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Matter 6 

Gateshead Making Spaces for Growing Places Development Plan Document Examination 
in Public 

Response to the Inspector’s Matters, Issues and Questions 

Made on Behalf of Taylor Wimpey  

Matter 6: People and Place 

Preamble 

Th is  Hear ing  S ta tem ent  i s  m ade on  beha l f  o f  Tay lo r  W im pey  UK  L im i t ed  (our  ‘C l ien t ’ ) , 

in  advance  o f  m ak ing  verba l  r ep resen ta t i ons  a t  t he  Ex am inat i on  in  P ub l i c  o f  t he  

M ak ing  Spaces  for  G row ing P laces  Deve lopm ent  P lan  Docum ent  (M SGP ) . Our  C l ien t  

has  m ade com m ents  th roughout  t he consu l t a t i on  p rocess , and t h i s  Hear ing  

S ta tem ent  m akes  refe rence  to  those  prev ious  representa t ions . 

6.1 Our Client has multiple land interests with the Gateshead Metropolitan Borough area, and is a 

proactive housebuilder within the borough, with recent Minded to Grant developments at Ryton 

and Kibblesworth and on-site development at Crawcrook. Our client has additional land 

interests at Kibblesworth and Crawcrook, as well as further land at Whickham, and has 

continually reviewed the emerging MSGP document to ensure it is consistent and compliant 

with national policy, and to ensure effective in its aspirations to deliver enough homes that 

Gateshead needs, when considering past delivery and its future pipeline of housing sites. 

6.2 Our response to the relevant questions in Matter 6 are found below. We have had specific 

regard to the tests of soundness outlined in the National Planning Policy Framework (the 

‘Framework’); namely that the policies in the MSGP must be justified, effective, positively 

planned and consistent with national policy in order to be found sound.  

Issue: Is the Plan’s approach to the historic, built and natural environment and 
provision of educational and community facilities positively prepared, justified, 
effective and consistent with national policy and the CSUCP? 

6.3 Our Client does not wish to make written representations on Questions 6.1 – 6.11 

Quest ion  6 .12 : I s  P o l i cy  M SGP 24  j us t i f i ed  and  cons is t en t  w i th  t he  CSUCP ?  I s  t he  

ev idence base  on  a reas  o f  spec ia l  cha racter  up  to  da t e?  
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6.4 The Gateshead Placemaking Guide SPD was adopted in 2012, and by the Council’s own 

admission in the policy’s supporting text the SPD needs to be updated to bring it up to date to 

reflect additional areas and refined boundaries. However, it is a key evidence base document 

underpinning the Policy. The work on updating the SPD should have been undertaken as part 

of the MSGP process, so that it would meet the criteria of paragraph 31 of the Framework, 

whereby preparation of all policies should be underpinned by relevant and up to date evidence.  

 

6.5 Our concern stemmed from the fact that Kibblesworth was not identified as an Area of Special 

Character in the Unitary Development Plan, and the Kibblesworth Development Framework 

document, which provides an overview and assessment of the whole village, was an Evidence 

Base document for the CSUCP and makes no reference to an Area of Special Character. Indeed, 

the SPD itself varies in its comments and  

 

6.6 Therefore, as the SPD is an adopted document, to be updated, the Policy should reflect the 

Areas of Special Character identified within the SPD, but place no further onerous or additional 

requirements that are not fully justified or evidenced, and let the updated SPD itself provide 

the specific detail against which any development should be measured against.  

 

6.7 Our Client does not wish to make written representations on Question 6.13 

 

Quest ion  6 .14 : I s  t he  inc lus i on  o f  l i v i ng  roofs  and  w a l l s  a t  c r i t er i on  1 f  o f  P o l i cy  

M SGP 25  j us t i f i ed?  I s  the  Counc i l ’ s  suggest ed  m od i f i ca t ion  to  i nc lude ‘w here  

app ropr ia t e ’  su f f i c i en t  t o  prov ide  f l ex ib i l i t y?  Have t he  requ i rem ent s  o f  P o l i cy  

M SGP 25  been  fact ored in to  the  Counc i l ’ s  v i ab i l i t y  w ork ?  

6.8 Our Client objects to the inclusion of living roofs and walls at criterion 1f of Policy MSG25 as 

drafted. As drafted, the policy is not justified, based on the lack of any evidence as to why this 

is required. The addition via a minor amendment of ‘where appropriate’ in noted but  this is a 

vague unjustified requirement, that provides no guidance to developers where its inclusion be 

appropriate.  

 

6.9 Our Concerns are that by including the criteria in the policy, its inclusion becomes a starting 

point for the Council when assessing proposals from a design perspective, and the onus is on 

the developers to demonstrate otherwise. For this to be the case, the Council should have fully 

justified and evidenced the need for such inclusion, which they have not proceeded to do. 

 

6.10 The requirements of Policy MSGP25 had previously not been factored into the council’s viability 

work and therefore this element of the policy should be deleted. 

 

6.11 Our Client does not wish to make written representations on Questions 6.15 – 6.38 
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Quest ion  6 .39 : W ou ld  P o l i cy  M SGP 34  be  cons is t en t  w i th  na t iona l  po l i cy , w i t h  

par t i cu la r  r eference t o  paragraph  170  of  t he Fram ew ork ?  

6.12 The Framework seeks to conserve and enhance the natural environment, and it states that 

Councils can do this through protecting and enhancing valued landscapes, sites of biodiversity 

or geological value and soils and recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the 

countryside. 

 

6.13 However, Policy MSGP34 covers almost the entirety of the Gateshead countryside. It is not the 

intention of the Framework to facilitate the blanket protection in such a manner, with almost 

all the land encompassed by the proposed policy. 

 

6.14 There is no definition as to what ‘valued landscape’ is, but it is recognised that criteria such 

as landscape character, recreational use and aesthetic quality are often cited as useful 

assessment tools to make such a judgement.  

 

6.15 The phrase ‘valued landscape’ was brought into national policy with the introduction of the 

Framework back in 2012 and has remained in the updated versions. The Council are seeking 

to retain protection of the countryside through the carryover of an outdated policy ENV39 but 

without evidence or justification which applies the update national policy guidance from 2012 

onwards. This makes the application of this policy not in line with the national policy and it is 

therefore not justified. 

 

Quest ion  6 .40 : I s  t he  ev idence  base  underp inn ing  P o l i cy  M SGP 34  up t o  date  and  

re l evant ?  

6.16 The Council prepared a Landscape Character Assessment (LCA) in 2006/7, as part of an update 

to its evidence base at the time to support updates to the Unitary development Plan, and it is 

over twelve years since its publication. The LCA states, in paragraph 2.2 that the work was to 

form an SPD or Interim Planning Guidance Note to inform developers and other interested 

parties of the rationale and text in the UDP. The LCA forms part of the Council’s Evidence Base 

for the MSGP (Ref: EV Pp17). 

 

6.17 The LCA also states in paragraph 3.5.3 that the assessment used the Landscape Character 

Assessment Topic Paper 6: Techniques and Criteria for Judging Capacity and Sensitivity, Figure 

2, but modified it for its own purposes. This is a clear indication of limitation and constraints 

placed on the commission, which the Council have had ample time to address, not least with 

updated national policy and the lead in times to both the CSUCP and MSGP.  

 

6.18 Further to that, the Landscape Character Assessment Topic Paper 6 has now been superseded 

by ‘An approach to landscape sensitivity assessment – to inform spatial planning and land 
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management’ published by Natural England and the Government. This document clearly states 

that good practice has evolved since the Topic Paper was published in 2004, and that 

practitioners now require a consistent approach to assessments of landscape sensitivity to 

inform judgements concerning spatial planning.  

 

6.19 The ‘approach to landscape sensitivity assessment – to inform spatial planning and land 

management’ document also states that landscape sensitivity studies should use landscape 

character assessments as their baseline/evidence base, and is therefore informed by ‘An 

Approach to Landscape Character Assessment’, published in 2014 by Natural England. 

 

6.20 It is clear, therefore, that the proposed policy is based on out of date evidence, and a revised 

Landscape Character Assessment and Landscape Sensitivity Assessment should be prepared to 

inform the MSGP.  

 

Quest ion  6 .41 : I s  t he  landscape sens i t i v i t y  o f  land a t  B room  Lane, W h ick ham , 

app ropr ia t e ly  i den t i f i ed  on  the P o l i c ies  M ap?  

 

6.21 Appendix 6 of the Landscape Character Assessment provides an assessment of individual 

Character Areas in the form of a Landscape Character Assessment Sheet (LCAS). Our Client’s 

land interest at Broom Lane, Whickham is only a small part of a much larger Character Area 

87, (Character Area 87 on pages 177 and 178 of the LCAS).  

 

6.22 Whilst it is accepted that it is not possible for a study of this size to separate the land into 

much smaller parcels of land, we do believe that in some instances the character areas are too 

large and need disaggregating to allow for a truer reflection of the landscape character and 

sensitivity. In the instance of our client’s land, the Public Right of Way which runs along the 

bottom of the site to the Marshall Lands Farmstead would present a logical Character Area 

boundary, particularly when considering the topography changes to the south.  

 

6.23 The Assessment provides an overview as to the land’s sensitivity and capacity. There are four 

Landscape Sensitivity criteria, and the Assessment concludes that the land performs with 

medium sensitivity against three of the criteria, and high against one of the criteria.  

 

6.24 However, the overall Landscape Sensitivity is ‘high’. There is no reason, rationale or 

commentary within the LCA or the LCAS as to why, with three criteria assessed as medium, 

and one as high, the overall sensitivity is assessed as high, which seems illogical. The Council 

have directed us to Chapter 3 of the LCA which sets out the methodology, but this does not 

explain how the overall assessment has been made in situations such as the one identified 

below. 
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6.25 It is also important to note that, in seeking to apply Landscape Sensitivity to the Policies Map, 

the identified areas of Landscape Sensitivity do not completely correlate with the Sensitivity 

Map in Appendix 5 of the LCA. There is no explanation or reasoning as to why there are 

difference between the two 

 

6.26 Our Client does not wish to make written representations on Questions 6.42 – 6.58  

 

Quest ion  6 .59 : Have P o l i cy  M SGP 41 ’ s  requ i rem ent s  fo r  open  space prov i s ion  been  

factored  i n to  t he  Counc i l ’ s  v iab i l i t y  w ork ?  I s  P o l i cy  M SGP 41  pos i t i v e ly  prepared , 

jus t i f i ed , ef fect iv e  and cons i s t en t  w i th  na t i ona l  po l i cy  and  the CSUCP ?  

 

6.27 As has been clearly set out in our Hearing Statement for Matter 4: Homes, the Council have 

faced delivery issues in relation to the supply of homes, at least in part due to the amount of 

previously developed land and the site constraints these often possess. 

 

6.28 The Framework, in paragraph 122 takes account of issues such as this by identifying that 

planning policies should support development that makes efficient use of land, taking into 

account…local market conditions and viability. We therefore consider, the wording of Policy 

MSGP (criteria 3) should be revised to state ‘New open space will be expected to be provided 

on-site, unless it can be demonstrated that it would not be feasible or viable to do so’. This 

revision would give clarity and certainty to developers. 

 

6.29 The Council retains control over the decision-making process in this instance through 

paragraph 57 of the Framework which places the emphasis on developers to demonstrate 

viability constraints, and the weight attribute to it is a matter for the decision maker, however 

the proposed revision to the wording would ensure the policy is flexible enough to apply 

throughout the Borough, otherwise it may end up being an additional viability constraint 

threatening delivery of homes throughout the county. 

 

6.30 Our Client does not wish to make written representations on Questions 6.60 – 6.68 

 


