the strategic approach set out in the CSUCP.  
In broad terms, alternative strategic approaches have already been considered when 
preparing strategic policies of the Local Plan, and MSGP therefore considered alternative site 
allocations within the parameters established by the CSUCP. 

 

2.4  Are the reasons for selecting the preferred sites and rejecting alternative sites clear and 
consistent? 

2.4.1 Chapter 5 of the 2018 Gateshead Employment Land Review (EV Ec01) sets out the 
assessment of employment sites.  A site assessment table summarising the appraisal of each 
site considered in the 2018 ELR is provided at Appendix 1 of the report.  The approach taken 
to assessing sites is clearly explained in chapter 2 of the 2018 ELR.  This approach is in 
keeping with relevant Planning Practice Guidance (provided within Housing and economic 
land availability assessment guidance), and has been applied consistently throughout the 
assessment, as demonstrated within chapter 5 and appendix 1 of the 2018 ELR.  The 
approach to assessing sites (including selecting preferred sites and rejecting alternative 
sites) is also consistent with the approach taken in the 2012 Gateshead Employment Land 
Review (EV Ec02) that informed the CSUCP. 

2.4.2 As set out within chapter 5 of the 2018 ELR, and paragraph 7.1.15 of the Compliance 
Statement (SD11), all sites assessed as suitable and available for employment uses, and 
where development is considered achievable, have been proposed for allocation in the Plan. 

2.4.3 The Council carried out extensive consultation activity at Draft Plan (Regulation 18 – October 
2017) and Submission Draft Plan (Regulation 19 – October 2018) consultation stages (as set 
out in the Consultation Statement, SD08), and it is relevant to note that (as set out in 
paragraphs 7.1.7 to 7.1.11 of the Compliance Statement, SD11) no representations were 
received which challenged the assessment of specific site allocations in MSGP1. 

 

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?  

2.5.1 A key element of the assessment of site suitability carried out as part of the 2018 ELR (EV 
Ec01) was consultation with relevant specialists within the Council, including transport 
planning officer, conservation officer, ecologist, land reclamation (contaminated land) 
officer and environmental health officer, to identify and understand potential constraints to 
development.  Comments from relevant officers were incorporated into the assessment of 
sites, with some consequently being considered unsuitable for development, or unlikely to 
be developed (not achievable) due to the prohibitive costs or reduction of developable area 
associated with the mitigation of constraints.  Some sites were assessed as being suitable for 
development subject to mitigation of potential impacts.  The approach to assessing site 
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constraints is set out within paragraphs 2.6 to 2.16 of the 2018 ELR, and is consistent with 
Planning Practice Guidance on Housing and Employment Land Availability Assessments; 
guidance on the assessment of site suitability (reference ID 3-018-20190722) is particularly 
relevant in this context.  The Council’s approach is also consistent with Planning Practice 
Guidance recommending that where constraints are identified, local planning authorities 
should consider what action could be taken to overcome them (formerly within reference ID 
3-022-20140306, now within reference ID 3-021-20190722).   

2.5.2 Where sites are considered suitable subject to mitigation of potential impacts, the identified 
constraints are not considered to be so severe as to significantly hinder the development of 
the site in question, and are rather issues that can appropriately be addressed through the 
development management process.  In this respect, it can be noted that there is often 
potential for a wide range of development schemes to come forward on land allocated for B-
use development, involving significantly differing degrees of development density, quantity 
of floorspace, land-take, access requirements etc.  Paragraphs 2.14 to 2.16, and 5.5 of the 
2018 ELR acknowledge that the wide range of potential B-use development often makes it 
difficult to specify what mitigation will be necessary.  However, based on the information 
available to the Council, and our current understanding of schemes likely to come forward, 
there is no evidence that there are significant constraints to any of the proposed allocations 
in MSGP1 which would prevent or delay development or adversely affect delivery or 
viability. 

2.5.3 A high proportion of proposed allocations within MSGP1 are situated within established 
industrial estates, and many site allocations involve the redevelopment of sites.  Only one 
proposed allocation, at Saltwell Business Park MSGP1.14, is located outwith an employment 
area allocated in MSGP2 or MSGP3, while land south of Portobello Trade Park MSGP1.14, 
adjoins the Portobello Primary Employment Area allocated in saved UDP policy JE1.9, and is 
proposed to be included in an expanded Main Employment Area allocated within MSGP3.6.  
The presence of established infrastructure (including roads, utilities etc) and appropriate 
environmental mitigation in established employment areas is considered to minimise the 
potential for unforeseen constraints to affect development. 

2.5.4 Some Key, Main and Local Employment Areas are affected by constraints such as flood risk, 
transport infrastructure or environmental designations that can affect multiple sites.  Such 
constraints have been considered in the assessment of site suitability carried out as part of 
the 2018 ELR (EV Ec01) – set out within chapter 5 and Appendix 1 of the report, and 
reflected in the selection of sites proposed for allocation in MSGP1.   

2.5.5 Where opportunities arise, the Council is able to work with partners to seek to address 
constraints affecting employment areas, in an effort to further support economic growth in 
the Borough.  One example is the Team Valley Flood Alleviation Project.  As set out in 
paragraph 5.13.9 of the 2018 ELR, the project aims to provide increased protection to 
around 350 businesses within the trading estate, and is being taken forward in partnership 
between Gateshead Council, the Environment Agency and other key stakeholders.  As noted 
in paragraph 5.9 of the 2018 ELR (EV Ec01), Gateshead Council also has a strong track record 
of facilitating development where needed, and is able to utilise CIL, other development 
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contributions and publicly owned land to enable high-quality employment space to come 
forward. 

2.5.5 Many proposed site allocations in MSGP1 benefit from planning permission for employment 
uses, with development underway on several sites.  Planning permissions give increased 
confidence that any constraints related to sites have been thoroughly considered by the 
Local Planning Authority and the developer, and can be appropriately mitigated.  Relevant 
information on the planning history of employment sites is provided in chapter 5 of the 2018 
ELR (EV Ec01) and summarised in the site assessment table at Appendix 1 of the report.  
Latest information (updated to August 2019) on relevant proposals and permissions related 
to sites is provided below. 

 Table 2.3 Relevant ongoing proposals and extant permissions related to employment site 
allocations 

Site Relevant ongoing proposal or extant permission 
MSGP1.5 Baltic 
Business Centre / Clark 
Chapman Works 

DC/16/01177/FUL – permission granted in July 2017 for 
erection of 11 no. industrial (use Class B2 and/or B8) 
(completed May 2019) 

MSGP1.7 Bath Road DC/16/00220/FUL – permission granted in September 2016 for 
erection of anaerobic digestion facility, biogas generation plant 
and associated infrastructure. 

MSGP1.10 West of 
Follingsby Way 

DC/18/00860/OUT – Decision pending for erection of 
business/industrial development (within Use Classes B1(c) 
and/or B2 and/or B8) 

MSGP1.12 White Rose 
Way 

DC/17/00636/FUL – permission granted in October 2017 for 
the erection of industrial facility (Use Class B1(c) and/or B8) 

MSGP1.14 Land South 
of Portobello Trade 
Park 

DC/18/01209/COU - permission granted May 2019 for the 
change of use from vacant land to commercial use B8 Storage 
and Distribution 
 
DC/18/00335/COU – Temporary permission granted July 2018 
for retrospective change of use from vacant land to B8 (Storage 
and Distribution) 

MSGP 1.15 Former 
Huwoods, Kingsway 
North 

DC/15/01137/OUT hybrid (part full, part outline) permission 
granted in December 2016 for B2/B8 development 

MSGP1.18 Princesway 
North 

DC/11/00419/OUT permission granted (followed by reserved 
matters) for industrial units B2/B8 and ancillary B1 uses.  Phase 
one implemented 2017/18.  Reserved matters for phase two 
approved in March 2018. 

MSGP1.19 Princesway 
Central / Centralway 

DC/19/005566/OUT Decision pending for B2 and B8 use 
development 

MSGP1.20 Former 
Npower site 

DC/17/01122/FUL Permission granted April 2018 for 
manufacturing and distribution facility (B1/B2/B8) 
 
DC/18/01218/OUT Permission granted January 2019 for 
erection of industrial unit (B2/B8) 
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2.5.6 Paragraphs 3.6 to 3.8 of the 2018 ELR (EV Ec01) consider trends in the take-up of 
employment land in Gateshead in detail, with particular regard to the assessment of take-up 
provided in the 2012 ELR (EV Ec02 [within paragraphs 4.17 to 4.22]) which informed the 
CSUCP.  Figure 3.1 of the 2018 ELR sets out a rolling five-year average take-up rate.  As noted 
in the Council’s response to question 2.1, the Council has recently collated monitoring 
information regarding employment floorspace completions and take-up.  Based on this 
information (provided in table 2.1 of this Statement), the five-year average take-up is 1.63ha 
per annum; the ten-year average is 1.21 ha per annum.  When considering the rate of take-
up, it is instructive to consider the anticipated contribution of some relatively large 
employment sites coming forward in the near future, including land at Follingsby South 
(22ha of net developable employment land, enabling works completed in June 2019), and 
Baltic Business Centre MSGP1.5 (2.8ha net developable area, completed May 2019). 

 

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?  

2.6.1 The Council has taken a consistent approach in estimating development capacity through 
preparation of the 2012 ELR (EV Ec02), which informed the strategic employment land 
policies of the CSUCP, and the 2018 ELR, which has been prepared to inform MSGP.  
Paragraphs 2.16 to 2.20 of the 2018 ELR summarise the approach taken to estimating 
development capacity, with site-specific comments provided in chapter 5 (assessment of 
employment sites and areas), and Appendix 1 of the report.  The approach taken has 
resulted in six of the 24 site allocations in MSGP1 identifying a net developable area that is 
smaller than the site’s gross area. 

2.6.2 Proposed employment allocations in MSGP1 are predominantly located in established 
employment areas, where environmental and infrastructure constraints, where present, 
have generally already been mitigated without the need for significant on-site mitigation. 

2.6.3 Several sites in MSGP1 were allocated within 2007 UDP policy JE2.  The 2018 ELR (EV Ec01) 
provides a refreshed assessment of development capacity of such sites, excluding land that 
has been developed since the UDP’s adoption, or making other changes to site boundaries, 
with commensurate changes to the estimated net developable area of some sites.  The 
approach taken to identifying site boundaries in the 2018 ELR has used boundaries set out in 
relevant planning applications / permissions, where available.  Where the planning history of 
sites does not show relevant proposal or planning permission, or where they are considered 
out of date, the Council has sought to establish a narrowly-drawn site boundary that 
excludes or minimises land that would be unlikely to offer potential for development.   

2.6.4 Notwithstanding the approach taken to identifying site boundaries, where the assessment of 
site constraints has suggested that on-site mitigation will be necessary, as noted in 
paragraph 2.16 of the 2018 ELR (EV Ec01), the estimated net developable area of sites 
allocated in MSGP1 takes into account the on-site mitigation of constraints.  In addition, as 
noted in paragraph 2.19 of the 2018 ELR, in order to avoid double-counting of employment 
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land capacity, where sites contain (or have contained) premises that were occupied for B-
use classes after the start of the plan period, the net developable area has taken into 
account the potential loss of existing land/premises through redevelopment. 

 

2.7  Is Policy MSGP1 clear about how employment land would be allocated? Should reference 
be made to Appendix 1 within Policy MSGP1 itself?  

2.7.1 The Council considers that the clarity of the policy could be improved by including reference 
to Appendix 1 within the policy, with consequent removal of reference to Appendix 1 from 
supporting text at paragraph 4.1.  This modification would also improve consistency of 
approach between MSGP1 and MSGP10.  The following modifications are proposed: 

 “MSGP1 Employment land supply  
Sites with capacity for 31.57 hectares of net developable employment land are allocated for 
B1, B2 and B8 uses, as identified in appendix 1, and represented on the Policies Map.  A 
minimum supply of 24 hectares of deliverable employment land, capable of meeting 
quantitative and qualitative needs over a rolling five-year period will be maintained for B1, 
B2 and B8 uses. 
 
4.1 Sites allocated for employment use provide a diverse range of available sites that 
are likely to come forward for development within the plan period. Sites are allocated to 
meet quantitative and qualitative needs for development, providing a range of sites capable 
of meeting future business needs across anticipated growth sectors. The availability of 
employment land will be kept under regular review to ensure that an appropriate supply is 
maintained to meet short term needs. Appendix 1 identifies sites allocated for employment 
uses (within use classes B1, B2 and B8). Sites are also represented on the Policies Map 
accompanying the Plan.” 

 

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?  

2.8.1 Following Submission of the Plan, the Council identified a typographical error in Appendix 1: 
site Allocation MSGP1.18 Princesway North should have net developable land of 2.88ha, 
rather than 4.41ha.  This is a consequence of 1.53ha of land being developed in the first 
phase of the site in 2017/18 (as set out in paragraph 5.13.11 of the 2018 Gateshead 
Employment Land Review (EV Ec01).  The Council wishes to propose a modification to 
Appendix 1 to address this error.  The error made in Appendix 1 does not affect the total 
employment site capacity figure of 31.57ha in MSGP1. 

 

2.9  Is the net developable land (ha) for Site MSGP1.20 Former Npower site at 0 ha?  
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2.9.1 Paragraph 2.19 of the 2018 ELR (EV Ec01) explains that as the need for employment land set 
out within the CSUCP is based on a 2010 to 2030 plan period, where sites have been 
occupied since April 2010, the net additional employment land provided by the site has been 
calculated taking into account the potential loss of existing premises.  This approach avoids 
potential double-counting of employment land take-up, and has been applied consistently 
throughout the assessment of sites.  Paragraph 5.13.11 of the 2018 ELR (EV Ec01) explains 
the former NPower site was (wholly) occupied in April 2010, and its development is 
therefore not considered to contribute towards take-up of employment land over the plan 
period.  The site was cleared in around 2016, and the Council wishes to support the 
redevelopment of this significant site within the Key Employment Area by allocating it for 
employment uses.  Accordingly, although its gross area is 1.96ha, the net developable area 
(for the purpose of calculating the supply of employment land to meet needs over the plan 
period) is counted as 0. 

 

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? 

2.10.1 Appendix G of the Sustainability Appraisal (EV OD01) assessed employment sites against 
relevant environmental, social and economic objectives, which are identified in the 
Sustainability Objectives set out in Table 4.2 of the SA.   

2.10.2 The SA identified predominantly positive to neutral impacts from employment site 
allocations.  Section 5.2 of the SA (EVOD01) summarises the results of the site allocations 
appraisal, and notes only two proposed employment site allocations (MSGP1.1 and 
MSGP1.2) received a negative score (of -1 for each).  The policy appraisal of MSGP1 provided 
in Appendix H of the SA notes that, in broad terms, the application of other policies in MSGP 
and the CSUCP (notably including MSGP30 Flood Risk Management) to development 
proposals can adequately address any potential adverse effects identified. 

2.10.3 Accordingly, the SA concludes that potential adverse impacts associated with development 
sites can appropriately be mitigated.  This conclusion is consistent with the Council’s own 
assessment of the potential constraints affecting employment sites, set out through the 
assessment of site suitability (and also considered in the assessment of achievability) within 
the 2018 ELR (EV Ec01). 

 

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?  

2.11.1 Paragraphs 7.2.1 to 7.2.30 of the Compliance Statement (SD11) set out how MSGP2 
responds to the requirements of the NPPF (including being positively prepared, justified and 
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effective).  The policy is considered to be consistent with paragraphs 80 to 82 of the NPPF: 
allocation of Key Employment Areas reflects identified business needs for development in 
these locations, while the policy’s approach is consistent with policy CS5, which seeks to 
promote growth sectors and support economic clusters at Team Valley Trading Estate 
(advanced manufacturing) and Follingsby (distribution and logistics). 

 

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 demonstrate an operational 
reason for locating there and to be compatible with existing business activity there?  

2.12.1 The Urban Core is the priority location for office uses in Gateshead, as established by policy 
CS1.3 and elsewhere within the CSUCP.  Nonetheless, in order to support demand for out-of-
town office development, the Team Valley Trading Estate and Metrogreen have been 
identified in the CSUCP as being suitable for “a limited amount” of office use (policy CS6.2.ii).  
Supporting text to policy CS6 (paragraph 9.19 of the CSUCP) makes clear that locations 
identified for out-of-town office development “will accommodate business needs and office 
specifications that cannot be accommodated within the Urban Core, ensuring economic 
growth is not compromised by limited site availability”.   

2.12.2 The requirement set out in MSGP2.1, that: “all development and change of use proposals for 
office development must demonstrate an operational reason for locating within the team 
valley and be compatible with existing business activity on the estate” responds to three 
interrelated policy objectives.  Firstly, the approach supports the role of Gateshead’s Urban 
Core by focussing appropriate office development towards Urban Core sites.  Secondly, it 
reflects the NPPF’s inclusion of office uses as a main town centre use (Team Valley Trading 
Estate is an out of centre location, but its identification as being a suitable location for office 
uses within policy CS6.2 is considered to obviate the NPPF’s requirement that proposals for 
main town centre uses carry out a sequential test, as proposals for “a limited amount” of 
office development would be considered to be in accordance with an up-to-date plan (NPPF 
paragraph 86)).  Lastly, the approach contributes to ensuring the Team Valley continues to 
primarily be attractive for advanced manufacturing and engineering uses (as set out within 
policy CS5.2.v). 

2.12.3 The Council has set out the reasons for proposals for office development within MSGP2.1 
Team Valley Trading Estate to be required to demonstrate an operational reason for locating 
there and to be compatible with existing business activity within our response to 
representation reference 3 (UK Land Estates), provided within the Schedule of 
Representations (SD06).  The approach to office development at Team Valley Trading Estate 
is also discussed at paragraph 5.13.7 of the 2018 ELR (EV Ec01). 

 

2.13  Should the Dukesway/Minories site be excluded from the Team Valley Trading Estate KEA? 

2.13.1 Ares Management L.P. objected to the inclusion of the Dukesway/Minories site (site 
reference G43 in the 2018 ELR [EVEc01]) within the Team Valley Trading Estate during 
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consultation on the Submission Draft Plan (Regulation 19 stage), and the Council’s response 
to representation reference 2 is set out in the Schedule of Representations (SD06). 

2.13.2 The extent of the Team Valley Trading Estate KEA in MSGP2.1 is consistent with the area 
identified in policy CS3 of the CSUCP, and (as noted in the response to question 2.11 in this 
Statement) the Council considers policy 2.1 (i.e. the allocation of the Team Valley Trading 
Estate KEA identified in the Policies map) to meet NPPF requirements that policies are 
justified, effective and consistent with national policy. 

2.13.3 The exclusion of the Dukesway/Minories site from the Team Valley Trading Estate KEA could 
result in a substantial portion of unallocated ‘whiteland’ in one of the most significant 
locations for manufacturing uses and economic growth in the region.  The relative lack of 
vacant development sites in the KEA (paragraph 5.13.2 of the 2018 ELR), combined with the 
recognition of the strategic importance of the estate for the economy of Gateshead and the 
wider region indicate that it would not be appropriate to exclude the site from the KEA 
boundary. 

2.13.4 Ares’ recommendation that the land is allocated as an expansion to the adjacent Retail 
World is not supported by any evidence of unmet need for retail uses in Gateshead (see 
paragraphs 7.7.10 to 7.7.13 of the Compliance Statement SD11).  Conversely, there is 
considerable evidence of demand for B-use development at Team Valley Trading Estate (as 
set out in paragraphs 9.67 to 9.70 of the 2012 ELR [EVEc02]) and paragraphs 5.13.1 to 5.13.7 
of the 2018 ELR [EV Ec01]) – it can also be noted that development for industrial uses at 
nearby sites in the estate are coming forward.  Based on the evidence currently available, 
the Council therefore considers that allocating the Dukesway / Minories site for retail use 
would not be compatible with the expectations of NPPF paragraph 120a, which requires 
that, where there is no reasonable prospect of an application coming forward for the 
allocated use, land should be reallocated for a more deliverable use that can help to address 
identified needs. 

 

2.14  Should Policy MSGP2 make reference to supporting uses within industrial estates, such as 
convenience and service facilities? 

2.14.1 As set out in the Council’s response to representation reference 3 provided in the Schedule 
of Representations (SD06), policy MSGP4.3(a) allows for potential supporting uses within 
Employment Areas.  The Council considers policy MSGP4 provides a clear and unambiguous 
approach to potential convenience and service facilities within Employment Areas (including 
KEAs) that should not be duplicated or replaced by modification(s) to MSGP2. 

 

2.15  Does the first part of Policy MSGP3 refer to both Main Employment Areas (MEA) and Local 
Employment Areas (LEA)?  

2.15.1 The first sentence of MSGP3 refers to both Main Employment Areas (MSGP3.1 to 3.6) and 
Local Employment Areas (MSGP 3.7 to 3.10).  The Council wishes to propose a modification 
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to MSGP3 to address potential ambiguity: “The ability of Gateshead’s other Main 
Employment Areas and Local Employment Areas to provide…” 

 

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?  

2.16.1 Paragraphs 7.4.1 to 7.4.33 of the Compliance Statement (SD11) explain how policy MSGP4 
meets the NPPF’s tests of soundness.  With regard to MSGP4.1(a), and MSGP4.2(a), 
paragraph 7.4.16 explains that the marketing periods have been determined from an 
assessment of the marketing periods for vacant employment land and premises, contained 
within Appendix 4 of the 2018 ELR (EV Ec01).  Evidence from this assessment identified that 
the upper quartile marketing duration (i.e. marketing periods were ranked in order of 
duration, with upper quartile being the top 25% longest marketing period) for vacant 
premises in KEAs was 35 months, and around 23 months at MEAs.  The policy seeks to limit 
‘losses’ of employment land at KEAs and MEAs to those sites where there is no reasonable 
prospect of land coming forward for employment use, and the specified marketing periods, 
applying evidence of average marketing durations for ‘lower demand’ sites in KEAs and 
MEAs, contributes to this objective. 

2.16.2 Criteria 1(a) and 2(a) of MSGP4 each refer to “evidence of unsuccessful marketing for 
employment use with at least one recognised commercial agent at local market rental 
levels”.  In practice, the evidence expected is the minimum level of marketing activity (albeit 
with a specified duration) that would normally be carried out to advertise the sale / letting 
of a site.  It is considered this approach provides sufficient clarity for landowners / 
developers, while avoiding an overly-prescriptive approach which may not feasible for every 
site. 

 

2.17  Is Policy MSGP4 positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent with national policy 
and guidance and with the CSUCP?  

2.17.1 Paragraphs 7.4.1 to 7.4.33 of the Compliance Statement (SD11) provide detail on the 
approach taken to preparing policy MSGP4, and explain how the policy meets the tests of 
soundness, and is compatible 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? 

2.18.1 The 2007 UDP set out a hierarchy of two categories of employment area: Primary, and 
Secondary Employment Areas.  Gateshead’s emerging Local Plan (including the adopted 
CSUCP and MSGP) seeks to provide a more nuanced approach to supporting economic 
growth, with three categories of employment area: Key Employment Areas, Main 
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Employment Areas and Local Employment Areas.  This approach responds both to the broad  
economic conditions, and site specific factors observed through preparation of the 2012 ELR 
(EV Ec02), the 2016 Newcastle and Gateshead Employment Land and Property Demand 
Assessment (PDA [EV Ec03]) and the 2018 ELR (EV Ec01).  In particular, paragraphs 7.4 and 
7.5 of the 2018 ELR, and page 76 of the 2016 PDA set out recommendations regarding the 
protection of employment land in Gateshead, and the relative levels of protection that 
should be afforded to Key, Main, and Local Employment Areas.  The approach is also 
explained in paragraph 7.4.13 of the Compliance Statement (SD11). 

2.18.2 Gateshead’s Local Employment Areas serve to support local business needs.  Because of the 
relatively small scale of these employment areas, and localised market demand from 
prospective occupiers, the criteria-based approach set out in parts 1 and 2 of MSGP4 (i.e. an 
approach that requires a specified marketing period, and consideration of potential impact 
on existing businesses / future employment uses) could too easily establish an unduly 
restrictive, or flexible policy approach to alternative uses at Local Employment Areas, 
depending on the thresholds chosen in the policy. 

2.18.3 Accordingly, the Council considers that proposals for non-employment uses at LEAs should 
be considered on their merits, with regard to relevant policies of the CSUCP and other MSGP 
policies (when identifying potential constraints to development and opportunities for 
mitigation).  MSGP3 establishes appropriate boundaries for LEAs, based on up-to-date 
evidence in the 2018 ELR (EV Ec01): accordingly, application of paragraph 120 of the NPPF 
requires applicants to demonstrate that there is no reasonable prospect of specific sites 
within LEAs coming forward for B1b, B1c, B2 or B8 uses and, in accordance with criterion b 
of paragraph 120, demonstrate that the proposed use would contribute towards meeting an 
unmet need for development in the area. 

 

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? 

2.19.1 A relatively small floorspace threshold is identified in MSG4.3a to minimise the potential 
adverse impact of supporting facilities within Employment Areas (often main town centre 
uses) on the vitality and viability of established centres in Gateshead: limiting potential 
‘exceptions’ to less than 200m2 also seeks to minimise the potential loss of employment land 
and premises that have a significant role in supporting growth in b-use classes.   

2.19.2 Although some supporting facilities set out in MSGP4.3a may commonly operate from 
premises with more than 200m2 (nurseries and gyms, for example), expanding the scope of 
the policy to allow a greater floorspace area for such uses has potential to undermine the 
policy’s objectives relating to the protection of employment land and minimising adverse 
impacts on existing centres. 

2.19.3 Paragraph 7.4.19 of the Compliance Statement (EV Ec01) explains that the 200m2 floorspace 
threshold has been used in the equivalent policy requirement of Gateshead’s 2007 UDP 
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(policy JE1).  It provides a clear floorspace threshold that has been used effectively in the 
Development Management process, allowing supporting facilities within Employment Areas 
to accommodate a floorspace area that allows businesses to function.  In the absence of 
clear evidence of an appropriate maximum unit size, the 200m2 floorspace area is proposed 
to be retained in MSGP4. 

 

Targeted 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? 

2.20.1 Yes, Policy MSGP6 would be positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent with 
national policy and with the CSUCP, as set out in the Compliance Statement (SD11) at 
paragraphs 7.6.1 to 7.6.17.  The policy supplements CSUCP CS5.7 and will contribute to the 
achievement of CSUCP Strategic Objective SO2: To increase our economic performance, 
resilience, levels of entrepreneurship, skills and business formation…; further guidance is 
and will be set out in the Planning Obligations SPD. The previous exclusion of housing 
schemes under 100 has now been deleted for clarity/simplification.  Going forward all major 
applications will be considered.           

 

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

2.21.1 Residents of the Borough of Gateshead i.e.: the Planning Authority Area. 

 

2.22 How would the requirements of Policy MSGP6 be applied during both construction and 
occupation of development?  

2.22.1 The Council’s stated policy is that local residents should benefit from developments.  This 
will be achieved in the construction and occupation phases via Training and Employment 
Plans (TEMPS) agreed between all parties.  Gateshead Council has an established 
partnership of strategic bodies including itself, Gateshead College, Northumbria University 
and DWP/Jobcentre Plus under the “Gateshead Works “ banner.  This can assist if required 
and offers free recruitment and skills assistance to any employer including those in the 
construction and occupation phases.  Employers are free to utilise their own/existing 
recruitment and training  methods or utilise this high quality offer or indeed mix both. 

 

Retail Provision and Retail and Leisure Impact Assessment 
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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? 

2.23.1 Policy MSGP7 is consistent with the NPPF (paragraph 85) which states that local planning 
authorities should define a network and hierarchy of town centres and promote their long-
term vitality and viability, providing a flexible approach to allow a suitable mix of uses in 
such locations. In accordance with the NPPF policy MSGP7 designates the boundaries of 
each district and local Centre within the hierarchy.  As part of the retail health check update, 
(EV Ec05 & 06), the boundary of each centre has been reviewed based on occupiers, recent 
planning permissions, local plan evidence on retail needs and development opportunities 
and an analysis of the vitality and viability indicators as indicated in the planning practice 
guidance (Paragraph: 006).  

2.23.2 MSGP7 will supplement CSUCP Policy CS7 Retail and Centres, which defines the retail 
hierarchy for Gateshead and Newcastle, recognising the role that different centres play 
(specifically pages 64 to 69). This policy seeks to protect the role of centres within the 
hierarchy to ensure their vitality and viability, and to ensure they continue to meet the 
particular needs of their community, and this approach is considered to be suitably flexible 
to allow for decisions to be made on a case by case basis.  

2.23.3 The justification for this policy is set out in the SD11 Compliance Statement (Page 67-69), 
which details the evidence base which underpins the policy, which will be delivered through 
the development management process.  

2.23.4 This policy seeks to protect the role of centres, by only permitting development outside of 
Use Class A1 which contributes to a centres vitality and viability. It is recognised that non-
retail uses can be significant in helping to support the vitality and viability of centres. This 
policy is therefore considered to align with paragraph 85 of the NPPF  - it allows for other 
uses where they would support the centre’s role. However, it is important to ensure that 
centres are not adversely affected by non-retail uses. Therefore, proposals for non-A1 uses 
will be assessed to ensure that they do not dominate or fragment the centre to the 
detriment of its retail function. MSGP7 will also be applied by requiring commercial units to 
provide an active ground floor frontage in order to maintain a lively and attractive street 
scene, therefore promoting the vitality and viability of the centre.  

2.23.5 The current policy approach is based on the saved UDP Policy RCL5 which restricts non-A1 
retail frontages exceeding 30% of properties in some district centres. However, the evidence 
indicates that this policy is used infrequently, is too restrictive and does not take into 
consideration the performance of each centre and their overall ‘health’.  The role and 
function of centres are changing and there is recognition that non-retail uses can in some 
cases support centres. The Use Class Order has been amended to allow greater flexibility in 
the reoccupation of units which may be no longer suitable for operator requirements.  

2.23.6 Retail surveys are undertaken on an annual basis to monitor the number of existing non-A1 
uses, the presence of vacant shops and the general retail health of the centre. This will 
ensure the effectiveness of MSGP7 will be monitored. 
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2.24 What effect would the inclusion of the former Churchill’s site east of Chainbridge Road 
have on Blaydon District Centre? 

2.24.1 It is considered that the inclusion of the former Churchill’s site to the east of Chainbridge 
Road within Blaydon District Centre (prior to development being tested/coming forward) 
would potentially pose a risk to the vitality and viability of the centre.  

2.24.2 The Council is proposing the removal of this site from the Blaydon employment area through 
MSGP on the basis of being surplus to employment land requirements, to allow a more 
flexible approach to its future development taking into account the landowner’s intentions 
and recognising its relatively good edge-of-centre location.  

2.24.3 The site was granted outline planning permission (ref. DC/16/01151/OUT) for a mixed-use 
retail and leisure development following consideration of a number of key issues which had 
to be overcome for the proposed development of the site to be considered acceptable. It 
was granted on the basis of a retail impact assessment to test the impacts of the proposed 
scheme, which included a discount food store and a DIY store, with conditions imposed to 
restrict amalgamation and sub-division of units, and a legal agreement to restrict occupation 
of the discount foodstore to the named operator.  

2.24.4 A subsequent reserved matters application (DC/17/01393/REM) was submitted and then 
withdrawn followed by a new full application (DC/18/00533/FUL) which was also withdrawn 
further to a recommendation to refuse. The scheme under the latter was substantially 
different to the scheme granted permission and was considered to unacceptably impact on 
the vitality and viability of the centre, specifically by including additional floorspace and 
units, and relying on the relocation of the existing B&M store from the centre to the site , 
thus increasing vacancy. 

2.24.5  Therefore whilst the Council has accepted that the site could be developed for retail/town 
centre uses which could contribute to provision within the centre, this would need to be 
tested in accordance with the NPPF and relevant Local Plan policies at the appropriate time 
to ensure that development complements and does not undermine the vitality and viability 
of the existing centre.  

2.24.6 The Council is also clear that the site is not needed to meet an identified need, as set out in 
the SD11 Compliance Statement (pages 67-69), with needs identified in the retail evidence 
base already coming forward within the existing centres (including Morrisions and related 
development in Blaydon).  

 

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? 



17 
 

2.25.1 National Policy allows the consideration of impacts below the NPPF threshold of 2,500 
square metres (paragraph 89) whilst the CSUCP states that local thresholds for impact 
assessment will be established in Local Development Documents to reflect the scale and 
nature of centres.  

2.25.2 The purpose of requiring a locally set impact assessment is to ensure that the vitality and 
viability of existing centres is reinforced through new developments coming forward. The 
CSUCP gives priority and makes provision for retail development in allocated centres and it is 
important that the retail policies in MSGP support this approach. The evidence to support 
the locally set threshold of 500m² is detailed in the 2018 Gateshead Retail Impact Report (EV 
Ec04).  

2.25.3 In Gateshead there is already a large proportion of out of centre retail and leisure 
floorspace, and some centres in Gateshead are poorly performing or are at risk (Retail 
Health Checks), so it is considered necessary to set a lower impact assessment threshold to 
protect against the individual and cumulative effects of applications. A number of other local 
authorities, as indicated in the evidence, have adopted their own local thresholds below the 
default 2,500m² outlined in the NPPF. Developments at and above  500m² tend to draw 
trade from outside of their immediate local vicinity, whilst most in-centre units are much 
smaller than this. Therefore, developments of this size and above will be required to 
demonstrate that they do not have an unacceptable impact upon designated centres. The 
evidence therefore recommends that the council adopts a local floorspace threshold policy 
of 500m² for retail and leisure floorspace.  

2.25.4 Since the adoption of the CSUCP, the council has asked for a proportionate assessment of 
impact to accompany applications for retail proposals which are below 2,500m². These 
assessments have been very useful in helping to guide planning decisions. This approach has 
helped to formulate the approach and development of Policy MSGP8. 

 

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? 

2.26.1 The definition of the catchment area referred to in the second bullet point of MSGP para 
4.18 will be proposal specific taking into account factors such as the location of comparable 
facilities, accessibility and the scale and form of development proposed. It will be for the 
applicant to define the relevant catchment area in consultation with the planning authority 
where required.  

 

Digital Infrastructure 

2.27 How would the Council ascertain which developments Policy MSGP9 would be applied to? 
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2.27.1 The Council wishes to propose a minor modification, providing an additional paragraph to 
this policy’s supporting text that will clarify what the Council considers to be an appropriate 
development: 

 “Early engagement with digital infrastructure providers can ensure new developments 
provide the physical infrastructure needed to access high speed broadband and 
telecommunications infrastructure.  All proposals for new dwellings and new business 
premises will be required to demonstrate that engagement has taken place with a relevant 
digital infrastructure provider to explore how digital communication networks can be 
integrated into the development.  The requirements of policy MSGP9 will be satisfied by the 
submission of a statement (required either at application stage or through a planning 
condition) explaining the outcome of this engagement.“ 

 

2.28 Is Policy MSGP9 positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent with national policy 
and with the CSUCP? Would digital infrastructure be deliverable? 

2.28.1 Policy MSGP9 is considered to be positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent with 
national policy and the CSUCP, as set out in the Compliance Statement (SD11, pages 76-80).  
The Council has engaged with digital infrastructure providers who are keen to work with 
developers to ensure that sites are connected to the digital infrastructure network from the 
outset.  The policy will contribute to the achievement of strategic objectives SO2, SO6 and 
SO10, and is in accordance with the Government’s drive to ensure new development is 
serviced by high-quality digital connections. 

 

 

 


