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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  

Soundness, and consistency with national policy 

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?  

3.1.1 The 2017 SHLAA (EV Ho02), 2018 SHLAA Update (EV Ho01), and 2019 Housing Supply Topic 
Paper (GC001.2) which also applies the SHLAA method, include a comprehensive assessment 
of all sources of supply of potential housing land, in accordance with national guidance on 
Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessments (HELAAs). These are listed in paragraph 
26 of the Housing Supply Topic Paper.  

3.1.2 Assessment of capacity includes the need for a robust method for assessing the capacity of 
individual sites as well as assessing the supply of land. Paragraphs 29 to 34 of the Housing 
Supply Topic Paper indicate the approach taken to estimating capacity. 

3.1.3 The process of assessing capacity commenced with the preparation of the CSUCP, which in 
terms of meeting identified needs included strategic housing allocations on former Green 
Belt land as a consequence of a shortage of alternative sites (as identified in the 2013 
SHLAA). The Inspector for the CSUCP considered this to be a sound approach and an 
inherently sustainable strategy, whilst also considering it appropriate for the Council to 
consider small scale previously developed Green Belt sites at this subsequent stage, 
following on from the strategic review which underpinned the CSUCP (GC002.1 paragraphs 
32 and 200).    

3.1.4 Therefore, associated with the comprehensive assessment of all options as described above, 
and the proposed allocation of all sites considered to be suitable, deliverable and/or 
developable, MSGP additionally proposes two deletions of land from the Green Belt for 
housing allocations, whilst there are several housing allocations proposed on land which is 
to remain in the Green Belt. 

3.1.5 In addition to proposed housing allocations, the designation of settlement envelopes might 
also be considered relevant. However the settlement envelopes proposed are unchanged 
from current designations, tightly drawn, and no development capacity has been identified 
for them.  

3.1.6 The Tyne Marshalling Yard is addressed by the answer to question 3.12 below, but it should 
be noted that policy MSGP5 reserves it for development which cannot be accommodated on 
a non-Green Belt site within the entire North East Local Enterprise Partnership area (Tyne 
and Wear, County Durham and Northumberland).   
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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?  

3.2.1 Proposed housing allocations on land currently in the Green Belt have not been 
incorporated in order to make up a shortfall in alternative sites, but taking into account the 
CSUCP Inspector’s recommendation, and the assessment of each site indicating that housing 
development would be likely to be granted permission regardless of whether the site is 
allocated, and to ensure the comprehensiveness of the Plan. However the Council’s housing 
requirement cannot entirely be accommodated on land outside the Green Belt. The Housing 
Supply Topic Paper (GC001.2) sets out the latest position on land supply for housing within 
the Plan period, and on the five-year land supply. The five-year land supply requirement is 
only narrowly met (Housing Supply Topic Paper, Table 4 on page 4). To some extent by 
contrast, Table 3 in the Housing Supply Topic Paper shows that the supply significantly 
exceeds the requirement over the Plan period, by more than 2000 dwellings. Therefore, only 
where proposed housing allocations in the Green Belt are required to contribute to the total 
supply over the Plan period, but not where they are required to contribute to the five-year 
land supply, could a case be made that they may not be needed. 

 3.2.2.  The following table shows the proposed housing allocations currently in the Green Belt. 
Several are permissioned and/or under construction (the capacities given exclude dwellings 
already built on some of the sites). Those which are shown as developable could be deleted 
from the proposed allocations without significantly endangering the supply over the Plan 
period as a whole, but the Council does not believe this would be the preferred approach. 
Inclusion of the sites within the supply follows the national guidance both on HELAAs and 
Green Belt. All the sites are previously-developed, and detailed permission would only be 
granted for schemes which accord with national Green Belt policy.  

 

Table 1: Capacity of proposed housing allocations in the Green Belt 

    Capacity 
deliverable 

Capacity 
developable 

MSGP 10.12 Axwell Hall Under 
construction 

deliverable 17  

MSGP 10.25 Charlie Street Permissioned (for 
1 dwg) (Proposed 
to delete from 
Green Belt) 

deliverable 3  

MSGP 10.26 Sealburn Fm (Proposed to 
delete from Green 
Belt) 

developable  5 

MSGP 10.45 Washingwell Cott  developable  3 
MSGP 10.47 Dunston Hill Hosp Outline permission developable  38 
MSGP 10.65 High Eighton Fm  developable  11 
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3.2.3 The development for housing of sites in rural locations raises questions about sustainable 
patterns of development. However, of the sites which are not already permissioned, only 
Hookergate School and Dunston Hill Hospital do not either immediately adjoin land in a 
built-up area excluded from the Green Belt, or, in the case of the two sites at Marley Hill, lie 
within an existing (and proposed) settlement envelope. Hookergate School is a substantial 
complex of buildings (a redundant secondary school) within the Green Belt but close to the 
settlement of High Spen, which has village facilities including shops and a primary school, 
and which will expand significantly as a result of two Village Growth Areas allocated by the 
Core Strategy (EV OD02). Dunston Hill Hospital, whilst within the Green Belt, adjoins housing 
already developed on part of the hospital site, and lies close to the Tyneside conurbation 
and major employment locations at the Team Valley and MetroCentre, and very close to the 
B6317 Whickham Highway which is served by a very high frequency of bus services.  

MSGP 10.69 Hedley Hall Cotts Being converted - 
lawful 
development 

deliverable 3  

MSGP 10.81 East Grange Proposed minor 
modification to 
delete the small 
part of the 
proposed 
allocation which is 
in the Green Belt 

   

MSGP 10.103 Marley Hill Sch Under 
construction. 
Within Settlement 
Envelope 

deliverable 15  

MSGP 10.106 The Grange, 
Marley Hill 

Outline 
permission. Within 
Settlement 
Envelope 

deliverable 3  

MSGP 10.108 Former Winlaton 
Care Village 

Under 
construction 

deliverable 3  

MSGP 10.110 Hookergate School  deliverable 50  
MSGP 10.111 Land at Barlow Rd Proposed minor 

modification to 
delete proposed 
allocation – 
capacity now 
estimated at under 
3 dwellings 

   

MSGP 10. 
114 

Land W of Beda 
Hill 

Proposed minor 
modification to 
delete the small 
part of the 
proposed 
allocation which is 
in the Green Belt 

   

Total    107 72 
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3.2.4 The inclusion of these sites enhances the range in terms of location, type of site and 
potential type of housing and market segment. The inclusion of this greater range of sites 
both in terms of location and in terms of market segment is part of the strategy for 
maximising the overall deliverability of the housing requirement.  

   

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?  

3.3.1 As indicated in the 2017 SHLAA (EV Ho02), greenfield Green Belt sites have not been 
considered in the selection of sites for proposed allocation in MSGP. 

3.3.2 It is important to set out the relationship between the proposed allocations in the Green 
Belt and national policy. All the sites are previously-developed land, and, moreover, either 
sites on which there are existing buildings, or, in the case of those with planning permission, 
sites where there were existing buildings when planning permission was granted (with the 
exception of one of those which is within a Settlement Envelope under both existing and 
proposed designations). The sites fall within one of the exceptions in clause (g) of  paragraph 
145 of the National Planning Policy Framework, namely  

“limited infilling or the partial or complete redevelopment of previously-developed 
land … which would … not have a greater impact on the openness of the Green Belt 
than the existing development” 

Development or redevelopment of the sites in question would therefore be required to 
conform to this policy, in order to avoid constituting inappropriate development for which 
very special circumstances would need to exist for development to be approved.  

3.3.3 Sites on previously-developed land (all of those in the Green Belt proposed for allocation in 
MSGP) were considered according to the approach described in paragraphs 23-32 of the 
SHLAA, which was used to assess the suitability of all sites whether Green Belt or not. There 
was no specific consideration of the sites against Green Belt policy. Existing permissions 
were granted taking full account of national Green Belt policy and any future permissions, 
which would be required before development could take place, would be required to take 
full account of that policy. 

3.3.4. The approach to detailed assessment of suitability was as described in paragraph 30 of the 
SHLAA – assessment by all relevant specialists within the Council, and by a senior and 
experienced Development Management officer. 

 

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?  

3.4.1 As stated above (paragraph 3.3.2) and for the reasons stated, the proposed allocations in the 
Green Belt, and proposed to remain in the Green Belt, have not been fully assessed against 
relevant Green Belt purposes. 
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3.4.2  The Council considered the role in terms of Green Belt purposes performed by the two sites 
which it is proposed to remove from the Green Belt, both of which are at Greenside (MSGP 
10.25 Charlie Street, and MSGP 10.26 Sealburn Farm). The sites are predominantly built-up. 
The maps and photographs in Appendix 2 below illustrate the extent and nature of building 
on each of the sites. 

3.4.3 The Strategic Land Review and Green Belt Assessment, carried out in three stages from 
2011-2014, formed part of the evidence base for the Core Strategy and Urban Core Plan (EV 
OD02), which considered the extent of the Green Belt in Gateshead both strategically and in 
detail with respect to the appropriateness of the precise boundaries. At the time this was 
carried out, neither of the two sites was proposed for removal from the Green Belt. 

3.4.4   The fundamental aim of Green Belts stated by the NPPF is “to prevent urban sprawl by 
keeping land permanently open; the essential characteristics of Green Belts are their 
openness and their permanence”. In addition the five purposes of Green Belts stated in the 
NPPF are: 

   a)  to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas; 

   b) to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another; 

   c) to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment; 

   d) to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns; and 

e) to assist in urban regeneration by encouraging the recycling of derelict and 
other urban land. 

The Council’s view is that the sites in question do not constitute open land now. With regard 
to purposes (a), (b) and (d) above, Greenside is not a large built-up area, being detached 
from the main Tyneside conurbation and a settlement not within the Green Belt but wholly 
surrounded by it; neither site is in a gap between settlements, much less towns; and neither 
Greenside nor anywhere nearby is a historic town. With regard to purpose (c), the sites are  
already predominantly built-up. With regard to purpose (e), it is difficult to distinguish 
between different sites in the Green Belt in terms of their contribution to encouraging urban 
regeneration, but these two sites are very small, and Greenside is some distance from 
locations with a significant amount of recyclable urban land, the sites at Metrogreen, a 
minimum of 4 miles away, being the nearest.  In summary, neither site makes any 
contribution towards any of the purposes of the Green Belt, as stated in paragraph 11 of the 
Council’s Response to Pre-Hearing Note 2: Green Belt (GC002.0). 

3.4.5 National policy provides that Green Belt boundaries should only be altered where 
exceptional circumstances are fully evidenced and justified. As indicated in the Council’s 
Response to Pre-Hearing Note 2, paragraph 10, the Council believes that exceptional 
circumstances demonstrating the need for changes, the more strategic of which were 
carried out by the Core Strategy, were established by the Core Strategy.  

3.4.6 NPPF indicates that Green Belt boundaries should be defined clearly, using physical features 
that are readily recognisable and likely to be permanent (paragraph 139 criterion (f)). At 
Charlie Street, the proposed new boundary follows property boundaries which are clearly 
identifiable on the ground and separate the predominantly-built-up site, and adjoining 
domestic curtilage, from partly-developed allotment land to the north west and an open 
field to the north east. In this case, the boundary is also an improvement on the existing 
boundary which is not fully identifiable or logical on the ground as it bisects the domestic 
curtilage of Sunningdale. At Sealburn Farm, the proposed boundary again follows a series of 
lines identifiable on the ground separating the cluster of farm buildings, which are  now 
more residential than previously, from the open agricultural land to the west. Visually, as 
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viewed from Lead Road, which passes the site, the edge of the settlement coincides with the 
access lane at the west edge of the site which it is proposed to make the new Green Belt 
boundary, and the terraced housing on the site is aligned with and visually strongly in 
keeping with housing nearby within the existing non-Green Belt settlement of Greenside.  In 
each case, the area proposed to be removed from the Green Belt does not project very far 
into the countryside, and development would not adversely affect the openness of the 
surrounding Green Belt areas.  

3.4.7 With regard to Charlie Street, the Inspector’s report on the Core Strategy states:  

“A site at Greenside was rejected at the stage one assessment as being too small to 
contribute to the strategic housing needs of the borough. It is divided into two small plots: 
one contains a large store/stable block and the other is occupied by a smaller structure. 
Based on an appeal decision in 2010, the landowner argues that the site should be removed 
from the Green Belt. That Inspector observed that the development before him would not 
cause any additional harm to the openness or visual impact of the Green Belt but dismissed 
the appeal on the grounds that any review of its boundaries should take place through the 
Local Plan process … I agree with my colleague that the openness and visual amenity of the 
Green Belt at Greenside are compromised by the existing buildings…” 

 The Council concurs with this assessment. 

3.4.8 At Sealburn Farm the site is already predominantly developed and includes housing which is 
visually part of the adjoining settlement of Greenside. The nature and extent of the buildings 
on the site is such that it makes no contribution to Green Belt openness or purposes, and 
therefore further development or redevelopment on the site would not adversely affect 
Green Belt openness or the other purposes of including land in the Green Belt. 

   

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

3.5.1 Sites included in the SHLAA (EV Ho02), and found unsuitable or undevelopable/ 
undeliverable, and therefore not proposed for allocation, have not been fully assessed 
against relevant Green Belt purposes. It was believed that such an approach would have 
been disproportionate where there was no prospect that they would merit allocation. 

3.5.2 Two sites in the Green Belt have been proposed by representors for allocation for housing: 

 Kibblesworth East Farm 

3.5.3 The Green Belt part of the site is a substantial greenfield area. Larger proposed greenfield 
deletions from the Green Belt were considered by the Strategic Land Review and, where it 
was found appropriate to propose them, were incorporated in the Core Strategy and Urban 
Core Plan.  Consistent with the exclusion from consideration of greenfield Green Belt sites as 
potential housing allocations within MSGP, development of the site would significantly 
adversely affect the openness of the Green Belt and constitute encroachment into the 
countryside contrary to purpose (c) of the purposes of the Green Belt stated in the NPPF.  
This would also materially affect the overall size of Kibblesworth which is one of the two 
settlements where the CSUCP Village Growth Area allocation policy GV5 includes a strict 
upper limit to prevent undue adverse impact on the character of the village. 
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 Land at Wardley Colliery 

3.5.4 The 2018 SHLAA Update (Ev Ho01) continued to find the site unsuitable on the basis that no 
scheme consistent with national Green Belt policy had been put forward. The site was 
granted outline permission for 144 dwellings after the submission of MSGP. The application 
was determined taking account of Green Belt purposes alongside other considerations, and 
it was considered that there were very special circumstances. Following this, the assessment 
for the 2019 Housing Supply Topic Paper (GC001.2) (incorporating work towards a 2019 
SHLAA Update) identified the site as suitable for housing, but the Council’s Viability 
Assessment has found that development, even of 144 dwellings which is a high density, 
would be unviable. Allocation of sites is on the basis that they are developable or deliverable 
and can contribute to the housing requirement within the Plan period. Therefore, the 
Council believes that the site should not allocated for housing at the present time. 

3.5.5 All relevant purposes of the Green Belt were fully considered during the planning application 
process, which as the application was submitted in 2016, took place parallel with and was 
able to inform consideration of the site in the SHLAA and MSGP preparation.    

3.5.6 Two sites in the Green Belt have been proposed by representors for inclusion in settlement 
envelopes: 

 Land at Marley Hill 

3.5.7 The land in question is mainly not developed and merges completely with the adjoining 
countryside, there being no physical feature for the proposed Green Belt boundary to 
follow. The existing boundary for MSGP35.7, carried forward from saved policy ENV38, along 
the unmade road Sandygate View, forms a clear, defensible long-term boundary for the 
settlement and is very much its visual edge.  

 Land at Ryton Woodside 

3.5.8 No settlement envelope exists at Ryton Woodside or is proposed. Whilst close to buildings, 
the site contributes to the openness of the Green Belt by being open land in the Green Belt. 
The question whether there should be a settlement envelope at Ryton Woodside is 
considered in response to question 3.16.  

 

3.6 How are the proposed allocations preferable for release from the Green Belt when 
considered against other reasonable alternatives?  

3.6.1 The proposed allocations which it is proposed to remove from the Green Belt (at Greenside) 
are the only sites suitable and available for housing which adjoin existing settlements 
excluded from the Green Belt and where a new Green Belt boundary can be identified which 
is more in accordance with national policy than the existing Green Belt boundary. In other 
locations on the edge of settlements and which it is proposed to allocate (High Eighton 
Farm; Washingwell Cottage), the existing Green Belt boundary forms a stronger and more 
defensible long-term boundary, allowing that it is not inconsistent with Green Belt policy for 
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redevelopment of previously-developed sites within it to take place. Therefore there are no 
reasonable alternatives within the Green Belt. 

3.6.2 To consider sites which are proposed for allocation for housing without being removed from 
the Green Belt, it should be noted that development would need to be in accordance with 
national Green Belt policy; and that this could take place without the sites being allocated in 
the Plan. Sustainable development patterns must be considered (see paragraph 3.2.3) but 
otherwise the Council does not believe that there is a requirement to demonstrate that 
these sites are preferable to any other sites.  

3.6.3 To consider the proposed allocations against the alternative of sites not in the Green Belt, 
since their total capacity is estimated at 8 dwellings it clearly cannot be stated that this 
capacity is not available within the urban area, as it is within the margin of error both of 
estimating the capacity of individual sites, and of the estimated availability of windfall sites 
within the Plan period. However, the sites are proposed for allocation on the basis that they 
are suitable and achievable within the Plan period without any damage to the purposes of 
the Green Belt.   

3.6.4 Paragraphs 3.2.1 and 3.2.2 above indicate the total numerical supply of housing. In these 
circumstances, and taking account of the uncertainty of delivery which inevitably applies to 
a large portfolio of sites over the whole duration of the Plan period, the Council does not 
believe that the proposed allocations are surplus; and notes that they contribute to the 
diversity of supply (above, paragraph 3.2.4). 

   

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?   

3.7.1  The two changes to the Green Belt boundary proposed will have a negligible impact on 
sustainable patterns of development. Nevertheless the allocation of these two sites and 
their deletion from the Green Belt is fully considered above, especially by paragraphs 3.4.1 
to 3.4.8. it is highly likely that they could be developed regardless of being allocated or 
deleted from the Green Belt. 

 

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?  

3.8.1  There are twelve sites located within and/or immediately adjacent to the Green Belt.  We 
concede that the assessment of the impacts on the Green Belt has not been well reflected in 
the comments section of the sites assessment; however, the Council’s consultants have 
confirmed that each of the twelve sites has been assessed to include consideration of 
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impacts to the Green Belt, which is reflected in the scores for objectives 8b and 9 of the SA 
Sites Assessment Criteria.   

3.8.2 It should be noted that the scores of both Objectives 8b and 9 are not based solely on 
whether a site is located in the Green Belt.  For example, Objective 8b also considers 
whether the site is located on previously developed land and whether it offers potential for 
renewable energy solutions, and Objective 9 considers the opportunity for a site to enhance 
environmental assets. Given these criteria, although the sites are located within the Green 
Belt, they did not score as negatively as one might expect as they are previously developed.   

3.8.3 An example of such a site is MSGP 10.49 (Part of Dunston Hill Hospital).  It scored positively 
for objective 8b because it is entirely previously developed, being the location of a former 
hospital.  Additionally, its location offers the opportunity to enhance the Green Belt and 
wildlife corridor through the incorporation of green infrastructure and landscape design, 
which resulted in a positive score for objective 9. 

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)  

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) 
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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?  

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

3.9a 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? 

3.9a.1 Paragraphs 7.5.1 to 7.5.20 of the Compliance Statement (SD11) explain how policy MSGP5 
meets the tests of soundness.  The site provides a rare opportunity for rail-freight related 
development that would support a modal shift of freight from road to rail.   Accordingly, the 
policy seeks to limit potential development to rail-related uses, while the scale of 
development would be limited to the area of previously developed land within the site.   

3.9a.2 The Plan provides clear guidance on requirements and constraints for the site, which reflect 
the Government’s objectives for the use of land in Green Belts.  Specific mitigation measures 
are identified in criteria 3 and 4 of the policy. 

3.10a Would the indicative site capacity be appropriate and has it taken account of any 
constraints and infrastructure requirements? 

3.10a.1 No capacity has been identified for the site. 

3.11a Would the site be deliverable and developable in the timescales envisaged? 

3.11a.1 As set out in paragraph 7.5.3 of the Compliance Statement (SD11), there are no current 
proposals for the site’s development.  Paragraph 7.5.13 notes that the policy does not seek 
to allocate land for a specific use (albeit the use must be rail-related): the policy will be 
applied by the Council as Local Planning Authority, with proposals determined through its 
Development Management function.  No timescales have been envisaged its development. 

3.12a 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? 
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How will openness be maintained on those sites which are allocated, but which remain in 
the Green Belt? 

3.12a.1 Paragraphs 7.5.17 and 7.5.18 of the Compliance Statement (SD11) explain that the policy is 
consistent with the NPPF’s approach to protecting land within the Green Belt.  The policy 
does not seek to alter Green Belt boundaries, nor does it anticipate the specific future use of 
the site.  Instead, it provides a framework that ensures that proposals which demonstrate 
very special circumstances supporting rail-related development clearly outweigh the harm to 
the Green Belt (MSGP5.2).  In addition to limiting built development to the area of 
previously developed land, it includes a requirement for proposals to include a strong 
landscape framework (MSGP5.4), ensuring openness is maintained. 

 

b.     b. Housing at Axwell Hall (MSGP 10.12);  
f.  Housing at part of Dunston Hill Hospital (MSGP 10.47); 
h.  Housing at Hedley Hall Cottages (MSGP 10.69);  
j.  Housing at Marley Hill School (MSGP 10.103)  
k.  Housing at The Grange, Marley Hill (MSGP 10.106); and  
l.  Housing at Former Winlaton Care Village (MSGP 10.108) 
 
These sites are permissioned, and in some cases under construction. At Hedley Hall Cottages 
the conversion from holiday let accommodation has been established to be lawful 
development. Details of the permissions are included in Appendix 1 of the Housing Supply 
Topic Paper (GC001.3).  

 
3.9b 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?  

3.9b.1 For these sites the process of granting planning permission has dealt with the issues raised. 
Where the permission is outline (Dunston Hill Hospital and The Grange, Marley Hill), the 
issues will be dealt with further when a reserved matters application is considered. 

3.9b.2 The SHLAA and Housing Supply Topic Paper provide sufficient information to confirm 
suitability and they rest on the more detailed investigation of constraints and mitigation  
outlined in the SHLAA methodology.  The Plan does not provide guidance on requirements, 
constraints or mitigation for any allocated housing site, and the Council does not believe it is 
necessary or appropriate to do so. Any further or alternative planning permission for any of 
these sites would take account of policies in the Local Plan as a whole and be required to 
conform to national policy.    

3.10b Would the indicative site capacity be appropriate and has it taken account of any 
constraints and infrastructure requirements?  

3.10b.1 The approach to Indicative site capacities is set out at paragraphs 29 to 34 of the Housing 
Supply Topic Paper.  
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3.11b Would the site be deliverable and developable in the timescales envisaged?  

3.11b.1 Four of the six sites are already under construction. The approach to categorising sites as 
deliverable or developable is in accordance with national guidance. 

3.12b 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?  

3.12b.1 These allocations reflect existing permissions. These were granted taking full account of 
national Green Belt policy. None of them adjoins an existing built up area excluded from the 
Green Belt, and there is no reason to consider changing Green Belt boundaries in respect of 
them.  

 

c.     c. Housing at Charlie Street (MSGP 10.25) (Green Belt release)  
d. Housing at Sealburn Farm (MSGP 10.26) (Green Belt release) 
  

3.9c 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?  

3.9c.1 The SHLAA and Housing Supply Topic Paper provide information to confirm suitability and 
rest on a more detailed investigation of constraints and mitigation as outlined in the SHLAA 
methodology. The Plan does not provide guidance on requirements, constraints or 
mitigation for any allocated housing site, and the Council does not believe it is necessary or 
appropriate for it to do so.  Any further or alternative planning permission relating to any of 
these sites would take account of policies in the Local Plan as a whole and be required to 
conform to national policy.    

3.10c Would the indicative site capacity be appropriate and has it taken account of any 
constraints and infrastructure requirements?  

3.10c.1 The approach to Indicative site capacities is set out at paragraphs 29 to 34 of the Housing 
Supply Topic Paper.  

3.11c Would the site be deliverable and developable in the timescales envisaged?  

3.11c.1 The approach to categorising sites as deliverable or developable is in accordance with 
national guidance. 

3.12c 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 (not applicable)?  

3.12c.1 This issue is fully considered in the response to question 3.4 above. 
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d.     e. Housing at Washingwell Cottage (MSGP 10.45)  
g. Housing at High Eighton Farm (MSGP 10.65) 
m. Housing at Hookergate School (MSGP 10.110)  
  

3.9d 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?  

3.9d.1 The SHLAA and Housing Supply Topic Paper provide information to confirm suitability and  
rest on a more detailed investigation of constraints and mitigation as outlined in the SHLAA 
methodology. The Plan does not provide guidance on requirements, constraints or 
mitigation for any allocated housing site, and the Council does not believe it is necessary or 
appropriate for it to do so. Any further or alternative planning permission relating to any of 
these sites would take account of policies in the Local Plan as a whole and be required to 
conform to national policy.     

3.9d.2 For Hookergate School, a substantial council-owned site, the Council has prepared a 
Development Framework, which has not been published but which can be supplied if 
required. 

3.10d Would the indicative site capacity be appropriate and has it taken account of any 
constraints and infrastructure requirements?  

3.10d.1 The approach to Indicative site capacities is set out at paragraphs 29 to 34 of the Housing 
Supply Topic Paper.  

3.10d.2 At Washingwell Cottage, the capacity has been reduced to 3 to reflect that most of the site 
would not be developed. In accordance with national Green Belt policy, development would 
be limited to the existing developed part of the site with the requirement that there would 
be no greater impact on openness than the present development. 

3.10d.3 The Development Framework for the Hookergate School site (see paragraph 3.9d.2) shows 
that the Council has taken account of constraints, in particular the need for a landscape and 
woodland buffer, in estimating the capacity. 

3.11d Would the site be deliverable and developable in the timescales envisaged?  

3.11d.1 The approach to categorising sites as deliverable or developable is in accordance with 
national guidance. 

3.12d 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?  

3.12d.1 Development of the sites would take full account of national Green Belt policy so that there 
would be no effect on the purposes of including land within it, and existing levels of 
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openness would be maintained. None of them adjoins an existing built up area excluded 
from the Green Belt, and there is no reason to consider changing Green Belt boundaries in 
respect of these allocations. 

 

e.     i. Housing at East Grange (MSGP 10.81) 
o. Housing at West of Beda Hill (MSGP 10.114) 

Each of these proposed allocations appears on the Policies Map as including a minority of 
land in the Green Belt. In each case this is an error. At Land West of Beda Hill, the extant 
planning permission includes land in the Green Belt but does not permit any built 
development on it. It is therefore unnecessary to include this land in the housing allocation. 
At East Grange there is no intention to allocate land within the Green Belt for housing and it 
is believed that the identified capacity can be accommodated within the large majority of 
the site which is not in the Green Belt. The revised boundaries are shown in Appendix 1 to 
this document, and the Council is proposing them as Minor Modifications (see the Council’s 
response to Inspector’s Question 4.12). 

 

f.  n. Housing at Barlow Road (MSGP 10.111) 

 More detailed assessment of the site has indicated that it is unlikely to support the 
development of more than two additional dwellings, as reported in Appendix 1 to the 
Housing Supply Topic Paper.  Therefore the Council proposes the deletion of this site from 
proposed MSGP allocations, as a Minor Modification (see the Council’s response to 
Inspector’s Question 4.12).  

 
Issue 3C: Development in settlements within the Green Belt 

3.13 Would Policy MSGP35 be consistent with relevant criteria of paragraph 145 of the 
Framework?  

3.13.1  The relevant criterion of paragraph 145 is criterion (e): “limited infilling in villages”. The 
Council considers that MSGP35 identifies the locations where this criterion can apply 
without adversely affecting the openness of the Green Belt or the purposes of including land 
within it. 

   

3.14 Would Policy MSGP35 be consistent with paragraph 140 of the Framework?  

3.14.1 Policy MSGP35 is considered to be consistent with paragraph 140 of the NPPF. The villages 
which are designated under this policy are small settlements, being significantly smaller than 
all but one (Blackhall Mill) of those villages which are excluded from the Green Belt. In no 
case do they possess a character which it is appropriate to protect by some other 
designation, with the exception of Marley Hill, which is also a designated Conservation Area 
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with very similar boundaries. As indicated by paragraph 7.34 of MSGP, the boundaries are 
very tightly-drawn around the “outer edge of the minimum area that forms the current 
development” of the settlement. The policy states that infilling will be permitted where it is 
keeping with the scale and character of the settlement. As the settlements are small  and 
because of their layout, development within them could impact on the openness of the 
Green Belt and hence it is appropriate to include them in the Green Belt rather than exclude 
them from it. At the same time, their layout is such that development in keeping with the 
scale and character, and which constitutes infilling, can sometimes takes place without 
adversely affecting the character of the Green Belt, which would not be the case in more 
open locations in the Green Belt. 

 

3.15 Are Policy MSGP35 and paragraph 7.35 of the supporting text consistent with one 
another?  

3.15.1 The Council considers that the policy and its supporting text including paragraph 7.35 are 
consistent with each other. Despite carefully considering the representation made, which 
appears to have been based at least partly on the misconception that the paragraph 
contains a typing error, the Council cannot see any inconsistency between the policy and the 
paragraph. 

 

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?  

 
3.16.1 Paragraph 7.35 briefly indicates that the Council does not consider that Ryton Woodside is a 

suitable case for the designation of a settlement envelope. It is a dispersed settlement 
comprising several small, physically separate groups of buildings, and to create a settlement 
envelope for it would result in a large development site on greenfield Green Belt land and a 
major alteration in the scale, and probably the character, of the settlement. Moreover there 
are few if any potential infill plots at Ryton Woodside where development could take place 
without adversely affecting the openness of the Green Belt. 

 
3.16.2  The purpose of settlement envelopes and the (in)appropriateness of designating Ryton 

Woodside as one may be illustrated by considering the plot identified by the representor Mr. 
Proud between Delhi Crescent and Garden Terrace. Although this is referred to as a “clear 
infill plot”, presumably because buildings and their curtilages face two of its three sides, it is 
in fact a prominent piece of open land fronting the main road though the settlement; 
therefore its development would reduce the openness of the Green Belt in a way which 
would not be the case if it was surrounded by other buildings and their curtilages. 

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

incorporate former commercial land?  

3.17.1 The land in question is mainly not developed and merges completely with the adjoining 
countryside. Development here would not constitute infilling within a village. There is no 
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boundary other than the existing one which would accord with the approach described of 
following the “continuous line forming the outer edge of the minimum area that contains 
the current development” of the settlement. Although photographs from an earlier period 
have been included with the representation, the only building on the site now is a small 
derelict garage. The existing boundary is very much the visual edge of the settlement. 

 

3.18 How would development proposals in other settlements within the Green Belt not 
addressed by Policy MSGP35 be dealt with in policy terms?  

3.18.1 National Green Belt policy would be used to determine proposals in these locations. Whilst 
this by definition includes criterion (e) of Paragraph 145 of the NPPF (“limited infilling in 
villages”), the Council considers that the number of places not in settlement envelopes 
where infilling could take place without damaging the openness of the Green Belt is very few 
indeed, but every proposal would be dealt with on its individual merits.   

APPENDIX 1 

Policies Map corrections 

(a) Policies Map Correction: Housing Allocation MSGP10.81 East Grange 

On the submission draft version of the MSGP Policies Map, the extent of proposed housing 
allocation MSGP10.81 East Grange is incorrectly shown as overlapping the boundary of the Green 
Belt in this location.  

The Council proposes to correct the boundary as shown on the second plan. 
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 (b) MSGP10.114 West of Beda Hill 

On the submission draft version of the MSGP Policies Map, the extent of proposed housing 
allocation MSGP10.114 West of Beda Hill is incorrectly shown as overlapping the boundary of the 
Green Belt in this location.  

The Council proposes to correct the boundary as shown on the second plan. 
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APPENDIX 2 

PROPOSED DELETIONS FROM THE GREEN BELT 

(a) Land at Charlie Street, Greenside 
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(b) Sealburn Farm, Greenside 
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