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Matter 5: Transport and Accessibility  

Issue  

Is the Plan’s approach in terms of transport and infrastructure justified, effective and consistent with 
national policy and the CSUCP?  

Mitigating impacts of development on the transport network  

5.1  What are the implications/requirements for transport infrastructure and how have these been 
taken into account? How will improvements be delivered and funded? 

5.1.1 A note entitled ‘Traffic Modelling Comparison 2019’ is entered into evidence (Ref. EV Tr 03).  The 
note compares the network flows produced by a modelling exercise undertaken by Newcastle City 
Council in 2018 (based on the sites included in both the Gateshead and Newcastle site allocation 
documents) and the modelling exercise undertaken in advance of the Core Strategy Examination in 
Public, also entered into evidence (Ref. EV Tr01 & EV Tr 02). 

5.1.2 The development quanta in the two exercises are largely similar and the outputs of the CS and 
MSGP modelling show the same pressures on the network.  Therefore, the Council’s view is that 
our Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) adequately identifies the key improvements in infrastructure 
required. 

5.1.3 Some elements of the IDP, e.g. Heworth Improvements and Blaydon Roundabout improvements, 
have already been delivered.  Heworth was funded through the Department for Transport 
Highways Maintenance Challenge Fund and Blaydon Roundabout was funded through developer 
contributions from sites along the A695.  The Council will continue to seek funding through these 
kinds of opportunity. 

5.2  Would Policy MSGP16 be consistent with national policy as expressed at paragraphs 108 - 111 of 
the Framework? 

5.2.1 Yes, The Council’s view is that the approach as set out in policy MSGP16 is consistent with national 
policy as set out in the Compliance Statement (SD11, page 114). 

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

5.3.1 Again yes, and intentionally drafted to be both.  The Council understands that one size does not fit 
all, and many elements of developments need to be considered on a case by case basis.  The policy 
recognises that need for flexibility and encourages meaningful engagement between the Council 
and developers. 

5.4  What does ‘continuing development’ mean in the context of criterion 2 of Policy MSGP16? Is a 
timescale necessary for the implementation of the travel plan?  

5.4.1 The phrase ‘continuing development’ refers to the travel plan; referencing that it should be a living 
document rather than being set in stone.  It is important that a plan is in place from the start of a 
development, but that plan will need to evolve beyond an initial framework as the project 
develops.  This should ensure that occupiers are able to take up control of the plan once in situ. 

5.4.2 The Council feels that a travel plan should be a living, developing document which provides 
ongoing benefits for the occupiers of any development and for the wider area as a whole.  As such 
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we would expect a travel plan to make detailed provision over an initial timescale but also consider 
how the plan would continue to act beyond that initial period. 

Transport aspects of the design of new development  

5.5  Are Policy MSGP17 and Appendices 3a, 3b, and 4 justified and sufficiently flexible to be effective? 
What is the evidential basis for the standards set out in Appendices 3a, 3b and 4?  

5.5.1 Yes, deliberately so.  The Council recognises that a blanket approach is not appropriate.  The 
appendices recognise the standards as guidelines and provides advice on movement outside them.  
The guidelines have been in place for a number of years and have not presented significant 
difficulties in the delivery of sites, particularly with flexibilities in place.  Where issues have been 
identified, the guidelines have been adjusted in the light of experience. 

5.6  Are Appendices 3a, 3b and 4 clearly written and unambiguous about their requirements in line 
with paragraph 16(d) of the Framework? 

5.6.1 Yes, the Council considers that they are clear but also that they encourage meaningful engagement 
to ensure that clarity is established at the earliest opportunity. 

5.6.2 Having said that, two minor modifications which were intended to also assist clarity were not 
carried through from re-consideration of Appendix 3a) in March 2019, based on the consultation 
responses to the submission draft MSGP, to the Schedule of Minor Modifications.  Hence, they are 
included here as proposed amendments: 

Page Policy/Paragraph/
Figure 

Change 
(Deleted text is stuck through; new text is 
underlined; changes to diagrams, tables, etc 
described in italic text.) 

Reason 

68 Appendix 3a) 
Paragraph 4.2 

4.2 General advice on proposals for residential 
development with zero or very limited parking 
provision is also provided in ‘Making It Happen’. 

Reference to the 
‘Making it Happen’ 
document is out of 
date’ 

69 Appendix 3a) 
Paragraph 7.1 

7.1 General guidance on the accommodation of 
car parking within residential development is 
provided in the Gateshead Council design guide 
‘Making It Happen’ guidance. ‘Manual for 
Streets’ and the English Partnerships 
publication ‘Car parking - what works where’ 
provide further useful advice on the successful 
incorporation of car parking within new 
residential development. 

Reference to the 
‘Making it Happen’ 
document is out of 
date’ 

 

5.7  Is there a clear and compelling justification for the maximum parking standards referred to in 
criterion 5 of Policy MSGP17 and expressed in Appendices 3a and 3b? 

5.7.1 Paragraph 106 of NPPF states ‘Maximum parking standards for residential and non-residential 
development should only be set where there is a clear and compelling justification that they are 
necessary for managing the local road network, or for optimising the density of development in city 
and town centres and other locations that are well served by public transport’.  Tyne and Wear has 
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a reasonably comprehensive public transport network and we would argue that much of 
Gateshead falls under the latter section of para 106 of NPPF.   

5.7.2 The Council feels that levels of parking provision do have an impact on the density of development, 
particularly in relation to residential development.  Against the background of wishing to optimise 
land-use in the Borough, giving over housing land for parking spaces which are often not then 
actually used for parking vehicles, does not represent the best use of available space. 

5.7.3 While density is also an issue for non-residential development, levels of parking provision in these 
developments is more a matter of demand management.  Through the Core Strategy, the Council 
has established sustainable development as a key tenet of the Local Plan.  The Core Strategy and 
MSGP seeks to ensure that new development is sited in locations where sustainable travel is an 
option, particularly public transport.  MSGP16 and 17 back this up in terms of the provision of 
sustainable travel options, again particularly public transport.  The Council feels it would not be 
honouring this commitment to sustainable travel, and following para 103 of NPPF, if it were to then 
allow unlimited car parking in new developments. 

5.7.4 However, recognising that this cannot be a blanket approach, both Appendix 3a and b allow for 
flexibility.  The maximum figures are guidance rather than set standards, which allow flexibility to 
be incorporated when discussing individual sites and their unique characteristics.  However, the 
Council requires justification to do that, particularly in terms of strengthened travel planning.  The 
Council believes this approach allows developments to appropriately meet the requirement of all 
users and feels that this approach in compliant with the NPPF. 

.8  Is a minimum level of residential car parking necessary as set out in Appendix 3a? 

5.8.1 As mentioned in response to a previous question, the guidelines recognise that there may be a 
need to move outside the suggested maximum and minimum.  The growth of private rented sector 
housing schemes introduces a need to relax the minimum guidance figure.  This experience shows 
that the successful design and implementation of housing development with little or no parking 
goes beyond the reduced provision of spaces.  The policy as it stands recognises that the Council is 
happy to consider such developments, but that the developer will need to ensure that other factors 
to allow the effective movement of people, e.g. travel planning, public transport accessibility etc. 
are strong enough to support the proposal. 

5.9  Is there sufficient certainty regarding the level of need for electric vehicle charging and car club 
spaces and which applications the requirement would be applied to? What is the evidential basis 
for the modifications (Nos 29 and 30) proposed by the Council with regard to electric vehicle 
charging and car club spaces in relation to Appendices 3a and 3b? 

5.9.1 Although still a very small percentage of the total number of vehicles in the UK fleet, the number of 
electric vehicles risen rapidly from 9500 in 2010 to 200,000 at the end of 2018 (Department for 
Transport, Vehicle licensing statistics). 

5.9.2 The Government’s Road to Zero strategy, published in 2018, set an “ambition” for at least 50% — 
and as many as 70% — of new car sales to be ultra-low emission by 2030, alongside up to 40% of 
new vans. This ambition followed up on a number of other announcements of targets: 

 In 2015, the Government set a target to “ensure almost every car and van is a zero-emission vehicle 
by 2050”. 
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 In July 2017, the Government announced that “it will end the sale of all new conventional petrol 
and diesel cars and vans by 2040”. 

 In May 2018, the Prime Minister announced a further target for 2040, that all new cars and vans 
should be “effectively zero emission.” 

5.9.3 In addition to this, Gateshead (along with Newcastle and North Tyneside) have been given a legal 
order by Government to identify measures for improving air quality in the shortest time.  The order 
was issued after modelling showed that levels of pollution on parts of the Tyne Bridge will remain 
above legal limits unless further action is taken. 

5.9.4 Both in terms of the national policy agenda and the local focus on air quality, the Council needs to 
make a step-change in the provision for electric vehicles if progress towards these goals is to be 
made, hence the requirements of appendices 3a) and b) covering all development.  This also 
provides clarity for developers. 

5.9.5 Subsequent to the submission of MSGP, on 15th July 2019, the Government launched a consultation 
on the proposition that ‘all new-build homes could be fitted with an electric car charge-point as 
record levels of ultra-low emission vehicles hit UK roads.’ 

5.9.6 The case for provision for car clubs relies more on the critical mass of development and hence 
relates more to larger developments.  The decision will also be partly commercial in terms of 
deciding whether a car club operator can offer a successful product (with a suitable coverage of 
vehicles/locations locally, and possibly nationally) at an acceptable price.  Hence, the guidance on 
car clubs is not as clear cut as with electric vehicles.  

5.9.7 In relation to this, the Council would like to propose two amendments to the Schedule of Minor 
Modifications: 

Reference 29, Appendix 3a) paragraph 5.1 – The first sentence be amended to read, ‘On larger 
sites, provision of dedicated space for car club vehicles should be considered.’ 

Reference 30, Appendix 3b) paragraph 5.1 – The first sentence be amended to read, ‘On larger 
sites, provision of dedicated space for car club vehicles should be considered.’ 

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

5.10.1 Yes, the Council considers that the two policies are consistent.  As discussed in response to 
questions 5.7 and 5.8, the Council considers that MSGP presents a practical and flexible approach 
to parking provision which falls within the context of a range of policies supporting sustainable 
travel.  The Council does not feel that there is an inherent conflict between the policies and that, 
with the commitment of developers towards walking and cycling links, public transport connections 
and effective travel planning, the policies will deliver high quality environments. 

5.11  Would Policy MSGP17 be consistent with national policy?  

5.11.1 Yes, the Council considers that it is, and that it balances the various elements of the framework. 

 

Safeguarded land for transport improvements  
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5.12  With regard to the sites listed in Policy MSGP18, what progress has been made in delivering the 
sites listed for safeguarding?  

5.12.1 Progress on the delivery of the schemes listed under Policy MSGP 18 is listed below: 

5.12.2 18.1 – At the time of writing, the advance utility works required accommodate the Sunderland 
Road Link are on site.  The main construction works are due to commence later this calendar year 
with completion due by the end of March 2020. 

5.12.3 18.2, 18.3 & 18.4 – Delivery of the three Park & Ride sites has proved slow: 
 The site at Eighton Lodge (18.2) was given priority but has proved difficult to deliver in terms of 

land acquisition and development of a business case for its operation.  
 

 The site at Dunston Hill (18.4) has proved difficult in terms of developing a case for the full 
operation of a formal Park & Ride service.  However, a phased approach to its delivery has 
been agreed as part of a recent planning approval for the Dunston Hill housing development.  
This would see, subject to a s106 Agreement, an interim solution which provides parking 
served by existing bus services from Whickham Highway, with funding secured for the facility 
to be expanded; allowing a more formal operation to be provided as demand grows and 
viability increases. 

 
 The site at Follingsby (18.3) has not yet progressed although a nearby alternative proposal has 

emerged as part of the Transforming Cities Fund bidding process.  Nexus are seeking funding 
for a Park & Ride site in South Tyneside just to the east of the Leamside Line, adjacent to 
Follingsby Business Park and the Follingsby Max development.  The proposal is for an initial 
bus-based service, with an ambition to provide a rail/metro-based service in the future given 
progress on the re-opening of the Leamside Line (18.7). 

5.12.4 Given all of the above, the Council has just commenced a review of its approach to Park & Ride 
looking at the suitability of sites, potential new demands and alternative operation/delivery models 
in the light of experience, development aspirations (both in Gateshead and surrounding 
authorities) and emerging issues such as the urgent need to address air quality.  The Council 
intends to consider the outcomes of this work and incorporate any necessary policy or site 
revisions as part of the Local Plan review. 

5.12.5 18.5 – Highways England are intending to submit a Development Consent Order for the scheme 
before the end of 2019, with construction scheduled to start in late 2020. 

5.12.6 18.6 – the Heworth Roundabout Improvements scheme has now been completed.  Therefore, an 
amendment to Policy MSGP18 is proposed to remove item 18.6 from the list of schemes and re-
number the list accordingly. 

5.12.7 18.7 – The future of the Leamside Line is closely linked with the need to deliver additional capacity 
on the East Coast Main Line (ECML) to deliver the aspirations of the Northern Powerhouse Rail 
initiative and to realise the potential benefits of high-speed rail.  One of the options under 
consideration is the re-opening of the Leamside Line for the diversion of freight services away from 
the ECML, releasing capacity on the mainline and providing the opportunity to use the Leamside 
Line for local passenger services.  Transport for the North are continuing to develop the Northern 
Powerhouse Rail proposals and are due to present a preferred option to Government in 2020. 
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5.12.8 18.8 – Work on a Development Framework for Gateshead Quays, including a multi-storey car park 
at Mill Road/Hawks Road is ongoing. 


