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Matter 8: Monitoring 

Issue 

Would the Plan be able to be monitored effectively to ensure timely delivery of its proposals and 
would it be in conformity with the CSUCP?  

Questions  

8.1 Does the Plan provide an appropriate framework for monitoring policies and proposals 
and is it consistent with the CSUCP? 

8.1.1 A monitoring framework is provided at Appendix 19 of the Plan.  The framework includes 
additional monitoring indicators (table 2 of Appendix 19) which, in combination with the 
monitoring indicators contained within the CSUCP (table 5 of CSUCP Appendix 3), provide a 
comprehensive and robust framework for monitoring the implementation of policies within 
the Plan. 

8.1.2 The approach taken in the Plan’s monitoring framework is consistent with the CSUCP.  
Trigger points and remedial actions related to the monitoring of policies (table 1 of Appendix 
19) reflects the approach taken in the CSUCP (table 4 of CSUCP Appendix 3).  As noted in the 
introductory text to the Plan’s monitoring framework, the close relationship between the 
CSUCP and MSGP (comprising parts one, two and three of Gateshead’s Local Plan) means 
the monitoring frameworks of MSGP and the CSUCP are intrinsically linked, and are intended 
to be used together in production of the Annual Monitoring Report, and in forthcoming plan 
reviews. 

 

8.2  Does the Plan provide clear and effective guidance on implementation, monitoring targets 
and triggers for review? What mechanisms are there to assist site allocations in coming 
forward? 

8.2.1 The majority of the Plan’s policies are to be applied (implemented) by Development 
Management when determining applications for development.  ‘Development Management 
policies’ are predominantly criteria-based policies, which will be used by Development 
Management to assess development proposals, with support and in interpreting these 
policies provided by the Council’s Environment, Housing and Planning team (comprising 
Spatial Planning and Housing Strategy, and topic specialists from the Built and Natural 
Environment team). 

8.2.2 The Plan provides an appropriate and effective framework of monitoring targets and triggers 
for review, set out within table 1 of the monitoring framework (Appendix 19). 

8.2.3 The Council is able to use a range of mechanisms to support the delivery (implementation) 
of sites allocated in the Plan.  With regard to commercial development schemes, the Council 
(through its Economic Development service) has demonstrated a willingness to proactively 
support development on some sites in the Borough.  The principal types of intervention the 
Council could consider on a project-specific basis include: 
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 Incentivising occupation – working with landlords to accelerate securing occupiers, 
particularly of new development, by providing incentives; 

 De-risking development – where there is evidence of market demand, but an 
unwillingness on the part of the private sector to build speculatively, the Council can 
provided developers with sufficient confidence to develop by a taking long-term 
lease, or by exploring a ‘put option’, where the Council agrees to acquire the 
freehold of a completed building (subject to defined criteria being met) if the 
developer cannot let / sell the building in the normal manner; 

 Private sector gap funding – Gap funding in the form of a grant from a public body 
to address market failure, bridging the ‘gap’ between development costs and sale 
values; 

 Direct investment or development – a recent example includes direct intervention 
by the Council at Baltic Business Quarter to increase supply of office accommodation 
to meet demand; 

 Industrial estate modernisation – broader, more strategic modernisation 
programme working alongside landowners, intensifying development by providing 
more modern accommodation that is attractive to occupiers; 

 Investment in infrastructure – either strategic infrastructure (including highways 
improvements, or utilities infrastructure), or site-specific infrastructure, remediation 
and general preparation.  Tools can include CIL, or Enterprise Zone (used at 
Follingsby) and Accelerated Development Zone (used in Central Gateshead) to 
enable infrastructure investment through Tax Increment Financing model. 

 Deferred payments of geared ground rent or capital receipt payments to ease 
developer cashflow and support viability, and; 

 Business rate discounts available to new occupiers in Enterprise Zone, subject to 
occupation before April 2022. 

8.2.4 The Council is similarly committed to supporting the delivery of residential development on 
allocated housing sites.  Following release of the 2018 Housing Delivery Test measurement, 
Gateshead Council prepared a Housing Delivery Test Action Plan (to be published on the 
MSGP examination webpage alongside the Council’s Statements, in response to question 
4.8).  The action plan develops an understanding of the reasons for under-delivery of 
housing in Gateshead in recent years, and provides a programme of actions targeted at 
increasing delivery.  Key actions that the Council will undertake to support housing delivery 
are set out in section 3 of the action plan, and include: 

 Maintain production of development frameworks, and roll-out a digital tool which 
provides site information.  Both measures will support SME housebuilders to deliver 
sites; 

 Increase production of Council-owned land onto Part 2 of the Brownfield Register 
and granted Permissions in Principle; 

 Review planning conditions to ensure they do not unduly delay delivery; 
 Review Section 106 processes to enable them to be signed more quickly; 
 Increase the amount of housing delivered directly by the Council to 100 dwellings 

per year; 
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 Increase the amount of housing activity by the Gateshead Regeneration Partnership 
Joint Venture to four active sites, and; 

 Increase the number of sites brought to the market by the Council. 
 

8.3  Notwithstanding the monitoring trigger points set out in the CSUCP, how will the Council 
measure the term ‘significant’ which is used on numerous occasions within the monitoring 
framework?  

8.3.1 Where clear targets are identified in relation to the monitoring of policies (where the policy 
identifies a specific target, or where one is provided in supporting evidence), relevant 
quantified targets are contained within the monitoring indicators in table 2 of Appendix 19 
of the Plan, and within table 5 of CSUCP Appendix 3.  However, many monitoring indicators 
do not relate to a specific target, and in these instances measuring performance will have 
regard to improving trends rather than monitoring whether the trend data reaches a defined 
level.  The absence of an evidence-based target (and a wariness of introducing an arbitrarily 
defined target) in several indicators has resulted in the Council choosing to use the term 
‘significant’ on several occasions within the triggers for remedial action within monitoring 
framework (table 1). 

8.3.2 The Council considers that use of the term ‘significant’ within the monitoring framework 
allows the Council to apply a more nuanced approach when considering the efficacy of some 
policies, taking into account those factors which may influence a policy’s performance, but 
are outside of the control of the policy (for example, a ‘significant’ change in economic 
conditions is largely outside the control of Local plan policy, but would be likely to affect the 
take-up of employment land).  Accordingly, the Council will measure the term ‘significant’ in 
the review of policies by considering trends in several relevant indicators, developing a 
detailed understanding of the scale of, and reasons for under or over performance. 

8.3.3 The Council considers this approach to be consistent with Planning Practice Guidance on 
carrying out plan reviews, including the (non-exhaustive) list of factors which can be 
considered by local authorities when carrying out a plan review (Reference ID: 61-065-
20190723).  It may also be relevant to note that the NPPF and Planning Practice Guidance 
requires local planning authorities to determine ‘significance’ in relation to a range of issues 
regarding development proposals and plan preparation: reaching a judgement on what 
constitutes a significant event or trend is therefore an established part of plan-making. 

 

8.4  Could the Council explain the rationale for the reference to statements of common ground 
in monitoring Policy MSGP9 Digital Infrastructure? 

8.4.1 Statements of Common Ground, prepared between the Council and neighbouring local 
authorities, and with infrastructure providers, was considered to provide an opportunity to 
highlight issues with the provision of digital infrastructure in Gateshead and the wider sub-
region.  However, following further consideration and research into potential sources of 
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information, the Council wishes to propose minor modifications to Table 1 and Table 2 of 
the MSGP Monitoring Framework (MSGP Appendix 19), as follows: 

 

Ref Topic area To monitor Monitoring 
Framework 
(data 
collection) 

Source Target Target date Monitors 
(policies) 

Objectives 
Plan SA 

7 Digital 
infrastructure 

Provision of 
digital 
infrastructure 

% of 
premises 
unable to 
receive 
superfast 
broadband 

Ofcom Increase 
access to 
superfast 
broadband 

Throughout 
the plan 
period 

MSGP9 2, 6, 
10 

2, 
10 

 

8.5  Should the monitoring framework make reference to the Housing Delivery Test with 
regard to Policy MSGP10? 

8.5.1 Planning Practice Guidance (Reference ID 61-065-20190723) refers to Housing Delivery Test 
(HDT) performance as one of the factors that can be considered by local authorities when 
deciding whether policies should be updated.  As the NPPF is clear regarding the measures 
that will be applied if local authorities fail to meet the minimum performance threshold of 
the test, a review of Local Plan policies related to housing delivery would be considered 
inadequate if it omitted reference to HDT performance.   

8.5.2 Notwithstanding this, it would be appropriate to refer to HDT performance within the 
monitoring framework with regard to policy MSGP10.  The Council would therefore like to 
propose a minor modification to the Monitoring Framework (Appendix 19), Table 1: Trigger 
Points for Remedial Actions, Policy MSG10, to include an additional trigger for remedial 
action: “Ongoing failure to meet the minimum performance threshold of the Housing 
Delivery Test”. 

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

MSGP Policy MSGP9 – Digital Infrastructure 
Monitored by 
framework 
number 

N/A – Statements of Common Ground present an opportunity to identify and seek 
to address wider issues regarding the provision of digital infrastructure 

CSUCP N/A 
MSGP 7 

Trigger for 
Remedial 
Action 

 New developments failing to integrate necessary physical infrastructure to 
enable access to information and digital communication networks 

Potential 
Remedial 
Action 

 Explore / support initiatives to improve digital communication networks 
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8.6.1 The Council wishes to propose a minor modification to the Monitoring Framework 
(Appendix 19), Table 1: Trigger Points for Remedial Actions, policy MSGP14, to include an 
additional potential remedial action: “Identify and address reasons for failure to meet 
minimum housing density requirement” 

8.7  Should the monitoring framework for Policy MSGP30 refer to the Lead Local Flood 
Authority? 

8.7.1 The monitoring framework for MSGP30 refers to indicators 39, 40 and 41 of the CSUCP 
monitoring framework (table 5 of CSUCP Appendix 3).  CSUCP monitoring indicators 40 and 
41 are monitored with input from Gateshead’s Lead Local Flood Authority (which, alongside 
the Council’s planning team provide a source of information for the indicators), and the 
involvement of the LLFA in monitoring MSGP30 is therefore implicit in the monitoring 
framework. 

8.8  For Policy MSGP32, do the trigger for remedial action and the potential remedial action 
relate well to one another?  

8.8.1 The Council wishes to propose a minor modification to the Monitoring Framework 
(Appendix 19), Table 1: Trigger Points for Remedial Actions, policy MSGP32, to include an 
additional potential remedial action: “Explore potential opportunities for alternative Green 
Infrastructure and flood risk management schemes at the River Team Catchment, River 
Derwent Catchment, and River Don Catchment, as appropriate”. 

8.9  With reference to Policies MSGP48 and MSGP49, if there were inadequate waste 
management capacity would this trigger review of the Plan? 

8.9.1 Evidence of inadequate waste management capacity and the need for additional facilities 
may trigger an update of the plan’s policies regarding waste management facilities (notably 
MSGP48 and MSGP49).  The relevant trigger (“Waste management facilities have inadequate 
capacity and additional facilities are required”) is identified in relation to MSGP48 and 
MSGP49.  The Council notes that this approach is consistent with Planning Practice guidance 
on factors that can be considered when determining whether policies should be updated 
(reference ID: 61-065-20190723), while PPG is also clear that local planning authorities can 
update specific policies on an individual basis (reference ID: 61-070-20190315) without the 
need to update every policy in a plan. 


