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Executive summary

1.1.1 This Stage 1 Transport and Accessibility Report includes a review of existing evidence, a review
of the transport modelling undertaken by CH2M, the results of an accessibility audit undertaken
to assess the walking, cycling and public transport baseline, and a summary of a car park
survey. The report will be used to inform the Stage 1 Baseline Report which will assess and
summarise the technical studies required for Stage 1 of the Area Action Plan.

1.1.2 The Accessibility Audit (completed March 2018) concluded that the dominance of the car and
existing highway infrastructure in the study area is currently detrimental to the connectivity and
accessibility of facilities to support walking and cycling. Provision for walking and cycling varies
across the study area, however, there is very little infrastructure available to support north to
south movement. In addition, there is currently insufficient direct connectivity by public transport
to employment facilities in the surrounding areas.

1.1.3 The results of the traffic modelling undertaken for both the AAP Policy, and AAP Policy plus
additional leisure development runs, highlight a number of junctions that are likely to be
problematic and experience congestion and delay, with the extent of problems and the number
of junctions affected increasing with the leisure run. Several junction locations are identified as
experiencing major or severe increases in queues and delays. Further work including additional
model runs will be required to understand the extent of the impact on the road network and
these should feed into future stages of the AAP. This work will need to be informed by an
understanding of the patterns of leisure and other journeys, particularly the degree to which they
may be undertaken as linked trips. Potential mitigation measures will be identified and fed into
future stages of the AAP preparation.

1.1.4 Modelling has also been undertaken to assess the potential impact of new bridge provision over
the Tyne in the vicinity of MetroGreen. This has indicated that that a new bridge is not a
requirement for the quantum of development delivered by the MetroGreen AAP and it has
therefore been confirmed that bridge proposals should no longer be included in the future
stages of the MetroGreen AAP.

1.1.5 Survey data from the car park surveys confirms that there are currently no capacity issues
evident at the Metrocentre on typical days outside of peak shopping periods (such as
Christmas). However, overall occupancy on a Saturday is high at 90% meaning visitors are
probably spending time finding vacant spaces that could be spent using the facilities. This
probably adds to traffic levels on the internal highway network.

1.1.6 This Stage 1 Transport and Accessibility Report has identified the following opportunities for
potential consideration within future stages of the AAP:

● Reduce severance and improve permeability to overcome the dominance of the road
network in the area;

● Provide continuous, dedicated pedestrian facilities throughout MetroGreen which are well
designed and clearly signposted;

● Provide a transformative cycle network by maximising the opportunities presented by the
presence of the National Cycle Network route 14 and highway layouts;

● Improve the integration of public transport facilities with walking and cycling routes with
particular focus on the existing public transport interchange;
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● Address the existing disconnect between the different districts of MetroGreen by maximising
the Sense of Place and improving connections with the riverside and open spaces;

● Create a 24hr offer for MetroGreen in order to improve the perception of personal security
and quality of the environment thus enhancing the liveability of the area;

● Improve direct connectivity by public transport to key employment facilities both in
Gateshead and Newcastle;

● Any new highway infrastructure required should support access to the passenger transport
interchange and include public transport measures (e.g. bus stops, bus lanes, bus gates) to
ensure accessibility to key facilities is consistent across the study area;

● Opportunity to maintain existing levels of parking provision for retail within the study area
while increasing the number of households who can reach the Metrocentre by public
transport;

● Provision of parking for new housing should reflect the aspiration to create a sustainable
community which is not reliant on private car use.

1.1.7 Constraints to the above include:

● Physical barriers hindering movement (rivers, roads, railways and built developments)
● The existing scale of the Metrocentre, Retail Park and associated car parks are a barrier to

movement through the area;
● Substandard pedestrian and cycle provision in a number of locations;
● Pedestrian severance affecting the ability to reach public transport stops and services;
● Congestion on public transport at peak times; and
● Traffic congestion on strategic and local highway networks; especially on the main A1

Gateshead Western By-pass.
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1 Introduction

1.1.1 Gateshead Council is preparing an Area Action Plan (AAP) to facilitate the regeneration of and
investment in vacant and underused brownfield land around the Metrocentre on the south bank
of the River Tyne. The area incorporates the Metrocentre, surrounding shops, office and
industrial uses and is approximately 213 hectares in size.

1.1.2 The MetroGreen AAP will be a Local Development Document that forms part of the Gateshead
Local Plan. The 2015 adopted Planning for the Future Core Strategy and Urban Core Plan for
Gateshead and Newcastle (CSUCP) set’s the strategic framework for this AAP. The AAP is a
statutory document that will provide detailed planning and design policies and guidance for the
area up to 2030 and beyond, setting out which land uses should go where, what infrastructure is
required and how it will be delivered.

1.1.3 This document will be used to inform the Stage 1 Baseline Report which will assess and
compile the technical studies required for Stage 1 of the AAP and will provide a concise
summary of the position at MetroGreen. The Baseline Report sets out the nature, extent, and
impact of each site constraint (including the strategic and local highway network, utilities, flood,
ecological, contamination, landscape, and archaeological aspects) and written analysis of the
site opportunities illustrated by plans and photography. Discussions with key landowners,
statutory bodies, and utility and service providers will be an important part of the process.

1.1.4 The baseline report provides the detail and analysis to inform the option development and
testing which forms Stage 2 of the project. It will also be used to develop draft strategies based
on the preferred development option at Stage 3 of the project.

1.1.5 The project stages required to inform the production of the Area Action Plan are outlined below:

1.1.6 This document comprises the Stage 1 baseline review for Transport and Accessibility and
consists of the following key elements:

1. A review of Policy, previous studies and relevant information
2. An Accessibility Audit which reviews the existing walking, cycling and public transport

baseline as well as highlighting issues and key areas for improvements.
3. A car park survey which provides details of the existing usage of car parking within the

MetroGreen study area.

Stage 1
Baseline

Stage 2
Option

Development
& Testing

Stage 3
Draft

strategies
based on
preferred

option

Stage 4
AAP Draft Plan

Stage 5
Final strategies

Stage 6
AAP

Submission
Draft Plan

Stage 7
AAP Minor

Modifications

Stage 8
Submission to
Secreatary of

State
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4. A review of transport modelling undertaken by CH2M
5. A review of an updated New Tyne Crossing note produced by Gateshead Council.
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2 Legislation and Policy

2.1 Legislation
2.1.1 Legislation of specific relevance to the development of an Area Action Plan is contained within

The Town and Country Planning (Local Development) (England) Regulations 2004. This
indicates that certain documents, including Area Action Plans, must be Development Plan
Documents that are subject to the Regulations.

2.1.2 No additional legislation of relevance to the MetroGreen AAP has been identified from a
transport and accessibility perspective as part of this review.

2.2 Policy

National Planning Policy Framework

2.2.1 The National Planning Policy Framework was produced in 2012 with the aim of promoting
sustainable development and updated in 2018.

2.2.2 The updated National Planning Policy Framework was published by the Ministry of Housing,
Communities and Local Government in July 2018, with the aim of promoting sustainable
development. The NPPF is relevant to the proposed development as follows:

2.2.3 “In assessing sites that may be allocated for development in plans, or specific applications for
development, it should be ensured that:

a) appropriate opportunities to promote sustainable transport modes can be – or have been –

taken up, given the type of development and its location;

b) safe and suitable access to the site can be achieved for all users; and

c) any significant impacts from the development on the transport network (in terms of capacity
and congestion), or on highway safety, can be cost effectively mitigated to an acceptable
degree.” (NPPF, Paragraph 108)

2.2.4 “Development should only be prevented or refused on highways grounds if there would be an
unacceptable impact on highway safety, or the residual cumulative impacts on the road network
would be severe.” (NPPF, Paragraph 109)

2.2.5 “Within this context, applications for development should:

a) give priority first to pedestrian and cycle movements, both within the scheme and with
neighbouring areas; and second – so far as possible – to facilitating access to high quality
public transport, with layouts that maximise the catchment area for bus or other public transport
services, and appropriate facilities that encourage public transport use;

b) address the needs of people with disabilities and reduced mobility in relation to all modes of
transport;

c) create places that are safe, secure and attractive – which minimise the scope for conflicts
between pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles, avoid unnecessary street clutter, and respond to
local character and design standards;
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d) allow for the efficient delivery of goods, and access by service and emergency vehicles;

and

e) be designed to enable charging of plug-in and other ultra-low emission vehicles in safe,
accessible and convenient locations.” (NPPF, Paragraph 110)

2.2.6 “All developments that will generate significant amounts of movement should be required to
provide a travel plan, and the application should be supported by a transport statement or
transport assessment so that the likely impacts of the proposal can be assessed.” (NPPF,
Paragraph 111)”

Core Strategy and Urban Core Plan for Gateshead and Newcastle upon Tyne 2010-2030

2.2.7 The “Planning for the Future Core Strategy and Urban Core Plan for Gateshead and Newcastle
upon Tyne 2010-2030” was adopted by Newcastle and Gateshead Council on 26 March 2015. It
is a shared planning framework to enable the ambitions of Gateshead and Newcastle to grow
and prosper and be sustainable places of choice for living and working today and tomorrow.

2.2.8 Transport and Accessibility are fundamental to the delivery of the Plan’s spatial strategy. It is
important that new development is located in the most sustainable locations and accessible by a
choice of travel modes, including walking, cycling and public transport. It is key that
developments provide improvements to the transport network to mitigate the impacts of trips
generated if the development is not located in the most accessible location. Developments
generating growth should be managed to ensure accessibility remains high and congestion low.

2.2.9 Gateshead and Newcastle currently benefit from high levels of accessibility by all transport
modes and in particular public transport. Traffic congestion is limited to a small number of key
locations including the A1 and some of the main approaches to the Urban Core. The Strategic
Road Network serving the area (A1, A69, A194(M) and A696) is essential for connectivity which
will help secure economic growth and prosperity for Gateshead and Newcastle. The councils
aim to work with Highways England  to facilitate enhancements to these strategic corridors,
enhancing access to other major towns and cities and to international gateways.

2.2.10 The Plan’s transport policies have been developed to:

● Make Gateshead and Newcastle accessible to all;
● Achieve a shift to more sustainable modes of travel including promoting alternative travel

choices particularly along congested travel corridors;
● Reduce carbon emissions from transport;
● Enhance and protect the transport network to facilitate economic growth;
● Improve the efficiency of our transport networks to manage demand, address capacity

issues and get more from our existing infrastructure; and
● Set out expectations in terms of development and how it will plan for the transport needs

generated.

2.2.11 The aim of the Plan is to create sustainable communities, centres and new development where
priority is given to sustainable modes of transport. The hierarchy of sustainable modes of
transport is:

● Walking
● Cycling
● Public Transport (including taxis)
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● Freight
● Car Traffic

2.2.12 Key themes include:

● Improving the operation of existing air, rail, and road transport networks to link the area
nationally and internationally;

● Promoting road safety and introducing 20 miles per hour limits in residential streets and local
centres;

● Addressing inequalities in the public transport network, improve reliability, reduce journey
time and enhancing journey quality for all passengers;

● Creating a strategic cycle network across the area that provides sustainable access to jobs
and services;

● Managing the Public Right of Way network;
● Providing bus priority measures and implementing a programme of bus corridor

improvements over the plan period such as along the A692 Corridor, Durham Road, Felling
Bypass, Great North Road and West Road;

● Delivering investment into sustainable technologies such as electric vehicles and the
charging infrastructure; and

● Supporting the promotion of sustainable modes of transport and the delivery of infrastructure
improvements by further development of the area’s intelligent transport system – Urban
Traffic Management Control (UTMC).

2.2.13 Key Points from the Transport and Accessibility section include:

● New development is located in the most sustainable locations and accessible by a choice of
travel models, including walking, cycling and public transport. If development is not in the
most accessible of locations, it is key to the transport strategy that they provide
improvements to the transport network to mitigate the impact of the trips generated;

● Gateshead and Newcastle currently benefit from high levels of accessibility by all transport
modes and in particular public transport. However, there are some locations notably to the
east and west (e.g. Walker, Crawcrook, Chopwell, Throckley, Newburn and Lemington)
where accessibility is more limited);

● Traffic congestion is limited to a small number of key locations including the A1 and some of
the main approaches to the Urban Core;

● It is important that development which generates growth is managed to ensure accessibility
remains high and congestion low.

● Gateshead and Newcastle will continue to promote road safety and introduce 20 mph limits
in residential streets and local centres;

● Planned Bus Corridor improvements on: A692 Corridor, Durham Road, Felling Bypass,
Great North Road Gosforth High Street, and, West Road;

● Connection of the north east to the High-Speed Rail Network remains a priority in the long
term; and

● The Strategic Road Network serving the area (A1, A69, A194(M) and A696) is essential for
connectivity which will help secure economic growth and prosperity for Gateshead and
Newcastle. The councils will work with Highways England to facilitate enhancements to
these strategic corridors, giving better access to other major towns and cities and to
international gateways.
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Policy CS13 Transport

2.2.14 This policy is referred to widely throughout many of the documents for the Existing Evidence
Review in Section 3.

2.2.15 The enhancement and delivery of an integrated transport network to support sustainable
development and economic growth will be achieved by:

● Promoting sustainable travel choices including improving equality of access for all, protecting
/ enhancing pedestrian and cycle routes, the development of an integrated public transport
network / interchanges, Metro re-invigoration and expansion of the Metro system in the
longer term, encouraging sustainable travel alternatives and the management of car parking
locations / supply / pricing.

● Improving the operation of the transport network and its wider connections by promoting /
facilitating improvement, supporting the sustainable / efficient flow of passengers / freight via
Newcastle International Airport, Newcastle Central Station, the Port of Tyne and High-Speed
Rail and promoting the re-opening of regional heavy rail lines for passengers and freight.
This also includes the creation of additional capacity on the Strategic Road Network,
undertaking an assessment of the need for an additional cross-river capacity, the
development of Urban Traffic Management and control (UTMC), reducing unnecessary
traffic through, within and around the Urban Core and managing freight movement to
minimise the impact on the network and environment.

● Ensuring development which generates significant movement is located where sustainable
transport can be maximised, connects safely to / mitigates the effects of development on
existing transport networks, includes charging infrastructure for electric vehicles within major
developments, incorporates 20mph zones, provides cycle parking / supporting infrastructure
and provides direct, safe, secure and continuous pedestrian / cycling links.

Policy CS18 Green Infrastructure and the Natural Environment

2.2.16 This requires improved access to, along and onto the River Tyne and its tributaries, without
adversely impacting on the local ecology or damaging the river banks.

Policy AOC2 MetroGreen

2.2.17 A mixed-use, sustainable community will be delivered through a coordinated phased approach,
providing new residential neighbourhoods, commercial, leisure and community facilities, a
network of green spaces and routes for pedestrians and cyclists, and substantial improvements
to public transport and flood and surface water management infrastructure.

2.2.18 Aspects of this policy with relevance to transport include:

● A transformed and outward facing Metrocentre which is integrated into the wider MetroGreen
area;

● Improved pedestrian and cycle accessibility to the Transport Interchange and improvements
to public transport infrastructure and services to serve new development;

● Improvements to the highway network to mitigate the impact of additional traffic generated
by the development on local and strategic roads; and

● A series of safe, usable and attractive spaces and routes for pedestrians and cyclists,
forming a green infrastructure network across the area.
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Making Spaces for Growing Places, Draft Plan, October 2017

2.2.19 Making Spaces for Growing Places (MSGP) sets out Gateshead’s site allocations and
designations as well as borough-wide policies for managing development.

2.2.20 The Plan has been informed by various national and locally prepared plans, strategies and
evidence which have been produced by the Government, local Councils and their partner
organisations.

2.2.21 Policies contained in Section 6 (Transport and Accessibility) of this plan sets out the approach
for dealing with the key transport issues in Gateshead including reducing the impact of traffic,
reducing the need to travel, managing congestion, improving accessibility and promoting a
change in transport usage.

2.2.22 The following policies are considered of specific relevance to the development of the
MetroGreen AAP.

MSGP16 Mitigating impacts of development on the transport network

2.2.23 The action plan element of a Transport Assessment should include information on how adverse
impacts on the transport network will be mitigated, how sustainable access to the development
will be enhanced and how these measures will be financed.

2.2.24 Guidance is given in this document about documentation that should be produced to support
planning applications dependent on the potential traffic related associated with them.

2.2.25 “Where a development is likely to have a significant impact on the transport network, its
acceptability will need to be demonstrated by:

1. Transport Assessment in line with the scope agreed with the Planning Authority including,
but not limited to:
a. an assessment of the impact of the proposals on traffic movements and highway safety.
b. an assessment of the accessibility of the site by sustainable modes.
c. an action plan setting out how and when issues highlighted by the accessibility and

transport assessments will be addressed.
2.  A Travel Plan for all users of the development which includes provision for its continuing

development, and the setting and monitoring of targets for sustainable travel use.
3.  A Transport Statement will be required where a development is likely to have a lesser

impact on the transport network. Developments subject to a Transport Statement may still
require a Travel Plan” (MSGP page 24).

MSGP17 Transport Aspects of the Design of New Development

2.2.26 The MSGP expresses how site layout, levels of parking provision and development density all
have a key role in reducing the dominance of motorised traffic. It is essential that new
developments are linked well with the public transport, cycling and pedestrian networks, and
easy access is provided to local services.

2.2.27  “New development will be required to:

1. Secure safe access to the site for all people and provide adequate servicing facilities;
2. Not have an adverse impact on the safe operation of the transport network, a significant

impact on the efficient operation of the road network, or create significant additional
congestion;
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3. Give priority to access by sustainable travel including the improvement of existing links, the
removal of barriers to sustainable means of access and;

4. Enhance the public right of way and cycle networks. Where it is necessary to disturb either
network, suitable replacement sections of route will be required; and

5. Provide the level of parking necessary to secure the safe and effective operation of the
development by:
a. Limiting car parking for residential development to the levels set out in the Council’s

parking standards;
b. Providing car parking for non-residential development in line with the Council’s parking

standards;
c. Providing electric vehicle charging points in line with the Council’s parking standards;
d. Providing motorcycle parking facilities in line with the Council’s parking standards;
e. Providing cycle parking facilities in line with the standards set out in the Council’s parking

standards” (MSCP Page 24/25).

2.2.28 Developers should seek to engage with Highways England as early as is practicable in the
development process as Highways England is the statutory consultee in the planning system
charged with operating, maintaining, and improving England’s motorways and major A roads.

MSGP18 Safeguarded Lane for Transport Improvements

2.2.29 This policy details a list of development sites which are to be safeguarded to allow transport
related improvements to be progressed in the future.

2.2.30 A review of this list considering the context of the MetroGreen AAP has identified site MSGP
18.4 Dunston Hill Park & Ride as being within relatively close proximity. Located to the south of
the existing housing of Dunston Hill, the Park and Ride site would complement the additional
housing identified to be provided in this area. Further details of proposals at Dunston Hill are
provided in the following document:

● https://www.gateshead.gov.uk/media/1895/EL57-Dunston-Hill-Development-
Framework/pdf/EL57.-Dunston-Hill-Development-Framework.pdf

Saved Gateshead Unitary Development Plan Policies, 2015

2.2.31 A number of Unitary Development Plan (UDP) policies are saved and will remain part of
Gateshead’s Local Plan until they are superseded by policies in further documents forming part
of the Local Plan.

Gateshead Unitary Development Plan Policies, March 2015

2.2.32 The saved policies which are not superseded, in whole or in part, by the Core Strategy and
Urban Core Plan with relevance to this report are:

Transport

T1 Requirements for New Developments
T6 River Tyne Corridor
T7 Public Transport
T12 Park and Ride
T16 Blaydon Pedestrian and Cycle Bridge
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Gateshead Local Plan Policies (March 2015)

2.2.33 Following the adoption of Planning for the Future: Core Strategy and Urban Core Plan for
Gateshead and Newcastle upon Tyne 2010-2030 (CSUCP) on 26th March 2015, the
Gateshead Local Plan comprises, for the time being, (i) that plan, and (ii) those Unitary
Development Plan (UDP) policies saved by Direction of the Secretary of State in 2010 which
continue to be saved. The remaining saved Unitary Development Plan policies and parts of
policies with relevance to this report are as follows:

T1: Requirements for New Developments

2.2.34 “Where a development is likely to have a significant impact on the transport network, the
following will be required:

a. An assessment of accessibility based on the Council’s guidelines;
b. A transport assessment;
c. An action plan setting out how issues highlighted by the accessibility assessment will be

addressed;
d. A travel plan; and
e. Agreement on a contribution from the developer towards off-site transport measures,

potentially including revenue support for public transport services”.

T6 River Tyne Corridor

2.2.35 “A continuous recreational riverside route within a landscaped setting will be provided, where
safely practicable, on the Tyne riverbank. Where new development or redevelopment takes
place, an area of land between 10 and 30 metres in width will be safeguarded for this purpose”.

T7 Public Transport

2.2.36 “A successful, extensive and viable bus network will be supported by:

a. Implementation of effective bus priority measures across the Borough, particularly in
support of the Tyne and Wear Superoute network;

b. Upgrading passenger facilities and information at bus stops, bus stations and interchange
points;

c. Protecting the route of the East Gateshead Public Transport Corridor from Gateshead
town centre to Heworth and Follingsby; and

d. Work in partnership with Nexus and bus operators to bring forward a proposal for the
extension of CentreLink from the Metrocentre to Blaydon”.

T12 Park and Ride

2.2.37 The Council will:

a. Continue to develop the park and ride facilities at Heworth, in partnership with Nexus;
b. Investigate the introduction of schemes at the following locations across the Borough, in

partnership with Nexus, bus operators and rail operators:
– Metrocentre coach park (bus/rail)
– East Gateshead (bus)
– Felling (Metro)
c. Identify potential locations for schemes in the following areas, in partnership with Nexus,

bus operators and rail operators:
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– Blaydon (bus/rail)
– Birtley (bus)
– Pelaw (Metro)
– Team Valley (bus)

2.2.38 The evaluation of these sites will consider their impact on the existing highway network and
bring forward mitigation measures where appropriate.

T16 Blaydon Pedestrian and Cycle Bridge

2.2.39 “Proposals for a pedestrian and cycle bridge linking Blaydon town centre with Newburn
Riverside are to be developed and should be accommodated within the wider regeneration
strategy for Blaydon Town Centre”.

MetroGreen Scoping Report, 2015

2.2.40 Themes and issues to be addressed in the Area Action Plan have been identified in the
MetroGreen Scoping Report, 2015. Transport is an agreed topic Theme in the Scoping Report
and this along with the identified Transport issues are being addressed in this report.

2.2.41 The MetroGreen Scoping Report, 2015 highlights how “The Integrated Transport Strategy” will
identify appropriate highway mitigation and sustainable transport measures.

MetroGreen Options Report, 2015

2.2.42 The MetroGreen Options Report, 2015 is the second formal stage in preparing the AAP and
includes a preferred policy approach setting out where housing and commercial development
will be located as well as key infrastructure.

2.2.43 The preferred approach to sustainable transport is:

● Set by CSUCP policies CS13 and AOC2;
● To create a walkable and cycle friendly neighbourhood by developing high quality networks

for pedestrians and cyclists connecting different parts of the area;
● To sustain and develop the role of the Public Transport Interchange (PTI) as a major

transport hub;
● To require new office, retail and leisure uses to be located within the boundary of the

Metrocentre and where no suitable sites are available, to then focus development on land
that is, or capable of being, well connected to the PTI;

● To prepare a transport strategy for MetroGreen encompassing all modes of travel including
walking, cycling, bus, rail and the private car.

2.2.44 The Options Report requires existing, enhanced and new connections to include direct,
spacious pedestrianised streets, with interesting features, natural surveillance and active
frontages. This will be important to create a walkable environment that is appealing, safe to
visitors and the overall attractiveness of the area, reducing the need to travel by car.

2.2.45 However, large parts of the MetroGreen currently make limited or inadequate provision for
walking making it difficult to get around the area on foot. Regeneration will therefore create the
opportunity to improve pedestrian networks in the area and links to the wider area.

2.2.46 National Cycle Network Route 14 and 141 runs through the area. There are cycle connections
to the south with links to Whickham and Derwent Valley and east along Cross Lane. A network
of off-road routes also exists around the Metrocentre, with limited cycleway provision along river
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banks, through the Retail Park and no cycle provision north of Riverside Way. MetroGreen will
create the opportunity to improve cycle linkages and promote cycle use.

2.2.47 MetroGreen is highly accessible by public transport, however there are some areas where
access to bus services is more limited and may need to be improved to serve new development.

2.2.48 In order to cater for the additional demands, it is intended to prepare a transport strategy for
MetroGreen. Particular emphasis will be given to maximising levels of walking, cycling and
public transport use together with the implementation of measures to minimise the impact of
additional traffic and congestion on the road network.

2.2.49 The preferred approach to the highway network is:

● Set by CSUCP Policies CS13 and AOC2.
● To minimise unnecessary traffic generation through a range of measures including

increasing dwell time at the Metrocentre.
● To identify the additional pressures imposed by the MetroGreen development on the

strategic and local road network, and bring forward proposals to alleviate predicted
problems.

● To prepare a transport strategy for MetroGreen encompassing all modes of travel including
walking, cycling, bus rails and the private car.

2.2.50 Strategic vehicular access to MetroGreen is provided by the A1 trunk road which runs to the
south of MetroGreen, with junctions at Derwenthaugh, Metrocentre, and Dunston. CSUCP
Policy CS13 requires the creation of additional capacity on the A1 and CSUCP Policy AOC2
requires improvements to the highway network to mitigate the impact of additional traffic
generated by the MetroGreen development on local and strategic roads.

2.2.51 The preferred approach to strategic transport projects is:

● To explore the need to protect alignments for a tram route and an additional crossing of the
River Tyne in the MetroGreen area as an option in this document.

2.2.52 CSUCP Policy CS13 includes a number of other potential strategic transport projects that could
impact on MetroGreen in the longer term including:

1. Metro re-invigoration and expansion of the Metro system in the longer term
2. Undertaking an assessment of the need for additional cross-river capacity

2.2.53 Initial studies have shown that provision of a street running tram connecting Gateshead Urban
Core with the Metrocentre is technically feasible. Tram routes of this kind could connect to the
Public Transport Interchange, providing additional public transport options and encouraging
further modal shift from the car.

2.2.54 The CSUCP highlights the possible need to provide an additional crossing on the River Tyne.
While unlikely to be needed to support the development of MetroGreen itself, previous work has
suggested that any new Tyne bridge crossing to the west could be situated in the vicinity of the
Metrocentre.

2.2.55 The preferred approach to car parking is:

● To explore the more efficient use of existing surface car parks around the Metrocentre and
consider the need for car parking management regimes for any non-residential car parking
provision.
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2.2.56 The MetroGreen area, particularly around the Metrocentre and Metro Retail Park, is heavily
dominated by surface car parks. It is important that the increased future demand is met through
solutions that do not involve surface car parks, include a walkable centre and creation of streets
fronted by buildings with active frontages.

2.2.57 There is potential for existing surface car parks to be replaced with multi-storey car parking
releasing land around the Metrocentre for leisure and small-scale ancillary retail development.

2.2.58 The AAP will explore the introduction of charges for non-residential car parking particularly in
terms of its impact on the wider road network and other service centres including the Urban
Core.

2.3 Metrocentre Existing Emergency Procedures
2.3.1 This section details the existing emergency procedures in place for the Metrocentre during high

risk and extreme events. The emergency procedure information below has been provided by the
Resilience and Emergency Planning Officer at Gateshead Council during July 2018.

Emergency Rendezvous Points (RVPs)

2.3.2 There is no specific set area or areas identified as Emergency Rendezvous Points (RVPs).
Should RVPs be required, Northumbria Police would identify a suitable location at the time of
need. Appropriate locations are often those with a hard surface (suitable for all vehicle types)
and an area that can accommodate a large number of vehicles. This would therefore likely be a
car park or vacant plot within the area.

Emergency Access and Egress

2.3.3 The emergency services will generally ensure they take the clearest route in and out of the site
in the event of an emergency. Traffic would be reviewed at the time of any emergency to identify
an appropriate route and any traffic management options that could be put in place to best
achieve a clear route. This would likely initially involve the use of police motor patrols to
implement the required traffic management measures. However, as any emergency situation
develops, the emergency services would rely on assistance from Gateshead Council to manage
things over the course of responding to the incident. Northumbria Police would likely look to use
main routes such as the A1, A1114, A184, A694 and B6317 and emergency vehicles would
attend under blue lights to arrive at the incident as quickly as possible.

Pick Up Points

2.3.4 Pick up points would generally be agreed with Go Northeast upon initial contact during any
incident and would depend on what vehicles are immediately available for use. For example,
some routes may be unsuitable for double decker vehicles. The currently identified pick up
points are highlighted in Table 1 below.

Table 1: Identified pick up points
Location
Transport Interchange
Go Northeast Depot
Green Car park
Blue Car park
ASDA
Costco
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Location
Coach Park

IKEA
Riverside Park
Derwenthaugh Rd
Longrigg Rd
Hexham Rd

Source: Gateshead Council
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3 Existing Evidence Review

3.1 Introduction
The following section presents the findings from the Transport and Accessibility existing
evidence topic based review.

3.2 Tyne Crossing West Study (Mouchel - March 2010)
3.2.1 The River Tyne to the west of the centre of Gateshead / Newcastle presents a significant barrier

to movement. As such access for residents to employment and services across the river is
limited. This study assesses the severance impact of the river on communities immediately
bordering it, considers proposals for upgrading existing river crossings and identifies an overall
strategy for the future improvement of river crossings including the provision of new crossings.

3.2.2 Modelling shows an increase in accessibility across the River Tyne results in more choosing to
make trips over the river.

3.2.3 By eliminating the severance caused by the river there would be increased access to
Gateshead’s and Newcastle’s main attractors. This would provide benefits to businesses and to
residents. By removing the severance caused by the river, it is likely that this would increase the
number of residents who can access the Metrocentre within 20 minutes by walking, cycling or
public transport.

3.2.4 Overall, the key findings are that removing the barrier caused by the River Tyne would:

● Change how and where residents would travel to work;
● Improve access to work, goods and services for all residents throughout Newcastle and

Gateshead by all modes. Those communities immediately bordering the Tyne could see
significant changes in the number of jobs and services that are accessible especially for
journeys by public transport, cycle or walk;

● Relieve congestion on existing highway crossings and open up routes across both
Newcastle and Gateshead that avoided other points of congestion, easing travel by car to a
significant degree;

● Reduce car journey time, opening up many destinations for car users. Few jobs would
remain “out-of-range” for car owning residents;

● Result in many commute journeys increasing in length rather than reducing in journey time;
● Create benefits for the economy by giving businesses access to a greater number of

potential employees and customers;
● Have negative impacts upon the environment due to increased car use.

3.2.5 The assessment of improving existing crossings shows a benefit being to increase capacity and
therefore reduce or remove congestion, resulting in faster journey times across the river.
Highway improvements to existing crossings will:

● Increase car use;
● Reduce use of other modes;
● Reduce the availability of local jobs that could be accessed by walking and cycling; and
● Have a detrimental impact on Newcastle and Gateshead’s environmental objectives.
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3.2.6 Six general locations have been selected for testing based on work and existing proposals
researched as part of the study. Location 4 is located at Metro Riverside Park, South Benwell
(close to MetroGreen). To summarise:

● There is a higher demand for crossings at locations 4-6;
● Options at locations 4&5 contribute well to both Gateshead and Newcastle’s priorities.

3.2.7 Funding strategies will depend on several factors:

● Identifying the stakeholders and the extent to which they benefit and contribute;
● Alignment of objectives of stakeholders;
● Ability to “sell” the scheme to stakeholders and engage their enthusiasm;
● General economic conditions;
● Incentives for the delivery vehicle / partner to maximise performance;
● Fund-raising powers of promoter;
● Economic viability and political acceptability of making users pay (a toll);
● Ratio of risk and reward to each partner; and
● Affordability.

3.2.8 The key conclusions from the hypothetical situation of introducing free movement over the Tyne
was that this increased accessibility and ease of movement was particularly advantageous to
car users from across Newcastle and Gateshead. Similarly, a scheme that is geared towards
reducing congestion at existing crossing points will provide relatively more advantage to car
users than other modes.

3.3 Newcastle Gateshead Local Development Framework New River Crossing
Options, (WSP / JMP - August 2012)

3.3.1 Newcastle City Council commissioned an Integrated Delivery Team of consultants to review the
differences in costs and transport user benefits for three potential bridge schemes to cross the
River Tyne.

3.3.2 It was identified that current river crossings act as a constraint to future development in the
region, and particularly the Urban Core, with additional and increasing congestion and travel
demand forecast. A resulting general agreement exists that a new additional bridge is required
to address the issues, which would also relieve other bridges of existing and additional forecast
congestion in the future.

3.3.3 The report considers three proposed crossing options:

● A Western Bridge option;
● An Eastern Bridge option; and
● An Eastern Bridge with tolls option.

3.3.4 The river span at the western bridge was 270m, with the natural topography more preferable
due to fewer buildings and reduced navigational clearance resulting in an overall bridge of 335m
in length. The reported costs were based on typical unit-rates, with a total cost for the Western
Bridge of £18.3m.

3.3.5 The Eastern Bridge river span was 145m, however due to topography and other constraints an
overall length of 370m was required. This is 35m longer than the western option, with additional
lengths of access road required to connect with the existing highway network. The navigational
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clearance required was greater also, with 30m horizontally and 25m vertically. Total costs for
the Eastern Bridge option were £20.6m.

3.3.6 The Western Bridge was therefore forecast to be 13% cheaper than the Eastern option.

3.3.7 In both directions, the Eastern Bridge was forecast to lead to the highest increase in total flows
crossing the River Tyne, averaging 713 northbound and 398 southbound. The Western Bridge
has the next highest at 424 and 283 respectively, with Option 3 (tolled Eastern Bridge) gaining
least additional traffic at 92 northbound and 42 southbound.

3.3.8 One of the key tasks was the identification of potential complementary measures and location
that could enhance the effectiveness of any of these schemes at a more detailed level. Key
junctions to look at where additional delays are forecast with the proposed options were:

● Scotswood View / Hollinside Road;
● A1 / Dunston Road;
● St Anthony’s Road / Welbeck Lane;
● St Anthony’s Road / Walker Road;
● Shields Road / Heaton Road;
● A184 / Green Lane; and,
● Sunderland Road / Stoneygate Lane.

3.3.9 In addition to those listed above, particular attention was also noted as needing to be paid to the
junctions either side of the bridge at the point where they join the existing highway. These
junctions are crucial to unlocking the maximum benefits of the bridge schemes, with particular
additional benefits likely to be achievable at the junctions by the Western Bridge, which could
make this the preferred option in terms of benefit cost ratios.

3.4 Newcastle Gateshead Local Development Framework – Modelling Assessment,
Additional Evidence (WSP and JMP - March 2013)

3.4.1 An Integrated Delivery Team (IDT) was commissioned by Newcastle City Council and
Gateshead Council in 2011 to undertake an assessment of the transport impacts of the Local
Development Framework (LDF) developments on the highway and public transport networks.

3.4.2 The results of the assessment showed that the mitigation proposed was effective in reducing
traffic congestion and journey times, and directly related to the impacts of LDF growth. The
report also demonstrated that over half of the forecast growth by 2030 could not be attributed to
the LDF developments themselves.

3.4.3 The report discusses the impact of proposed mitigation measures introduced in attempt to
reduce the extent and magnitude of some transport impacts proposed by the LDF within
Gateshead.

3.4.4 With no mitigation, the impact of the LDF traffic generally overlaps with existing congestion
areas and bottlenecks on the A1, A184, Askew Road, Charles Street, Heworth & Felling Bypass
and Durham Road.

3.4.5 The Tyne and Wear Transport Planning Model (TPM) was run for 2030, using the same inputs
and mitigation package, with the MetroGreen development proposals removed.

3.4.6 The analysis showed that there are a number of significant traffic flow reductions brought about
by the removal of the MetroGreen development proposals, which include:
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● Old Durham road at junction with Sunderland Road;
● A167, at A1 junction;
● A184 Askew Road;
● A1114 Riverside Way;
● A1 north of A692 Lobley Hill
● A1 Blaydon Bridge; and
● To a lesser extent each of the Tyne Bridges (Swing, Redheugh, Tyne & Scotswood).

3.4.7 The results of the TPM modelling showed that full mitigation was not achieved in the context of
the overall levels of growth proposed, even with the nice-to-have mitigation included. Gateshead
Council therefore commissioned two further runs of the TPM model to establish the relative
merits of two changes to the proposed mitigation package. These were:

● Removal of the MetroGreen development from the development proposals;
● Testing of Eighton Lodge park and ride without Follingsby / Lobley Hill as recommended

from the report conclusions, to maximise viability, and traffic reduction benefits along the A1.

3.4.8 The analysis discovered that the removal of the MetroGreen development alleviated some of
the traffic levels on the A1, however, the capacity freed up was used by other vehicles opting to
use the A1 due to the reduced traffic levels and congestion induced by the development. The
net change on the A1 was smaller than otherwise expected, as diverted traffic on local routes
was reassigned back to the A1 without the development in place.

3.4.9 This provided additional congestion relief on localised approaches to / from Gateshead, and
more central Tyne Bridges, but limited the overall reduction on the A1 to <5% of traffic flow in
either direction.

3.4.10 Similarly, no major changes were noticed in the public transport passenger kilometres and
public transport mode share as the development had limited influence on the public transport
network.

3.5 The Third Local Transport Plan for Tyne and Wear Strategy 2011 – 2021 (Tyne
and Wear Integrated Transport Authority - March 2011)

3.5.1 The Third Local Transport Plan (LTP) for Tyne and Wear Strategy 2011 – 2021 notes the
importance of sustainable economic growth, prioritising low cost solutions and active travel.

3.5.2 The 10-year strategy covers all forms of transport in Tyne and Wear produced by the Tyne and
Wear Integrated Transport Authority on behalf of the six LTP Partners – the five local authorities
in Tyne and Wear (Gateshead, Newcastle, North Tyneside, South Tyneside and Sunderland)
plus Nexus, the local Passenger Transport Executive.

3.5.3 The vision for transport in Tyne and Wear is:

3.5.4 “Tyne and Wear will have a fully integrated and sustainable transport network, allowing
everyone the opportunity to achieve their full potential and have a high quality of life. Our
strategic networks will support the efficient movement of people and goods within and beyond
Tyne and Wear, and a comprehensive network of pedestrian, cycle and passenger transport
links will ensure that everyone has access to employment, training, community services and
facilities”.

3.5.5 Five goals have been adopted to meet this vision:
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● To support the economic development, regeneration and competitiveness of Tyne and Wear
by improving the efficiency, reliability and integration of transport networks;

● To reduce carbon emissions produced by local transport movements;
● To contribute to healthier and safer communities in Tyne and Wear, including higher levels of

physical activity;
● To ensure everyone in Tyne and Wear has the opportunity to access a wide range of

employment, training, facilities and services; and
● To protect, preserve and enhance the natural and built environments.

3.5.6 The Strategy is focused on addressing challenges within the following three key areas:

● Economic Development and Regeneration – Tyne and Wear is less successful than other
Urban areas in the UK by standard economic indicators. Transport is required to support the
development of new housing sites, manage congestion and ensure high levels of
accessibility to key employment sites. MetroGreen is highlighted in the Strategy as a housing
area to develop. Transport will be a fundamental aspect of the MetroGreen development.

● Climate Change – All local authorities in Tyne and Wear have committed to meet challenging
targets for the reduction of CO2 emissions and play a part in meeting the UK’s national
Climate Change Act objectives.

● Safe and Sustainable Communities – Transport can assist with deprivation by improving
accessibility to ensure people can reach employment sites and key services. The promotion
of healthy, active travel modes is important.

The Strategy states how due to a long period of sustained investment by both the private and
public sectors, 25% of visitors to the Metrocentre use public transport. This figure is
considerably higher than most other out-of-town shopping centres in the UK.

3.6 Metro Futures (Nexus)
3.6.1 The Metro Futures brochure sets out the aims and objectives of the North East Combined

Authority’s forthcoming Metro and Local Rail Strategy, and how the expansion of the region’s
network could be achieved. The aim of the Metro Futures brochure is to set the context for the
publication of business cases for Metro fleet replacement and essential renewals. The North
East Combined Authority has issues that need to be addressed by targeted infrastructure
investment to widen the reach of sustainable accessibility.

3.6.2 The Metro Reinvigoration programme is designed to replace and renew life-expired assets to
improve operational reliability/efficiency, reduce the risk of infrastructure failure and ensure the
system can keep operating long into the future. Phase 1 of the Metro reinvigoration saw the
introduction of a new ticketing system and station improvements. Phase 2 concerns large-scale
renewal of ageing infrastructure such as track, electrical and communications equipment and
stations between 2010 and 2021, and is currently underway. Phase 3 takes Metro into the
future, developing Metro and local rail services together to enable the north east to thrive both
economically and socially.

3.6.3 Three clear policy objectives have been set out in the Metro Futures brochure:

● To provide Metro and local rail services that are affordable for passengers, reliable,
accessible and comfortable with high levels of customer satisfaction, within available
resources.

● To grow the Metro and local rail network and their modal share as part of an integrated
public transport network.
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● To achieve value for money.

3.6.4 The Metro Futures brochure identifies a number of opportunities to grow the Metro and local rail
system, including opportunities to enhance links to the Metrocentre / MetroGreen.

3.6.5 The existing rail service to the Metrocentre provides frequent links to Newcastle and Hexham,
and hourly to Sunderland. The brochure identifies opportunities for new rail links to serve the
Metrocentre, for instance, to south east Northumberland. Two further opportunities are
additionally presented, the first of which is the potential opportunity to use the line through
Gateshead to access Heworth, South Tyneside and Sunderland directly, avoiding the
congested Newcastle Central Station. The second opportunity is to use an existing freight spur
between Bensham and Team Valley (located to the south east of MetroGreen) to connect the
route to the new A1 Park and Ride site. Reference is also made to potential Metro extensions
into the west of Newcastle, which could be linked to the Metrocentre by a new bridge.

3.6.6 In terms of connectivity, MetroGreen could benefit from a proposed expansion of the Metro
network.

3.7 New River Tyne Crossings Joint Position Statement (Gateshead and Newcastle
City Councils - January 2016)

3.7.1 This document sets out policy context, existing evidence, existing issues, funding options,
priorities and recommendations for next steps that need to be considered to progress the
investigation of a new Tyne River crossing.

3.7.2 Available evidence on the impact of new Tyne crossings can be summarised from the policy
approach taken in the Core Strategy and Urban Core Plan. It can be concluded from the
evidence that:

● The provision of new bridges for road traffic has the potential to provide significant
congestion relief to forecast issues on the Tyne Bridge, Scotswood Bridge, Redheugh Bridge
and Blaydon Bridge;

● Proposals for possible new road crossings to the east and west of the Gateshead /
Newcastle Urban Core serve distinct catchments and can be assessed separately; and

● The best location for any western bridge is likely to be in the MetroGreen area.

3.7.3 A bridge at MetroGreen would have significant impact on the local network and viability of the
site.

3.7.4 The provision of a new bridge for road traffic has the potential to provide significant congestion
relief to forecast issues on the Tyne Bridge, Scotswood Bridge, Redheugh Bridge and Blaydon
Bridge.

3.7.5 However, the current context for the examination of cross river capacity is affected by a number
of further issues:

● Although conclusions can be derived from the current evidence base, it does not provide
sufficient clarity to determine if a new bridge is required

● The AAP preferred option would not safeguard land for a new crossing in the area, reflecting
the limited evidence currently available.

● The Road Investment Strategy: Investment Plan by DfT, 2014 sets out a commitment to
widen the A1 from Junction 65 to 79. However, the capacity of Blaydon Bridge itself cannot
be increased and therefore, to maximise the benefits of the A1 improvements,
complementary improvements should be undertaken at Scotswood Bridge.
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● There are potential scheme proposals identified in The Strategic Economic Plan for the
North East to improve A1 Scotswood Bridgehead which would negate the need for an
additional bridge.

● If improvements to both the A1 and Scotswood Bridgehead cannot provide sufficient
capacity, then a new bridge will need to be considered.

● The assessment of river crossing capacity is potentially an immense, costly and time-
consuming task.

3.8 MetroGreen Access Strategy (Draft) – (Gateshead Council – December 2013)
3.8.1 This MetroGreen Access Strategy has been prepared in support of the proposals for

development in the MetroGreen area, to be delivered as part of Gateshead’s Local
Development Framework (LDF).

3.8.2 This strategy is based on assumed levels of development of some 1,000 residential units and
30,000m2 of employment / leisure uses by 2030.

3.8.3 Existing patterns of development in the area have a major bearing on demands on the transport
network. Current activity in the MetroGreen area already generates significant demands for
movement to, from, and within it. There are over 13,000 car parking spaces in the MetroGreen
area. It is estimated that the area generates over 60,000 person trips each day. The
Metrocentre and Metro Retail Park are major attractors which, because of their format and
extensive provision of free parking, tend to attract high levels of car born custom.

3.8.4 The Metrocentre has an established travel planning function which has been successful in
sustaining a high level of non-car mode share for employees at the Metro Centre (53%).
Customer non-car mode share (25%) is high when compared with other out of town retail
developments (typically less than 20%).

3.8.5 MetroGreen has potential to support low levels of car use, due to its close location to major
facilities and employment opportunities with easy access to major public transport and cycle
networks.

Walking Access

3.8.6 Levels of pedestrian access to the Metrocentre area are currently very low. This reflects the
relatively isolated nature of the area, being remote from nearby residential areas and
segregated from them by major roads and railways. Not all roads have footways and crossing
facilities are limited. Where pedestrian routes do exist, these are sometimes directed towards
specific units rather than providing for movement through the area.

Public Transport

3.8.7 The MetroGreen area is highly accessible by public transport. The Metrocentre Interchange,
located in the centre of the area is served by:

● An extensive network of local bus services providing links to adjoining areas. These are
concentrated on a limited number of main routes through the area, with some areas
relatively remote from services (Figure 3);

● A more limited network of express bus services providing connections to Gateshead town
centre, Newcastle city centre and a few other destinations;

● The S1 Metro Centre shuttle bus (at the time of writing this has been replaced by the X66),
connecting the Interchange with the Metro Retail Park; and
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● Local rail services to Newcastle city centre and along the Tyne Valley.

Vehicular Access

3.8.8 The A1 trunk road runs to the south of the MetroGreen area, with junctions at Derwenthaugh,
Metrocentre and Dunston. The A1 provides the major north-south traffic route through western
Tyneside, and congestion affecting the road is a major concern. A major improvement to the A1,
at the Lobley Hill / A184 junction has been approved by Government. Although lying to the east
of MetroGreen this proposal should have a significant impact in relieving congestion along the
A1 throughout Gateshead.

3.8.9 The MetroGreen area is served by a network of local roads connecting to surrounding areas as
well as more strategic routes. Traffic congestion exists at a number of locations (Figure 4).
Aside from the A1 the main problems are apparent on the A694 at Derwenthaugh and the
approaches to the main junctions with the A1114, A1 and B6317.

3.8.10 In general terms MetroGreen is a potentially excellent location to realise national and local
policy objectives. Lying within the urban area, with good access by sustainable modes to a
range of major employment opportunities and other facilities, the opportunity exists to enable
the movement needed to support economic growth while at the same time minimising adverse
congestion and carbon impacts.

Cycling

3.8.11 The location and size of MetroGreen makes it ideal for the promotion of cycle use. In addition to
facilities in the immediate vicinity, links to the wider cycle network mean that it is well located for
a range of facilities and employment opportunities including those in Newcastle City Centre,
Gateshead town centre / Quays, Blaydon and Team Valley Trading Estate.

3.8.12 The main Keelman’s Way cycle route runs east-west through the MetroGreen area, and forms
part of National Cycle Network (NCN) route 14. In addition, cycle connections exist to the south
with links to Whickham and along the Derwent Valley, and to the east along Cross Lane. A
network of off-road routes exists around the Metrocentre itself.

3.8.13 However, problems relating to the provision for cycling overlap to some degree with those for
pedestrians, and include:

● Poor links beneath the railway line at Cross Lane;
● Widening of the Keelman’s Way west of Cross Lane;
● Riverside route not in place throughout much of area;
● Riverside route at Watermark not linked to Keelman’s Way;
● Severance of Derwent West Bank site from Metrocentre area by River Derwent;
● Absence of east west route through Metro Retail Park; and
● Upgrading of the section of Cross Lane immediately to the north of the A1.

3.8.14 Specific additional cycle improvements include:

● The replacement of the existing Bridge across the River Derwent for the Keelman’s Way,
which is of substandard width;

● The provision of a direct cycle link between the Keelman’s Way and Metrocentre rail station.
Efforts have been made over a number of years to provide such a connection, but have
proved abortive owing to difficulties in obtaining the necessary access and permissions;
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● Scotswood Road, immediately to the north of the main Metrocentre complex, also poses a
barrier to movement. Although pedestrian demand here is limited, this is an important link
between the Metrocentre and the local cycle route network.

Transport Modelling

3.8.15 The Gateshead / Newcastle modelling highlighted the likelihood of congestion problems
occurring in the vicinity of MetroGreen. The main problems are predicted to occur on the A1,
Derwenthaugh junction, Hollinside Road and Scotswood Bridge.

3.8.16 The main conclusions to be drawn from the modelling are

● Roads in the vicinity of MetroGreen will see significant increases in traffic and consequent
reductions in average speeds;

● Problems at strategic level are unlikely to pose problems on a scale that will prevent
successful development; and

● Removal of the development proposals realises only limited benefits in terms of reducing
traffic problems in the area.

3.8.17 Development of the MetroGreen area would add significantly to public transport demands in the
area. Although significant, it is unlikely this increase would cause major problems for operation
of the Interchange itself. However, there could be impacts in terms of increased overcrowding
and lack of capacity on some routes.

Transport Constraints

3.8.18 General constraints to transport include:

● Physical barriers hindering movement (rivers, roads, railways and built developments)
● The existing scale of the Metrocentre, Retail Park and associated car parks are a barrier to

movement through the area;
● Substandard pedestrian and cycle provision in a number of locations;
● Pedestrian severance affecting the ability to reach public transport stops and services;
● Congestion on public transport at peak times; and
● Traffic congestion on strategic and local highway networks; especially on the main A1

Gateshead Western By-pass.

3.9 A1 Newcastle Gateshead Western Bypass Stage 3 Report (Halcrow, Hyder, WSP,
February 2015)

3.9.1 The A1 Newcastle Gateshead Western Bypass (NGWB) is one of the most congested highway
links in the North-East Region with more than 110,000 vehicles using the route every day on the
busiest section.

3.9.2 Improvements to the A1 NGWB have long been acknowledged as a requirement for economic
growth in the region within both local and national policy documents and are reflected in the
consensus of opinion amongst regional stakeholders that something needs to be done to
address the issues. The route has been identified as a ‘hot-spot’ requiring Government
investment to deliver infrastructure improvements. Five improvement options for prioritisation
were identified within Stage 2 of the feasibility study and Strategic Outline Business Cases
(SOBCs) have been produced for them:
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● Widening to three lanes between J65 – J67 including provision of new offline structure to
replace Allerdene bridge and the new Coalhouse junction;

● Provision of three narrow lanes between J71 – J73 including closure of J72 (Swalwell slips);
● Provision of three narrow lanes between J74 - J79 including lane gain / lane drop

arrangement between junctions on the J74 – J77 section. This requires a 50mph speed limit
over this portion of the route;

● Technology Option: Motorway Incident Detection and Automated Signalling provision for the
whole route; and

● A set of smaller interventions at seven junctions including schemes such as widening of slip
roads and signalisation.

3.9.3 The report indicates that the optimum combination of schemes for the A1 NGWB would be to
deliver the J65 – J67 widening scheme and the J74 – J79 scheme together. There is potential
for delivery of the junction interventions along these sections of the route in order to maintain
the mainline benefits of the schemes. This scheme combination would lead to an A1 NGWB
corridor with three traffic lanes on the most congested parts of the route and two lanes on the
middle section which currently carries less traffic and experiences fewer issues.

3.10 Conclusions
3.10.1 Based on the review of existing evidence, the following conclusions are made:

Tyne Crossing

3.10.2 A new Tyne Crossing to the west of the Newcastle and Gateshead urban core would provide
improved accessibility and benefits to business / residents. Alternative schemes to reduce
congestion at existing river crossings points will provide more advantage to car users than other
modes of transport.

3.10.3 A new bridge to the west would be cheaper than a new bridge to the east, however a bridge to
the east would lead to the highest increase in total flows.

3.10.4 There is currently a lack of suitable evidence base information to provide sufficient clarity to
determine if a new bridge is required and the assessment of river crossing capacity can
potentially be an immense, costly and time consuming process.

Transport Modelling

3.10.5 Transport modelling undertaken for the Local Development Framework indicated traffic flow
reductions by the removal of the MetroGreen development proposals in the modelling including
alleviating traffic levels on the A1. The reductions were smaller than anticipated as diverted
traffic on local routes was reassigned back to the A1.

3.10.6 Roads in the vicinity of MetroGreen will see significant increases in traffic and consequent
reductions in average speeds.

3.10.7 Problems (on the roads) at strategic level are unlikely to pose problems on a scale that will
prevent successful development at MetroGreen.

Sustainable Transport and Accessibility

3.10.8 The Third Local Transport Plan for Tyne and Wear Strategy 2011-2021 outlines the following
vision:
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3.10.9 “Tyne and Wear will have a fully integrated and sustainable transport network, allowing
everyone the opportunity to achieve their full potential and have a high quality of life. Our
strategic networks will support the efficient movement of people and goods within and beyond
Tyne and Wear, and a comprehensive network of pedestrian, cycle and passenger transport
links will ensure that everyone has access to employment, training, community services and
facilities”.

3.10.10 The Metro Futures brochure identifies opportunities to grow the Metro and local rail system
including opportunities to enhance links to the Metrocentre / MetroGreen, possibly via a new
bridge to potential Metro extensions to the west of Newcastle.

3.10.11 General constraints to transport include:

● Physical barriers hindering movement (rivers, roads, railways and built developments)
● The existing scale of the Metrocentre, Retail Park and associated car parks are a barrier to

movement through the area;
● Substandard pedestrian and cycle provision in a number of locations;
● Pedestrian severance affecting the ability to reach public transport stops and services;
● Congestion on public transport at peak times; and
● Traffic congestion on strategic and local highway networks; especially on the main A1

Gateshead Western By-pass
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4 New Evidence and Consultation

4.1 New Evidence
4.1.1 New evidence collated as part of this Stage 1 study includes the following:

● Accessibility Audit data for cycling and walking collected during site visits between 11 and
13 December 2017 (Chapter 5);

● Accessibility Audit data for public transport journey times to key facilities and the number of
households that currently have access to retail zones has been extracted from the Tyne and
Wear Accessibility Model in February 2018 (Chapter 5); and

● Car park occupancy data collected using Automatic Number Plate Recognition technology
and video surveys between 23 and 25 March 2018 (Chapter 6).

● Review of additional transport modelling information as a result of ongoing consultation
between Gateshead Council, Highways England and Newcastle City Council regarding the
highway network and potential future new or improved bridge crossings of the Tyne in the
vicinity of the MetroGreen area.

● A Tyne Crossing Note (January 2019) provided by Gateshead Council.

4.2 Consultation
4.2.1 Gateshead Council and Highways England have worked in partnership on the scope of works

for the transport modelling and the subsequent model outputs. General liaison meetings
between Gateshead Council and Highways England were held on 25/01/18, 30/08/18 and
06/11/18 at which progress and issues relating to MetroGreen were discussed.

4.2.2 Gateshead Council has undertaken consultation with Highways England and Newcastle City
Council on a new River Tyne Crossing at MetroGreen which concluded that land would not be
safeguarded for a new River Tyne crossing in the MetroGreen Area Action Plan and the
Newcastle Development and Allocations Plan.

4.2.3 Gateshead Council held a transport and accessibility workshop with key stakeholders on
11 December 2019 to provide a summary of the baseline work on transport and accessibility at
MetroGreen.  The outcome of this consultation event is detailed in the MetroGreen Transport
and Accessibility Feedback Report (11 December 2018).

4.2.4 Consultation has also included initial interaction with Gateshead Council’s Resilience and
Emergency Planning Officer. This has indicated the need for ongoing consideration of
emergency evacuation and management approaches throughout future stages of the
MetroGreen AAP process, particularly in relation to high risk and extreme risk events, such as
tidal and fluvial flooding events.
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5 Accessibility Audits

5.1 Introduction
5.1.1 The following section provides details of the various types of Accessibility Audits which have

been undertaken to gain a better understanding of access to and around the MetroGreen area
by walking, cycling and public transport.

5.2 Agreed zoning areas
5.2.1 Following discussions with Gateshead Council regarding the proposed zones of the MetroGreen

AAP, each Accessibility Audit has considered the same zoning areas as presented in Figure 1
below.

Figure 1: MetroGreen Zones
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5.3 Walking and Cycling

Data Collection Methodology

5.3.1 The Site Analysis was based on the results from Pedestrian Environment Review System
(PERS) and Cycle Level of Service (CLoS) assessments, which enabled an objective
assessment of the ‘walkability’ and ‘cyclability’ of the Study Area. Combined, the results from
the assessments provide a comprehensive overview of conditions for Non-Motorised Users
(NMU) and also enable identification of key areas and issues to address in order to improve
conditions for pedestrians and cyclists.

5.3.2 The CLoS assessment is Transport for London’s (TfL) preferred method for assessing
conditions for cyclists. The assessment is based on 42 individual factors, eight of which are
identified as ‘critical’ and therefore have greater weighting in the CLoS assessment. The CLoS
guidance recommends that factors causing routes to fail against ‘critical’ criteria should be
addressed as a priority regardless of the overall score for a link.

5.3.3 The assessment adds up to a total of 100 and level of service is assessed against the below
parameters:

● >70% = Good Level of Service
● 40-70% = Improved Level of Service
● <40% = Poor Level of Service

5.3.4 Similarly, PERS assessments generate a score which can be used to assess the quality of the
pedestrian environment and identify any changes that would improve conditions for pedestrians.
PERS audits enable a comprehensive review of existing conditions for pedestrians based upon
14 key parameters with scoring for each parameter ranging from 0 (exceptionally poor example
of practice/facility) to +2 for (exceptionally good example of practice/facility).

5.3.5 Routes with an overall total of less than 40% are considered to have a ‘low’ level of service,
those between 40% and 70% have an ‘improved’ level of service, and scores above 70%
represents ‘good’ provision for pedestrians.

5.3.6 A full description of the methodology is detailed in Section 2 of the MetroGreen Permeability
Study provided in Appendix A.

Summary of Outputs

5.3.7 Chapter 6 of the MetroGreen Permeability report provided in Appendix A summarises a number
of key conclusions and recommendations following the completion of the CloS and PERS
audits.

5.3.8 The MetroGreen study area is currently tailored to maximise private vehicle access both within
the Metrocentre and to surrounding areas. The knock-on effect of this design and layout is that
the area is defined by its road network which has a direct impact upon both the quality of
pedestrian and cycle facilities.

5.3.9 The findings from the site analysis found that the quality of conditions for pedestrians and
cyclists within the study area varied considerably throughout the site and that the quality of
conditions was strongly linked to the street typologies and road network.

5.3.10 The key issues identified were inconsistent quality and provision of pedestrian and cycle
facilities, and poor permeability for these modes between the Metrocentre and its surroundings.
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The combination of these issues results in a disjointed experience for Non-Motorised Users
(NMUs) which does not encourage walking and cycling within the Study Area.

5.3.11 The following conclusions and recommendations resulted from this assessment:

● Reduce severance and improve permeability to overcome the dominance of the road
network in the area;

● Provide continuous, dedicated pedestrian facilities throughout MetroGreen which are
well designed and clearly signposted;

● Provide a transformative cycle network by maximising the opportunities presented by the
presence of National Cycle Network route 14 and generous highway layouts;

● Improve the integration of public transport facilities with walking and cycling routes
with particular focus on the existing public transport interchange;

● Address the existing disconnect between the different districts of MetroGreen by
maximising the Sense of Place and improving connections with the riverside and
open spaces;

● Create a 24hr offer for MetroGreen in order to improve the perception of personal security
and quality of the environment thus enhancing the liveability of the area.

5.4 Public Transport

Data Collection Methodology

5.4.1 A list of key facilities considered to be of relevance to the MetroGreen study area was
developed to inform this review. The facilities were grouped under the following categories:

● Education;
● Employment;
● Shopping; and
● Health.

5.4.2 Table 2 provides a summary of the key facilities included in this review.

Table 2: Key facilities
Facility type Name
Education Swalwell Primary School

Kingsmeadow Community School
Dunston Hill Primary School

St Mary's Roman Catholic Primary School
Front Street Primary School

Gibside Primary School
Fellside Primary School

Whickham School and Sports College
Riverside Primary Academy

St Aiden's CofE Primary School
Eslington Primary School Hazel Road

Gateshead College - Baltic Business Quarter Campus
Gateshead College - Team Valley

Newcastle College - Main Campus
Newcastle University - Students Union

Northumbria University - Newcastle City Campus
Employment Bigg Market

Haymarket
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Facility type Name
Trinity Square

Quays/Baltic Business Quarter
Team Valley

Follingsby Business Park
East Gateshead

Cobalt Business Park
Quorum Business Park

Great Park
Shopping Asda Gateshead Supercentre

Sainsbury's - Team Valley
Tesco Extra - Trinity Square Gateshead

Morrisons - Blaydon
Health Whickham Cottage Medical Centre

Dunston Medical Centre
Glenpark Medical Practice

Village Dental Practice
Mr J Crawford - Dental Practice

Crescent Dental Care
Mr M I Bholah - Dental Practice

Blaydon Leisure and Primary Care Centre
Royal Victoria Infirmary

Queen Elizabeth Hospital

5.4.3 Some of the employment locations identified above are proxies for a wider area, for example,
Bigg Market and Haymarket for Newcastle City Centre.

5.4.4 In addition to the key facilities a number of reference points within residential and non-
residential MetroGreen zones were also identified as shown in Figure 2.  These were identified
to allow consideration and comparison of travel times from within the zones to the
aforementioned facilities.
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Figure 2: Key facilities and zone area reference points

5.4.5 The combination of locations of key facilities and reference points within the MetroGreen zones
were then input in the Tyne and Wear Accessibility Model, which is owned by Newcastle City
Council, and journey time data for journeys to key facilities from the reference points within the
MetroGreen zones was extracted.

Summary of Outputs

5.4.6 Data extracted from the Tyne and Wear Accessibility Model provided results for journeys based
on the following scenarios:

● Direct Time – This scenario includes the time spent on public transport as well as walking
time between origin and destination points.

● Frequency Time – This scenario includes the time spent on public transport, walking time
between origin and destination points and an allowance for waiting time which varies by
route availability and service headway.

5.4.7 Journey times have then been compared to Department for Transport Accessibility Statistics
Guidance, which provides lower and upper threshold times for journey times to key facilities. A
summary of these thresholds is provided in Table 3.
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Table 3: DfT Accessibility Journey Time Thresholds
Service Lower threshold (mins) Upper threshold (mins)
Employment 20 40
Primary School 15 30
Secondary School 20 40
Further Education 30 60
GP 15 30
Hospital 30 60
Food store 15 30
Town centre 15 30

Source:https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/372139/acces
sibility-statistics-guidance.pdf

5.4.8 The “Lower threshold” outlined above is based on the median travel time for the specific trip
purpose, produced from the analysis of National Travel Survey data.
(https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/national-travel-survey-statistics).

5.4.9 The “Upper” threshold outlined above is based on approximately 80-90% of all trips for that
specific trip, based on an analysis of National Travel Survey data. The Upper threshold
therefore represents the higher end of actual journey times.

5.4.10 Journey time data between each of the MetroGreen zones proposed to contain housing to key
facilities has been presented in the following section. Given the desire to make the MetroGreen
AAP area a truly sustainable community, it is considered appropriate to assess access to
facilities against the lower threshold of DfT journey time guidance presented in Table 3. Where
outputs are shown to be below these relevant thresholds they have been highlighted in green in
the tables for each zone.

5.4.11 Journeys times reported in the following sections represent an average of the multiple points
identified within each zone in the study area.

5.4.12 Indicators of poor public transport accessibility are considered to be where multiple types of
facilities cannot be reached within the recommended DfT thresholds.

5.4.13 Analysis of non-residential zones, namely the Metrocentre and Metro Retail Park, has been
considered in a different manner to other zones as they are retail areas.  The analysis therefore
considers the number of households which can access these zones by public transport within
different time bands.

Derwenthaugh East

5.4.14 The existing highway and walking network connecting the Derwenthaugh East zone to bus
routes does not currently support accessibility to facilities in this area, with the exception of food
stores which are within a comfortable walking distance. With facilities such as primary
healthcare and education facilities being provided to the south and east of the Derwenthaugh
East zone the current lack of connectivity across the A1 forms a barrier to movements meaning
that journey times are not considered acceptable. Of particular concern are the current journey
times associated with access to employment facilities which are far in excess of recommended
thresholds.

Table 4: Journey times to education facilities – Derwenthaugh East
Name Direct Time Frequency Time
Dunston Hill Primary School 20 25
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Name Direct Time Frequency Time
Eslington Primary School Hazel Road 20 27

Fellside Primary School 21 30
Front Street Primary School 16 22
Gibside Primary School 22 31
Riverside Primary Academy 15 19
St Aiden's CofE Primary School 20 26
St Mary's Roman Catholic Primary School 20 26
Swalwell Primary School 17 20
Whickham School and Sports College 21 30
Gateshead College - Baltic Business Quarter Campus 28 37
Gateshead College - Team Valley 37 48
Kingsmeadow Community School 20 25
Newcastle College - Main Campus 24 32
Newcastle University - Students Union 28 34
Northumbria University - Newcastle City Campus 30 37

Table 5: Journey times to healthcare facilities – Derwenthaugh East
Direct Time Frequency Time

Crescent Dental Care 19 25
Mr J Crawford - Dental Practice 12 15
Mr M I Bholah - Dental Practice 19 23
Village Dental Practice 18 25
Queen Elizabeth Hospital 35 46
Royal Victoria Infirmary 30 36
Blaydon Leisure and Primary Care Centre 12 17
Dunston Medical Centre 19 24
Glenpark Medical Practice 18 23
Whickham Cottage Medical Centre 18 25

Table 6: Journey times to food stores – Derwenthaugh East
Name Direct Time Frequency Time
Asda Gateshead Supercentre 5 5
Morrisons - Blaydon 13 17

Sainsbury's - Team Valley 42 51
Tesco Extra - Trinity Square Gateshead 24 31

Table 7: Journey times to employment facilities – Derwenthaugh East
Name Direct Time Frequency Time
Bigg Market 22 30
Cobalt Business Park 61 71
East Gateshead 37 45
Follingsby Business Park 50 67
Great Park 53 63
Haymarket 26 33
Quays/Baltic Business Quarter 32 41
Quorum Business Park 45 53
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Name Direct Time Frequency Time
Team Valley 35 45

Trinity Square 24 31

Derwenthaugh West

5.4.15 In a similar way to the Derwenthaugh East zone, Derwenthaugh West is currently poorly
connected to the external highway and public transport and pedestrian networks which is
reflected in the journey times to key facilities. This is further compounded by a lack of crossing
points over the River Derwent which further restricts access to bus stops to the east of the zone.
Journey times to employment opportunities are again considered to be excessive with access to
local primary schools by public transport being equally poor.

Table 8: Journey times to education facilities – Derwenthaugh West
Name Direct Time Frequency Time
Dunston Hill Primary School 21 26
Eslington Primary School Hazel Road 21 27
Fellside Primary School 22 31
Front Street Primary School 18 23
Gibside Primary School 23 32
Riverside Primary Academy 16 20
St Aiden's CofE Primary School 20 26
St Mary's Roman Catholic Primary School 21 28
Swalwell Primary School 18 22
Whickham School and Sports College 22 31
Gateshead College - Baltic Business Quarter Campus 29 38
Gateshead College - Team Valley 39 49
Kingsmeadow Community School 21 27
Newcastle College - Main Campus 25 33

Newcastle University - Students Union 29 36
Northumbria University - Newcastle City Campus 32 38

Table 9: Journey times to healthcare facilities – Derwenthaugh West
Direct Time Frequency Time

Crescent Dental Care 21 26
Mr J Crawford - Dental Practice 13 16
Mr M I Bholah - Dental Practice 20 25
Village Dental Practice 20 26
Queen Elizabeth Hospital 36 47
Royal Victoria Infirmary 31 37
Blaydon Leisure and Primary Care Centre 8 11
Dunston Medical Centre 20 25
Glenpark Medical Practice 19 24
Whickham Cottage Medical Centre 19 25

Table 10: Journey times to food stores – Derwenthaugh West
Name Direct Time Frequency Time
Asda Gateshead Supercentre 7 7
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Name Direct Time Frequency Time
Morrisons - Blaydon 14 18

Sainsbury's - Team Valley 44 52
Tesco Extra - Trinity Square Gateshead 25 32

Table 11: Journey times to employment facilities – Derwenthaugh West
Name Direct Time Frequency Time
Bigg Market 24 31
Cobalt Business Park 62 72
East Gateshead 38 46
Follingsby Business Park 61 75
Great Park 54 64
Haymarket 27 34
Quays/Baltic Business Quarter 33 42
Quorum Business Park 46 55
Team Valley 36 46
Trinity Square 25 32

Dunston West

5.4.16 The proximity of the Dunston West zone to the existing housing established in Dunston means
that connectivity to key facilities including education, food stores and healthcare facilities is
already well established and offers residents a good level of choice. Journey times to
employment facilities however continues to be an issue with a lack of direct access by public
transport causing journey times to be far in excess of acceptable thresholds.

Table 12: Journey times to education facilities – Dunston West
Name Direct Time Frequency Time
Dunston Hill Primary School 11 13
Eslington Primary School Hazel Road 11 15
Fellside Primary School 17 28
Front Street Primary School 14 23
Gibside Primary School 18 29
Riverside Primary Academy 6 6
St Aiden's CofE Primary School 11 14
St Mary's Roman Catholic Primary School 17 24

Swalwell Primary School 15 19
Whickham School and Sports College 17 27
Gateshead College - Baltic Business Quarter Campus 19 27
Gateshead College - Team Valley 26 36
Kingsmeadow Community School 10 12
Newcastle College - Main Campus 17 19
Newcastle University - Students Union 19 21
Northumbria University - Newcastle City Campus 23 25

Table 13: Journey times to healthcare facilities – Dunston West
Direct Time Frequency Time

Crescent Dental Care 9 12
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Direct Time Frequency Time
Mr J Crawford - Dental Practice 7 10

Mr M I Bholah - Dental Practice 10 12
Village Dental Practice 16 25
Queen Elizabeth Hospital 25 35
Royal Victoria Infirmary 21 23
Blaydon Leisure and Primary Care Centre 15 19
Dunston Medical Centre 11 14
Glenpark Medical Practice 10 11
Whickham Cottage Medical Centre 16 24

Table 14: Journey times to food stores – Dunston West
Name Direct Time Frequency Time
Asda Gateshead Supercentre 11 14
Morrisons - Blaydon 16 21
Sainsbury's - Team Valley 31 39
Tesco Extra - Trinity Square Gateshead 16 21

Table 15: Journey times to employment facilities – Dunston West
Name Direct Time Frequency Time
Bigg Market 13 16
Cobalt Business Park 46 53
East Gateshead 28 35
Follingsby Business Park 40 55
Great Park 42 51
Haymarket 17 19
Quays/Baltic Business Quarter 22 30
Quorum Business Park 34 41
Team Valley 25 33
Trinity Square 17 21

MetroGreen East

5.4.17 In a similar way to the Dunston West zone, MetroGreen East benefits from connectivity to
existing public transport facilities and routes which serve the resident community. However, the
proximity of this zone to the Metrocentre interchange currently does not provide particular
benefits for journeys to employment facilities, with journey times reflecting a lack of direct
access to these areas. Secondary and further education facilities can all be reached within
acceptable journey times, although the choice of primary schools meeting this criteria is
significantly lower.  Journey times to a range of healthcare facilities are also considered to be
acceptable.

Table 16: Journey times to education facilities – MetroGreen East
Name Direct Time Frequency Time
Dunston Hill Primary School 10 10
Eslington Primary School Hazel Road 16 19
Fellside Primary School 22 30
Front Street Primary School 19 26
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Name Direct Time Frequency Time
Gibside Primary School 23 31

Riverside Primary Academy 12 13
St Aiden's CofE Primary School 15 19
St Mary's Roman Catholic Primary School 19 26
Swalwell Primary School 19 24
Whickham School and Sports College 22 30
Gateshead College - Baltic Business Quarter Campus 25 31
Gateshead College - Team Valley 30 40
Kingsmeadow Community School 8 8
Newcastle College - Main Campus 23 27
Newcastle University - Students Union 25 29
Northumbria University - Newcastle City Campus 28 33

Table 17: Journey times to healthcare facilities – MetroGreen East
Direct Time Frequency Time

Crescent Dental Care 14 16
Mr J Crawford - Dental Practice 13 14

Mr M I Bholah - Dental Practice 14 16
Village Dental Practice 19 26
Queen Elizabeth Hospital 32 40
Royal Victoria Infirmary 27 31
Blaydon Leisure and Primary Care Centre 20 24
Dunston Medical Centre 12 13
Glenpark Medical Practice 14 16
Whickham Cottage Medical Centre 19 26

Table 18: Journey times to food stores – MetroGreen East
Name Direct Time Frequency Time
Asda Gateshead Supercentre 16 20
Morrisons - Blaydon 22 26
Sainsbury's - Team Valley 35 44
Tesco Extra - Trinity Square Gateshead 22 26

Table 19: Journey times to employment facilities – MetroGreen East
Name Direct Time Frequency Time
Bigg Market 20 24
Cobalt Business Park 52 60
East Gateshead 33 40
Follingsby Business Park 46 60
Great Park 48 58
Haymarket 23 27
Quays/Baltic Business Quarter 29 35
Quorum Business Park 40 48
Team Valley 30 36
Trinity Square 22 26
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MetroGreen Riverside East

5.4.18 The focus of the existing MetroGreen Riverside East zone supports access by private car and
this is reflected in journey times to key facilities by public transport. Access to primary,
secondary and further education, as well as the majority of healthcare facilities, is considered to
be acceptable. As with other zones, connectivity to employment opportunities remains poor as
reflected in the excessive journey times with access to food stores also falling short of
acceptable thresholds.

Table 20: Journey times to education facilities – MetroGreen Riverside East
Name Direct Time Frequency Time
Dunston Hill Primary School 13 14
Eslington Primary School Hazel Road 12 15
Fellside Primary School 21 30
Front Street Primary School 18 26
Gibside Primary School 22 31
Riverside Primary Academy 7 8
St Aiden's CofE Primary School 11 14
St Mary's Roman Catholic Primary School 19 27
Swalwell Primary School 17 21
Whickham School and Sports College 21 30
Gateshead College - Baltic Business Quarter Campus 19 26
Gateshead College - Team Valley 27 37
Kingsmeadow Community School 12 13
Newcastle College - Main Campus 15 19
Newcastle University - Students Union 19 22

Northumbria University - Newcastle City Campus 22 26

Table 21: Journey times to healthcare facilities – MetroGreen Riverside East
Direct Time Frequency Time

Crescent Dental Care 10 13
Mr J Crawford - Dental Practice 11 13
Mr M I Bholah - Dental Practice 10 12
Village Dental Practice 20 27
Queen Elizabeth Hospital 25 35
Royal Victoria Infirmary 21 25
Blaydon Leisure and Primary Care Centre 17 21
Dunston Medical Centre 11 13
Glenpark Medical Practice 10 12
Whickham Cottage Medical Centre 20 26

Table 22: Journey times to food stores – MetroGreen Riverside East
Name Direct Time Frequency Time
Asda Gateshead Supercentre 13 17
Morrisons - Blaydon 17 21
Sainsbury's - Team Valley 32 40
Tesco Extra - Trinity Square Gateshead 16 20
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Table 23: Journey times to employment facilities – MetroGreen Riverside East
Name Direct Time Frequency Time
Bigg Market 13 17
Cobalt Business Park 46 54
East Gateshead 27 35
Follingsby Business Park 40 56
Great Park 42 52
Haymarket 17 21
Quays/Baltic Business Quarter 23 29
Quorum Business Park 33 42
Team Valley 26 34
Trinity Square 17 21

MetroGreen Riverside West

5.4.19 Journey times reported for the MetroGreen Riverside West zone reflect a similar picture to that
presented for the MetroGreen Riverside East zone. Journey times to the majority of primary
schools are in excess of acceptable thresholds, however the majority of secondary and further
education facilities can be reached within a reasonable journey time. Access by public transport
to healthcare facilities and food stores is possible within acceptable journey times however
choice is relatively limited. This zone also reflects the issue that there is very little direct access
to employment facilities from the wider study area which causes journey times to be in excess of
acceptable thresholds.

Table 24: Journey times to education facilities – MetroGreen Riverside West
Name Direct Time Frequency Time
Dunston Hill Primary School 17 19
Eslington Primary School Hazel Road 17 21
Fellside Primary School 19 27
Front Street Primary School 16 23
Gibside Primary School 20 28
Riverside Primary Academy 12 15
St Aiden's CofE Primary School 17 21

St Mary's Roman Catholic Primary School 18 24
Swalwell Primary School 15 19
Whickham School and Sports College 19 27
Gateshead College - Baltic Business Quarter Campus 25 32
Gateshead College - Team Valley 34 43
Kingsmeadow Community School 16 19
Newcastle College - Main Campus 18 22
Newcastle University - Students Union 24 28
Northumbria University - Newcastle City Campus 28 32

Table 25: Journey times to healthcare facilities – MetroGreen Riverside West
Direct Time Frequency Time

Crescent Dental Care 16 19
Mr J Crawford - Dental Practice 9 9
Mr M I Bholah - Dental Practice 15 19
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Direct Time Frequency Time
Village Dental Practice 18 24

Queen Elizabeth Hospital 31 41
Royal Victoria Infirmary 26 31
Blaydon Leisure and Primary Care Centre 14 19
Dunston Medical Centre 16 18
Glenpark Medical Practice 15 18
Whickham Cottage Medical Centre 18 24

Table 26: Journey times to food stores – MetroGreen Riverside West
Name Direct Time Frequency Time
Asda Gateshead Supercentre 10 10
Morrisons - Blaydon 16 19
Sainsbury's - Team Valley 39 47
Tesco Extra - Trinity Square Gateshead 21 26

Table 27: Journey times to employment facilities – MetroGreen Riverside West
Name Direct Time Frequency Time
Bigg Market 18 23
Cobalt Business Park 51 60
East Gateshead 33 41
Follingsby Business Park 45 60
Great Park 48 58
Haymarket 22 27
Quays/Baltic Business Quarter 28 35
Quorum Business Park 39 48
Team Valley 32 39
Trinity Square 21 26

Metrocentre

5.4.20 As noted previously the analysis associated with the Metrocentre and the Metro Retail Park
considers the quantum of households who can gain access within a specific time frame, as
opposed to travel times between origin and destination points. It is considered appropriate to
use the DfT thresholds for journey times to town centres when assessing the accessibility of
such retail areas and hence the data below looks at 15 minute and 30 minute cut-offs.

5.4.21 For the Metrocentre, an average of 3186 households are within the lower 15-minute journey
time threshold by public transport when taking into account frequency, with this number rising to
46962 when considering the upper threshold of 30 minutes.  This generally reflects existing
public transport services and the geographic nature of the current surroundings to the
Metrocentre, with little in the way of residential accommodation in the immediate vicinity and
significant residential conurbations to the south of the A1 and, further afield, to the east and to
the north of the river.  Table 28 and Figure 3 provide a summary of the number of households
that can reach the Metrocentre via public transport for different journey times.
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Table 28: Average number of households with access to the Metrocentre via public transport
Time (minutes) Average number of households -

direct
Average number of households -

frequency
5 33 0
10 2287 638
15 11591 3186
20 33885 9687
25 68436 24073
30 113428 46962
35 163463 83111
40 217263 126566
45 271440 174271

50 327740 220403
55 376675 266092
60 409395 316249
65 423580 358681
70 429834 391175
75 432743 410669
80 434884 425143
85 439111 430826
90 442028 435880
95 443752 439458
100 443851 440543

Figure 3: Number of households within journey time bandings using public transport - Metrocentre
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Metro Retail Park

5.4.22 In a similar way to the Metrocentre, consideration has been given to the number of households
within different journey time cut-offs to the Metro Retail Park.  1420 households are within a 15
minute journey time when taking into account frequency, with this growing to 33505 households
within a 30 minute journey time.  Once again, in a similar way to the Metrocentre, this reflects
existing public transport services and the geographic nature of the current surroundings to the
Metro Retail Park, with little in the way of residential accommodation in the immediate vicinity
and significant residential conurbations to the south of the A1 and, further afield, to the east and
to the north of the river. Table 29 and Figure 4 provide a summary of the number of households
that can reach the Metro Retail Park via public transport for different journey times.

Table 29: Average number of households with access to the Metro Retail Park via public transport
Time (Minutes) Average number of households -

direct
Average number of households -

frequency
5 64 1
10 1402 449
15 10133 1420
20 29566 5595
25 60554 16066
30 93621 33505
35 135354 60254
40 182679 98320

45 229596 137903
50 273501 183554
55 319738 225497
60 360470 265299
65 384103 308075
70 401736 345641
75 415507 368696
80 425010 383997
85 429584 396646
90 433944 409583
95 438203 419420
100 440684 429133
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Figure 4: Number of households within journey time bandings using public transport - Metro Retail
Park
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6 Car Parking Review

6.1 Introduction
6.1.1 This section of the report provides a summary of the data collection methodology and the

outputs used to inform the car parking review.

6.2 Data Collection Methodology
6.2.1 Throughout the development of the Stage 1 study discussion has been undertaken with

Gateshead Council in order to establish agreement for the scope of data collection exercises
associated with the accessibility audit and car park surveys.

6.2.2 Following a competitive tender process undertaken in February 2018, Tracsis were appointed to
undertake surveys required to inform the car parking review. The methodology for these surveys
was developed and refined in consultation with Gateshead Council.

6.2.3 The following parking areas within the study area were agreed to be relevant to this review:

● The Metrocentre
● The Metrocentre coach park and staff parking;
● The Metro Retail Park;
● The Metro Riverside Park; and
● The CostCo/Riverside Depot

6.2.4 The collation of data required a combination of data collection techniques, including the use of
Automatic Number Plate Recognition (ANPR) technology and car park occupancy counts.

6.2.5 ANPR cameras were installed to form a cordon around the study area. Additional video
cameras were also installed at key locations around the Metrocentre in order to monitor entries
and exits to car parks. A summary of ANPR camera locations installed during this data
collection exercise is provided in Figure 5.
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Figure 5: ANPR Cordon

Source: Tracsis, 2018

6.2.6 ANPR data was collected for three days between Friday 23rd and Sunday 25th March 2018 for a
period of 24 hours each day. The data collected during this time allowed the following to be
calculated for each day in each parking area:

● Total parking demand;
● Peak arrival and departure time; and
● Average time parked.

6.2.7 Data collected by video cameras installed around the Metrocentre parking areas was
complemented by parking beat surveys undertaken by Tracsis survey technicians to establish
the occupancy of car parks at the beginning of each survey period. Data was collected from the
Yellow, Blue, Red and Green car parking zones associated with the Metrocentre on the
following days and time periods:

● Friday 23rd March – 14:00 – 15:00 All zones
            22:30 – 23:30 Yellow and blue zones

● Saturday 24th March – 14:00 – 15:00 All zones
   21:00 – 22:00 Yellow and blue zones

6.2.8 A total of 7219 parking spaces were surveyed across all four of the Metrocentre parking zones.

6.3 Survey Results
6.3.1 This section provides a summary of key results of relevance to this car parking review.
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Total parking demand

6.3.2 Table 30 provides a summary of the total number of vehicles that were recorded parking within
different areas of the study area. For the purpose of this analysis it has been assumed that
vehicles recorded as being within the designated parking areas for more than 20 minutes are
considered to have parked.

Table 30: Total parking arrivals over 24-hour period
Parking areas Friday 23rd March Saturday 24th March Sunday 25th March
Costco and Bus Depot 1847 2519 1739
Metrocentre 10511 12744 7571
Metrocentre Coach and Staff 519 637 587
Retail Park 9173 11441 7345
Riverside Industrial 821 227 188
Grand Total 22871 27568 17430

6.3.3 Survey outputs confirm that Saturday was the busiest day during the survey period and Sunday
was the quietest which correlates with the reduced opening hours of the Metrocentre, Metro
Retail Park and CostCo on Sundays. Demand for the Metrocentre Coach and staff car park
remained relatively consistent across the survey period, with the profile of parking numbers at
the Riverside Industrial park reflecting the week day operational pattern of the majority of
businesses based there.

Average dwell time

6.3.4 Table 31 provides a summary of the average dwell time of vehicles parked in each area.

Table 31: Average dwell time of parked vehicles
Parking Areas Friday 23rd

March
(hh:mm:ss)

Saturday 24th
March

(hh:mm:ss)

Sunday 25th March

(hh:mm:ss)
Costco and Bus Depot 01:50:47 01:30:42 01:31:16
Metrocentre 02:18:49 02:37:18 02:22:43
Metrocentre Coach and Staff 05:57:26 05:00:21 04:40:14
Metro Retail Park 01:16:56 01:21:00 01:20:08
Riverside Industrial 05:04:43 03:34:53 03:05:33
Overall Average 02:02:39 02:03:20 01:56:18

6.3.5 Average dwell time across the entire study area shows very little variability across the three
survey days. This is similarly reflected at the Metrocentre and Metro Retail Park where average
dwell times range between 02:18:49 and 02:37:18 (Metrocentre) and 01:16:56 and 01:21:00
(Metro Retail Park). The longest average dwell times were observed at the Metrocentre Coach
and staff car park and the Riverside Industrial Park which is associated with long staff parking
for staff shifts.

Arrival and departure profile

6.3.6 Table 32 and Table 33 provide a summary of the peak arrival and departure times across the
survey period.
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Table 32: Peak hour arrivals
Parking areas Friday 23rd March

(Hour beginning)

Saturday 24th
March

(Hour beginning)

Sunday 25th March
(Hour beginning)

Costco and Bus Depot 12:00 13:00 12:00
Metrocentre 10:00 13:00 11:00
Metrocentre Coach and Staff 07:00 11:00 08:00
Retail Park 10:00 12:00 13:00
Riverside Industrial 08:00 14:00 13:00
Total Study Area 12:00 13:00 11:00

Table 33: Peak hour departures
Parking areas Friday 23rd March

(Hour beginning)
Saturday 24th

March
(Hour beginning)

Sunday 25th March
(Hour beginning)

Costco and Bus Depot 13:00 14:00 13:00
Metrocentre 14:00 16:00 16:00
Metrocentre Coach and Staff 17:00 16:00 17:00
Retail Park 12:00 15:00 15:00
Riverside Industrial 17:00 15:00 15:00
Total Study Area 14:00 16:00 15:00

6.3.7 Peak arrival and departure times across the study area on weekend days generally reflect the
pattern of arrivals in the late morning/early afternoon between 11:00 and 13:00 and departures
in the afternoon between 15:00 and 17:00. Arrivals and departures during the surveyed week
day suggest that peaks occur earlier in the day, however still fall outside of traditional highway
network peaks with the expectation of the Metrocentre Coach and Staff car park and the
Riverside Industrial Park.

Metrocentre car park distribution

6.3.8 Parking beat surveys undertaken in combination with CCTV video surveys across all parking
areas of the Metrocentre have provided insights into the occupancy of individual parking zones.

6.3.9 Table 34 provides a summary of the number of spaces that were surveyed in each parking
zone.

Table 34: Metrocentre Parking Zones Surveyed Spaces
Parking Zone No. of spaces surveyed
Yellow 2648
Red 1747
Green 1504
Blue 1320
Total 7219

6.3.10 Table 35 and Table 36 provide a summary of the observed occupancy of each parking zone
during the survey period.
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Table 35: Friday 23rd March 2018 – Metrocentre Car Park Occupancy
Car Park Occupancy

Time Yellow
Zone

Red Zone Green Zone Blue Zone Overall
Metrocentre

Total
14:00 – 15:00 32.3% 51% 62% 37% 43.8%
21:00 – 22:00 13.0% - - 5% 10%

Table 36: Saturday 24th March 2018 – Metrocentre Car Park Occupancy
Car Park Occupancy

Time Yellow
Zone

Red Zone Green Zone Blue Zone Overall
Metrocentre

Total
14:00-15:00 82.1% 92% 98% 94% 90.0%
22:30-23:30 5% - - 2% 4%

6.3.11 This data confirms that there are no capacity issues during a weekday, nor with increased
demand being observed during the Saturday afternoon survey on typical days outside of peak
shopping periods (such as Christmas). Demand for parking during the evening was observed to
be low and fully accommodated on both the weekday and weekend survey days.

6.3.12 Integrated Digital Parking could be utilised as a method for improving the efficiency of car
parking provision for retail uses.
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7 Review of Transport Modelling

7.1 Introduction
7.1.1 This section provides commentary on transport modelling work undertaken by CH2M, on behalf

of Gateshead Council and Highways England to inform Stage 1 of the MetroGreen AAP.

7.2 Data Sources
7.2.1 The following documents have been provided to Mott MacDonald by Gateshead Council.

● MetroGreen Initial Traffic Modelling – Baseline Reporting note (May 2018)
● MetroGreen Leisure Development – Initial Model Testing note (August 2018)
● MetroGreen Road Network note (November 2018)

7.3 MetroGreen Initial Traffic Modelling – Baseline Reporting Note (May 2018 –
Gateshead Council)

7.3.1 This document summarises the initial traffic modelling undertaken for the MetroGreen AAP and
was prepared by Gateshead Council on the basis of information received from CH2M.

7.3.2 The model used a validated sub-area model extracted from Highways England’s wider model
for Tyne and Wear and Durham and provided analysis and commentary only on impacts
affecting the Local Road Network.  The modelling looked at a number of different scenario tests
that comprise variations that included or excluded the AAP, Allerdene Bridge improvement and
a New Tyne Crossing.

7.3.3 The results indicated that there would be very few problems on the local road network in the
morning peak resulting from the MetroGreen AAP development and that the evening peak
congestion problems are in general worsened as a result of the AAP, with the most severe
problems on the A1114 / Handy Drive, especially in the vicinity of the junction with Cross Lane.

7.3.4 A new Tyne Crossing bridge helps reduce congestion on the A184 northbound in the morning
peak but this is at the expense of additional delay elsewhere, notably eastbound on the A1114
in the evening.  However, the note indicated that the basis for a new road bridge looked weak.

7.3.5 The MetroGreen Initial Traffic Modelling – Baseline Reporting note (May 2018) is provided in
Appendix B.

7.4 MetroGreen Leisure Development – Initial Model Testing note (August 2018 -
Gateshead Council)

7.4.1 This document summarises the outcome of the traffic modelling undertaken for the development
of additional leisure facilities related to the Metrocentre.

7.4.2 The model used was a validated sub-area model extracted from Highways England’s wider
mesoscopic model for Tyne and Wear and Durham. Scenario tests were undertaken for 2030,
including both the MetroGreen AAP and the proposed additional leisure development. The
analysis focuses on scenarios with the proposed A1 Birtley to Coal House improvement as this
was considered to be the most likely scenario.
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7.4.3 The conclusions of the testing indicate the predicted additional impact of the proposed leisure
development on the local road network will be severe, particularly on the A695 and A1114
during the evening peak period. This suggests a severe capacity problem on the network.
Further investigation is required to understand the predicated conditions and any mitigation
measures to overcome the impact. It is anticipated further testing will be carried out as the
options are refined during the AAP preparation. This work will need to be informed by an
understanding of the patterns of leisure and other journeys, particularly the degree to which they
may be undertaken as linked trips.

7.4.4 The MetroGreen Leisure Development – Initial Model Testing Note is provided in Appendix C.

7.5 MetroGreen Road Network Note (November 2018 – Gateshead Council)
7.5.1 This document summarises the predicted increased traffic pressures on the road network as a

result of the development of the MetroGreen area, drawn from initial model testing.

7.5.2 Junctions have been identified that are likely to require further investigation under three initial
scenarios:

● Junctions that have been identified as posing/contributing to barriers to sustainable transport
(pedestrian and cyclist movement);

● AAP Policy (development to 2030 as outlined in Policy AOC2 of the Core Strategy); and
● AAP Policy and Leisure (including all the development in Policy AOC2, plus additional

leisure and ancillary development on the Qube, Blue and Green car parks at the
Metrocentre, and on the former Federation Brewery site).

7.5.2.1 The model tests conclude that there are a number of junctions that are likely to be problematic
in terms of improving sustainable transport. In addition, there are likely to be congestion
problems at several junction locations, including queueing and severe delays. The MetroGreen
Road Junctions Note (November 2018) is provided in Appendix D. This document includes a list
of each problem junction identified for each scenario, and the problem identified for the junction.

7.5.2.2 Additional model runs are to be undertaken which are likely to propose variations to both the
amount of development proposed and the detailed layout of the road network.

7.6 Summary
Additional model runs are to be undertaken which are likely to propose variations to both the
detailed layout of the road network and the amount of development proposed. Further work will
be required at Stage 2 to understand the extent of the impact on the road network. When this is
fully understood, mitigation measures will be identified.
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8 Tyne Crossing Note (January 2019)

8.1 Introduction
8.1.1 The Tyne Crossing Note outlines a number of issues to the west of Gateshead and Newcastle

Urban Core, and what the issues may mean for future bridge crossings. A copy of the Tyne
Crossing Note is provided in Appendix E.

8.2 Document Summary
8.2.1 A joint position statement was prepared in 2016 which examined the possibility of a river

crossing to the west of the Urban Core. The document concluded the bridge position needs to
be clarified as part of the preparation of the MetroGreen Area Action Plan (AAP), and further
work is required to identify the impacts on the local highway network.

8.2.2 In parallel, the North East Combined Authority (NECA) commissioned a study in 2017 to
consider eleven potential new or improved river crossings across the whole of the NECA area.
The report concluded that only six options were worthy of further investigation.

8.2.3 A key element of the development of the MetroGreen AAP has been the assessment of the
development proposal’s traffic impacts both with and without a new river crossing. Highways
England produced a note setting out the outcomes of initial transport modelling working, which
suggested that a bridge for general traffic linking Mandela Way to Scotswood Road should not
be pursued. The modelling undertaken indicates some benefit on the A184 approach to
Redheugh Bridge in the morning peak, but no real impact on the wider strategic network.  The
benefits of a river crossing in this location would be offset by the potential adverse impacts on
the development objectives for MetroGreen and the local road network. Highways England
therefore suggested that a bridge at this location should not be pursued.  In response, a request
was made to examine the potential for a Metro / rail bridge in the light of Nexus’ Metro Futures
initiatives and a pedestrian / cycle bridge.

8.2.4 Further work has been undertaken to assess any potential impacts of the additional leisure
development proposals being considered. It has been concluded it is not appropriate to re-open
the possibility of a new bridge as part of this development for the following reasons:

● It is clear the proposed additional leisure development would not be deliverable if it was
dependant on the bridge;

● There are uncertainties surrounding the impact of the proposed additional leisure
development, therefore it seems inappropriate to progress a major piece of infrastructure on
this basis;

● There is nothing to suggest the proposed additional leisure development would make any
change to the limited nature of impacts on the Strategic Road Network; and

● There is nothing to suggest the additional leisure development would ease the adverse
impacts of bridge traffic on the local road network.

8.2.5 With regard to a Metro / rail bridge, Nexus have indicated that they would like to retain an option
for a bridge across the Tyne in the vicinity of the Metrocentre, utilising the location of the West
of Tyne Bridge in the aforementioned NECA study.  However, they do not currently have
evidence to support the reservation of land required for construction of one.
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8.3 Overall Findings
8.3.1 Gateshead Council has confirmed that a new bridge is not a requirement for the quantum of

development delivered by the MetroGreen AAP and have therefore confirmed that any bridge
proposals should no longer be included in any work for the MetroGreen AAP moving forward.

8.3.2 However, Gateshead Council is keen to continue to explore wider benefits of additional cross
river capacity for general traffic or targeted modes and how this may support development. This
is likely to inform part of a review of the Core Strategy.
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9 Interrelation with Other Topic Themes

9.1.1 This Topic Theme is interrelated to the other Topic Themes as follows:

Table 37: Interrelation with other Topic Themes
Topic Theme Interrelation Outline Details
Flood Risk and Water
Management

Yes Transport and Accessibility are unlikely to affect the approach to flood risk and water
management. However, flood risk mitigation measures could have impacts on

transport and accessibility. Consideration should therefore be given to where flood
and water mitigation measures might impact on existing non-motorised and traffic

networks, their design and functionality.
Transport and
Accessibility

- -

Green infrastructure and
Natural Environment

Yes Areas where enhancement to existing green infrastructure and the natural
environment are proposed should take into account opportunities to improve walking

and cycling infrastructure across the study area.
Homes Yes The location of new homes should take into account likely accessibility needs of

residents to key facilities. The form and location of housing and facilities to be
included should all seek to support active travel by considering natural surveillance,

access to parking and connectivity to public transport network.
Office, Retail and Leisure Yes In a similar way to homes, the provision of new office, retail and leisure should take

full cognisance of accessibility requirements of those using these facilities and
ensure that consideration is given to opportunities where natural surveillance and

connectivity to public transport and active travel networks can be enhanced.
Energy Utilities and
Social Infrastructure

Yes Consideration should be given to requirements for electric vehicle charging
infrastructure for new homes and both existing and new office/retail offerings across

the study area. Future opportunity to consider viability of electric public transport
vehicles serving the study area.

Contamination No -
Viability and Delivery Yes Costs of upgrades to existing infrastructure and the provision of new facilities to

support connectivity both within the MetroGreen area and the surrounding area by all
travel modes should be considered when assessing viability and delivery.

Spatial Framework Yes Accessibility by all modes of transport should be a key consideration of the spatial
framework to ensure that proposals can maximise the sustainable potential of this

development. Connectivity to surrounding infrastructure and key facilities should
inform the decision making process when considering options for the spatial

framework.
Consultation Yes It will be important to consult with existing residents and local stakeholders in order

to gain insights into their experience of travelling around the Metrocentre and
surrounding areas.

Noise Desk Top
Assessment

Yes Potential changes to traffic flows associated with future options will have implications
on noise which may require further assessment. Changes to the road network

required to support access for proposed residential zones will also need to take
cognisance of potential noise related impacts for both new and existing properties.

Air Quality Desktop
Assessment

Yes Potential changes to traffic flows associated with future options will have implications
on air quality which may require further assessment. Changes to the road network

required to support access for proposed residential zones will also need to take
cognisance of potential air quality related impacts for both new and existing

properties.
Archaeology Desktop
Assessment

No  -
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10 Conclusions

10.1 Stage 1 Considerations
10.1.1 Key conclusions and identified constraints following the completion of the Stage 1 study are

summarised in Table 38  below.

Table 38: Stage 1 Conclusions and Constraints
Stage 1 Transport and Accessibility Commentary
Existing Evidence Review MetroGreen has potential to support low levels of car use. This is

due to the proximity to major facilities and employment
opportunities with easy access to major public transport and

cycle networks. The MetroGreen development will benefit from
any potential investment in public transport, such as a proposed

expansion of the Metro network.
Accessibility Audit – walking and cycling The dominance of the car and highway infrastructure across the

study area is currently detrimental to the connectivity and
accessibility of facilities supporting walking and cycling.

Provision for walking and cycling is varied across the study area,
with National Cycle Networks supporting strong connectivity from
east to west but with very little infrastructure provided to support

north to south movements.
Accessibility Audit – public transport Current accessibility to key facilities by public transport has been

identified as being more acceptable for housing zones proposed
to the east of the study area, with the acceptability of journey

times declining for zones to the west closer to the River Derwent
with particular issues identified with connectivity to education

facilities in these zones. Across the study area it has been
identified that there is currently insufficient direct connectivity by

public transport to employment facilities in the surrounding
areas.

Transport modelling The model tests conclude that there are a number of junctions
that are likely to be problematic in terms of improving sustainable
transport. In addition, there are likely to be congestion problems

at several junction locations, including queueing and severe
delays.

Car park surveys Survey data confirms that there are currently no capacity issues
evident at the Metrocentre on typical days outside of peak
shopping periods (such as Christmas).  However, overall

occupancy on a Saturday is high at 90% meaning visitors are
probably spending time finding vacant spaces that could be

spent using the facilities.  In addition, this probably adds to traffic
levels on the internal highway network as visitors search

different parking areas for vacant spaces.  Increased demand
over peak shopping periods will exacerbate these issues and

may be detrimental to the visitor experience.  Notwithstanding
this demand for parking at other times was significantly lower.

River Crossing Gateshead Council has confirmed that proposals for a new
bridge should no longer be included in any work associated with

the MetroGreen AAP moving forward.

10.1.2 A summary of the main opportunities and constraints identified through the collation of base line
data of relevance to Stage 1 are provided in Table 39 and Figure 6.
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Table 39: Opportunities identified through Stage 1
Opportunities
Reduce severance and improve permeability to overcome the dominance of the road network in the area
Provide continuous, dedicated pedestrian facilities throughout MetroGreen which are well designed and clearly signposted
Provide a transformative cycle network by maximising the opportunities presented by the presence of National Cycle Network route
14 and generous highway layouts
Improve the integration of public transport facilities with walking and cycling routes with particular focus on the existing public
transport interchange
Address the existing disconnect between the different districts of MetroGreen by maximising the Sense of Place and improving
connections with the riverside and open spaces
Create a 24hr offer for MetroGreen in order to improve the perception of personal security and quality of the environment thus
enhancing the liveability of the area
Improve direct connectivity by public transport to key employment facilities both in Gateshead and Newcastle
Any new highway infrastructure required should support access to the passenger transport interchange and include public transport
measures (e.g. bus stops, bus lanes, bus gates) to ensure accessibility to key facilities is consistent across the study area;

Opportunity to maintain existing levels of parking provision for retail within the study area while increasing the number of
households who can reach the Metrocentre by public transport
Provision of parking for new housing should reflect the aspiration to create a sustainable community which is not reliant on private
car use
Integrated Digital Parking could be utilised as a method for improving the efficiency of car parking provision for retail uses

Figure 6: Junctions identified as constraints through Stage 1 (AAP policy and leisure scenario)

Source: Gateshead Council, 2018
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10.2 Next Steps
10.2.1 Based on the conclusions drawn from this Stage 1 study, and the information provided and

obtained, the following section identifies the next steps which are recommended as part of
future stages of the AAP preparation.

Mobility Scenario Planning

10.2.2 As part of the option testing proposed, the inclusion of scenario planning through a workshop
with Gateshead Council and key stakeholders in line with recent Chartered Institute of Highways
and Transportation guidance 1 should be considered.  The purpose of this would be to identify
possible futures of relevance to transport and mobility. Potential impacts of these future mobility
scenarios, such as those identified in Figure 7, have implications on the development of
infrastructure options proposed for MetroGreen. Opportunities, taking full account of uncertainty
around future mobility scenarios, should be identified to improve the long-term success of the
development by incorporating flexibility into options progressed as part of future stages.

Figure 7: Example of scenario planning for future accessibility

Transport Strategy

10.2.3 The Transport Strategy to be undertaken at Stage 3 of the project, should consider at an
appropriate level, the key components identified within this baseline report, namely alignment
with policy; non-motorised user accessibility and travel times; impacts on trip generations and
impacts on car parking.

1 http://www.ciht.org.uk/en/knowledge/futures/index.cfm
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Stakeholder workshops

10.2.4 Future stages should include hosting workshops and drop-in sessions with key stakeholders.
Current key stakeholder representatives considered of relevance to transport and accessibility
include:

● Tyne and Wear Passenger Transport Executive (Nexus);
● Highways England
● Public Transport operators including Community Transport;
● Local cycling and walking charities and user group forums;
● Local health and wellbeing forums; and
● Local forum groups representing existing communities in Dunston, Dunston Hill, Whickham

and Blaydon.

10.2.5 The above list is not exhaustive and should be subject to review as the AAP stages develop
further.
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A. Accessibility

A.1 Walking and Cycling Accessibility Audit

A.2 Pedestrian routes through the Metrocentre
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1.0 Introduction 
1.1 Background to the study

1.1.1 Mott MacDonald have been appointed by 
Gateshead Council to produce evidence to inform 
the MetroGreen Area Action Plan which sets out a 
long-term vision for the MetroGreen  area. 

1.1.2 Part of this vision is to create a ‘new mixed 
use sustainable urban community’ which will 
incorporate a series of river and green spaces, 
to create a high quality of life and a sense of 
place. Improving sustainable travel will be a key 
achiever for this, through providing attractive 
green spaces and routes that connect with the 
surrounding areas. Increasing the attractiveness 
of walking and cycling in the area will help to 
achieve a wider goal of minimising increased 
traffic generation from new developments by 
achieving alternative sustainable transport links to 
the surrounding areas as well as the MetroGreen  
Transport Interchange. Improvements will also 
be made to public transport infrastructure to 
serve the new developments and therefore it is 
important to ensure that new walking and cycling 
links connect with public transport. 

1.1.3 The purpose of this report is to summarise 
the key findings from our extensive site 
analysis which reviewed existing conditions for 
pedestrians and cyclists in the MetroGreen  Study 
Area. 

1.2 Key Findings

1.2.1 The Study Area is currently tailored to 
maximise private vehicle access both within the 
Metrocentre and with surrounding areas. The 
knock-on effect of this design and layout is that 
the Study Area is defined by its road network, 
which has a direct impact upon both the quality of 
pedestrian and cycle facilities. 

1.2.2 The findings from the site analysis found 
that the quality of conditions for pedestrians and 
cyclists within the Study Area varied considerably 
throughout the site and that the quality of 
conditions was strongly linked to the street 
typologies and road network. 

1.2.3 The key issues identified were inconsistent 
quality and provision of pedestrian and cycle 
facilities, and poor permeability between 
the Metrocentre and its surroundings. The 
combination of these issues results in a disjointed 
experience for Non-Motorised Users (NMUs) 
which does not encourage walking and cycling 
within the Study Area. 

1.3 Report Structure
The report has been structured around the 
following chapters; 

• Chapter 2 Methodology – Provides 
an overview of the PERS and CLoS 
assessment techniques 

• Chapter 3 Study Area – introduces the 
Districts and Street Typologies within 
the Study Area which are critical for 
understanding the results in Chapter 4 

• Chapter 4 Site Analysis: Districts – 
Summarises the combined PERS and CLoS 
results based on the Districts within the 
Study Area

• Chapter 5 Site Analysis: Area Wide - 
Looks at the wider issues facing the wider 
Study Area

• Chapter 6 Conclusions – this chapter 
presents the key findings from the site 
analysis 

• Chapter 7  Recommendations – provides 
a series of recommendations on how to 
improve pedestrian and cycle facilities 
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2.0 Methodology
2.1 Methodology

2.1.1 The Site Analysis was based on the results 
from Pedestrian Environment Review System 
(PERS) and Cycle Level of Service (CLoS) 
assessments, which enabled an objective 
assessment of the ‘walkability’ and ‘cyclability’ of 
the Study Area.

2.1.2 Combined, the results from the assessments 
provide a comprehensive overview of conditions 
for NMUs and also enable identification of key 
areas and issues to address in order to improve 
conditions for pedestrians and cyclists.

2.2 Cycle Level of Service (CLoS)

2.2.1 The CLoS assessment is Transport for 
London’s (TfL) preferred method for assessing 
conditions for cyclists. The assessment is based 
on 42 individual factors, eight of which are 
identified as ‘critical’ and therefore have greater 
weighting in the CLoS assessment (see below). 
The CLoS guidance recommends that factors 
causing routes to fail against ‘critical’ criteria 
should be addressed as a priority regardless of 
the overall score for a link.

• Collision Risk; assesses the extent to 
which cyclists are exposed to collisions 
with other road users; 

• Feeling of Safety; considers volumes 
and speeds of vehicular traffic and the 
extent to which cyclists are protected from 
vehicular traffic; 

• Social Safety: reviews the safety of 
the route in relation to lighting, passive 
surveillance and security measures; 

• Directness: assesses the directness of the 
route from beginning to end;

• Coherence: reviews the extent to which 
the link forms part of a wider, coherent 
network;

• Comfort; assesses surface quality and 
maintenance, as well as interaction with 
other road users;

• Attractiveness: reviews the attractiveness 
of the route with a particular focus on 
landscaping and maintenance; 

• Adaptability: could the existing cycle 
facilities be upgraded to meet increased 
demand 

2.2.2 The assessment adds up to a total of 100 
and level of service is assessed against the below 
parameters:

• >70% = Good Level of Service

• 40-70% = Improved Level of Service 

• <40% = Poor Level of Service

2.3 Pedestrian Environment Review System 
(PERS)

2.3.1 Similarly, PERS assessments generate 
a score which can be used to assess the 
quality of the pedestrian environment and 
identify any changes that would improve 
conditions for pedestrians. PERS audits enable 
a comprehensive review of existing conditions 
for pedestrians based upon 14 key parameters 
with scoring for each parameter ranging from 0 

(exceptionally poor example of practice/facility) to 
+2 for (exceptionally good example of practice/
facility). 

• Effective Width: width of footway that 
is available to pedestrians free from 
obstructions;

• Dropped Kerbs: assesses the provision of 
dropped kerb access for pedestrians and 
mobility impaired users;

• Gradient: measures the extent to which 
any examples of gradient, such as 
crossfall or kerbs, impact upon pedestrian 
movements;

• Obstructions: assesses the extent to 
which obstructions constrain pedestrian 
movements in specific relation to 
pedestrian desire lines; 

• Permeability: reviews users’ ability to 
move informally along the link and within 
the surrounding environment;

• Legibility: concerns the ability of 
pedestrians to orientate themselves at any 
point along the link;

• Lighting: assesses the provision of street 
lighting, in terms of quality and regularity;

• Tactile Information: assesses the 
provision, accuracy and quality of tactile 
information;

• Colour Contrast: assesses the extent to 
which hazards on footways are identifiable 
by colour contrast within footway 
materials;
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• Personal Security: measures the extent 
to which users feel comfortable and safe 
when using the link, with a particular focus 
on night-time use;

• Surface Quality: assesses the quality 
of materials along a link in terms of; 
evenness, trip hazard, and quality of 
materials;

• User Conflict: measures the extent to 
which pedestrians might conflict with other 
road users;

• Quality of Environment: considers the full 
experience of a link for pedestrians with 
a particular focus on the attractiveness of 
the link; and,

• Maintenance: assesses the quality of 
maintenance and the impact it has on the 
usability of the link.

2.3.2 Routes with an overall total of less than 
40% are considered to have a ‘low’ level of 
service, those between 40% and 70% have an 
‘improved’ level of service, and scores above 70% 
represents ‘good’ provision for pedestrians.
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3.0 The Study Area
3.1.1 The quality of conditions for pedestrians and 
cyclists within the Study Area was largely defined 
by two key characteristics: Districts and Street 
Type which will be explained in more detail in this 
chapter. 
3.1.2 The character of the MetroGreen Study 
Area varied considerably from small residential 
streets of Tyneside flats up to large industrial 
and commercial units. These overarching 
characteristics of different districts strongly 
influenced the type of facilities available for 
pedestrians and cyclists. The type of district also 
influenced the street typologies and therefore the 
quality of provision for NMUs.

3.2 Districts

3.2.1 Figure 1 overleaf illustrates how the Study 
Area was sub-divided into eight districts to reflect 
the range of different characters and ‘districts’ 
within MetroGreen. Districts which were more 
industrial in nature tended to have poorer quality 
facilities due to the land uses and high capacity 
road network, compared to residential areas 
which had more opportunities for walking and 
cycling which was enabled by more friendly street 
designs. 
3.2.2 The key distinguishing factors behind 
the districts included: land use composition, 
connectivity and quality of environment. For 
example, Dunston West is a predominantly 
industrial area consisting of warehouses and light 
industrial units whilst MetroGreen  Riverside West 
consists mainly of office units and riverside paths. 
This section will provide a brief overview of each 
of the Districts and their individual characteristics.

3.2.3 To the East of the Metrocentre, the 
MetroGreen  East area is mostly industrial with 
few residential properties. HGVs form a majority 
of vehicular traffic which creates uncomfortable 
conditions for pedestrians and cyclists. The 
quality of environment is low because of the lack 
of sense of place, minimum active frontage and 
an environment which prioritises vehicular access 
to industrial units. 

3.2.4 Access to the Metrocentre is possible via 
Handy Drive (shown below) which is a connector 
road, and Cross Lane which is a local street. The 
image below illustrates a typical cross-section 
within MetroGreen  East with narrow footways 
relative to the much wider carriageway. 

3.2.5 Dunston West has largely industrial 
characteristics similar to MetroGreen East. 
However, there are also residential properties in 
this area, which changes the characteristics of the 
area. Fewer HGVs and quieter roads which have 
less connector characteristics creates a higher 
sense of place for pedestrians and cyclists. 

3.2.6 The image below is an example of industrial 
units being built right up to residential units, and 
the combined impact of parked vehicles on the 
streetscape.
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Figure 1: Study Area Districts
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3.2.7 MetroGreen  Riverside East is on the river 
front and consists of a variety of street typologies. 
Handy Drive is a connector road and provides 
the key access through the district between 
Dunston and Metrocentre. A majority of links that 
connect into Handy Drive are used by local traffic 
and therefore very quiet in comparison to Handy 
Drive. 

The quality of conditions for pedestrians and 
cycles is still relatively poor given the low vehicle 
volumes. There is little active frontage and 
sections of footway are missing at key locations 
within the District. 

3.2.8 MetroGreen  Riverside West consists 
mainly of office parks and riverside paths with the 
street types consisting of mostly local streets and 
off-road tracks. For cyclists and pedestrians, this 
district has a high quality of environment, due to 
active frontage from offices, and the low speed 
and volume nature of these roads. 

The example below from Metro Riverside Park 
shows one of the many pedestrian links that 
connect the different sites within the Business 
Park.

3.2.9 To the West of the Metrocentre, Metro 
Retail Park is characterised by its large retail 
units, and associated car parks for these retail 
units. A majority of these roads are local roads, 
however the pedestrian and cycle facilities are 
inconsistent, and desire lines unaccounted for 
in some areas. The permeability of the district is 
further reduced by the highway network which 
divides the district and creates a very disjointed 
experience for pedestrians and cyclists. 

The example below illustrates how a section of 
footway ends with no provision on the opposite 
side and with no provisions for pedestrian 
crossings.
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3.2.10 To the West of Metro Retail Park, 
Derwenthaugh East is a mixture of industrial 
units, and off-road paths. The local road to the 
industrial unit serve only that purpose and is not 
a through road. Pedestrians and cyclists would 
mostly use the off-road paths along the river and 
on the edge of the industrial unit. This provides 
a good quality of environment for cyclists and 
pedestrians as they are separated from vehicles, 
however there are issues involved in security 
and feeling of safety due to the isolation of these 
routes (as shown below). 

3.2.11 Derwenthaugh West is characterised by 
large open green spaces, but bounded by the 
river, Derwenthaugh Road, A1 and A1114. The 
combination of the river and the roads serve 
as major barriers to movement and isolate 
Derwenthaugh West from the surrounding 
areas. These barriers also serve to reduce the 
permeability of the district, and the quality of the 
environment. 

The street types in this district are off road-tracks 
along the river path, which as before creates a 
comfortable pedestrian and cycling environment, 
although little active frontage creates issues of 
personal safety. 

3.2.12 The Metrocentre is situated in the 
centre of the Study Area and is the focus for all 
current transport infrastructure. Conditions for 
pedestrians and cyclists are poor and disjointed 
which is a result of the prioritisation of the road 
network and direct access into the Metrocentre’s 
car parks. 

The example below is one of the few pedestrian 
crossings connecting a car park with the 
shopping centre, however there are no beacons 
on the crossing which reduces the visibility of 
the facility. NCN 14 runs through the Metrocentre 
zone however the lack of signage and narrow 
shared use paths reduces comfort for both 
pedestrians and cyclists.  
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3.3 Street Typologies

3.3.1 To better understand the PERS and CLoS 
results in the next chapter, it is important to 
understand the different street typologies within 
the Study Area. The combination of Street 
Typologies and the different Districts were 
the key defining factors behind the quality of 
conditions for pedestrians and cyclists. 

3.3.2 Figure 2 opposite illustrates the 
distribution of the five different street typologies 
in the Study Area and shows how this was 
closely related to the different districts. The 
figures shows that a majority of the assessed 
links in the east of the site were industrial and 
residential, whilst ‘Local’ roads were focussed 
in the west of the Study Area. The ‘Connector’ 
routes are the key movement corridors 
within the Study Area but also key barriers 
to movement, particularly for north-south 
movements both within the Study Area and into 
the surrounding areas. 

3.3.3 The illustrations on the following pages 
help to outline the amount of space available for 
pedestrians and cyclists in the different street 
typologies. In doing so, the figures highlight the 
wide range of facilities and the varying quality of 
environment between different street types. 
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Figure 2: Street typologies within study area
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3.3.5 Industrial Roads 
The industrial roads are defined by wide 
carriageways and narrow footways with limited 
crossing opportunities for pedestrians. The 
high proportion of HGVs using these routes is 
intimidating for cyclists and reduces the likelihood 
of them using these links. 
The Industrial links were generally located to the 
east of the Study Area.

3.3.4 Connector Roads 
These links provide the main entry points to 
the Study Area and were characterised by 
wide cross-sections to accommodate high 
volumes of vehicular traffic. Pedestrian facilities 
are provided however they are disjointed and 
significantly reduce permeability of these areas 
for pedestrians. The speed and volumes of 
vehicles using Connector Roads make it very 
uncomfortable for cycling.  

3.3.6 Local Roads
Local Roads were characterised by low volumes 
of vehicular traffic and access-only routes. 
Despite low vehicle volumes, the quality of 
pedestrian facilities was poor with key sections 
of footways missing and vehicles parking on 
footways. 
The local roads have significant potential to 
increase pedestrian and cycle comfort without 
compromising existing vehicle accesses. 
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3.3.7 Metro Links 
The main issue for pedestrians and cyclists in 
the Study Area was the inconsistent provision 
of facilities and lack of legibility to help move 
through the Metrocentre’s road network. There 
are minimal facilities on the major roads and the 
example opposite highlights typical issues for 
minor roads within the Metrocentre. The example  
illustrates how a section of footway ends with no 
facility to continue the journey on the opposite 
footway. 
 

3.3.8 Residential Roads
Conditions for walking and cycling were 
comfortable and consistent in all residential links 
in the Study Area. Low volumes of vehicular traffic 
and consistent provision of footways ensured that 
there was reduced potential for conflict between 
different users. However, in some places parked 
vehicles on the footways reduced the effective 
width creating a poorer quality of environment for 
pedestrians. 

3.3.9 Off-Road Tracks 
The off-road tracks were critical for providing 
vehicle free routes throughout the Study Area, 
and also provided important connections with the 
surrounding areas beyond MetroGreen, helping 
to overcome the major barriers to movements 
such as the railway line and A1. 
However, the design and comfort of these links 
varied considerably across the Study Area and 
would require significant improvement to create 
links that were comfortable to use. 
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4.0 Site Analysis: Area Wide
4.1.1 The Site Analysis has been divided into two 
sections to provide an overview of the results for 
the wider MetroGreen site, and then to provide a 
more detailed in-depth analysis of the PERS and 
CLoS results in the individual sub-districts. 

4.1.2 This approach enables identification of the 
key trends which affect MetroGreen and the 
challenges which will face the site in order to 
transform conditions for pedestrian and cycles. 
The second half of the site analysis then provides 
more specific commentary on the key issues 
within the individual districts for pedestrians and 
cyclists. 

4.1.3 Figure 3 overleaf identifies the key 
permeability issues that were identified in both 
the PERS and CLoS surveys. 

• Barriers to movement: The major 
transport infrastructure within MetroGreen, 
including the A1 and Railway Line, severely 
restrict the permeability of the site. They 
act as both physical and perceptual 
barriers to the Study Area. Moving 
through these barriers often requires use 
of heavily trafficked routes or unsightly 
underpasses. The lack of wayfinding and 
information through the Study Area further 
exacerbates these barriers to movement 
both within the site and into surrounding 
areas.    

• River Derwent Valley: The blue zig-zag  
highlights the Derwent Valley which is the 
key border between the Study Area and 
the west. This is where many districts end, 
and crossing these areas occur at the few 
crossing points provided. This presents 
difficulties for Derwenthaugh West and 
isolates this district as an island from the 
rest of the Study Area. 

• Connections with Surrounding Areas: A 
key challenge for MetroGreen in the future 
is re-integrating with the surrounding areas 
and overcoming the previously identified 
barriers. Many of the connecting routes 
to outside of the Study Area require 
pedestrians and cyclists to use unpleasant 
underpasses and crossings. These desire 
lines should be taken into consideration, 
to provide safe travel, as well as provide 
the best facilities for all users to the area. 
Other transport should also be considered, 
such as Dunston train station, as this 
provides transport links for users to the 
East of the Study Area and in some places, 
is closer than the Transport Interchange.

• Disparate Districts: the existing highways 
layout, limited crossing points and multiple 
car parks degrade the quality of inter-
district connectivity within the Study Area. 
The poor connectivity creates additional 
barriers to movement even for shorter 
walking trips such as Metrocentre to Metro 
Retail Park. 

• Low Quality Pedestrian + Cycle 
Infrastructure: This is a key issue affecting 
the whole Study Area. The current 
networks are poorly designed and poorly 
connected with little thought given to the 
overall connectivity of the Study Area. 
Where facilities are available, they are 
often routed on major vehichle routes and 
therefore not pleasant to use. The Barriers 
to Movement highlighted overleaf further 
compound the poor connectivity. 

4.1.4 The examples shown on the subsequent 
pages have been selected to highlight the key 
area-wide issues that were identified in the Study 
Area. 
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Figure 3: MetroGreen Key Issues
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IMPERMEABLE HIGHWAY 
NETWORK

LACK OF PEDESTRIAN + CYCLE 
INFRASTRUCTURE
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POOR CONNECTIONS WITH 
SURROUNDING AREA

RIVER CROSSINGS



28 |  MetroGreen: Permeability Study



Gateshead Council | 29 

5.0 Site Analysis: Districts



30 |  MetroGreen: Permeability Study

5.0 Site Analysis: Districts
5.1.1 Given the range in the character of the 
districts, it is important to understand the specific 
issues and challenges which the individual 
Districts face. This chapter summarises the PERS 
and CLoS results at the district level and identifies 
the key points which will need to be addressed in 
the future development of MetroGreen .  

5.1.2 Overall, the average CLoS score for 
the whole site was 48% which represents an 
‘improved’ level of service. The highest score 
across the routes was 84%, and the lowest 
score was 17% showing the large variation in 
cycle facilities. The CLoS results show strong 
correlation between the different street types and 
the quality of cycle facilities. Several high quality 
off-road cycle routes which span the length of the 
Study Area scored high CLoS scores, whereas 
other cycle routes consisting of shared use 
paths and on-carriageway routes scored lower, 
creating a mixture of CLoS results. Outside of the 
dedicated cycle paths, there is no clear coherent 
cycle network, and cyclists are often forced into 
the main carriageway with traffic, sometimes with 
little warning. 

5.1.3 The overall average PERS score for the 
Study Area was 56% which represents an 
‘improved’ level of service as shown overleaf in 
the PERS summary sheet. However, there are 
considerable differences between the highest 
score (71%) and the lowest score (32%). The 
districts within the Study Area all have individual 
characteristics for the pedestrian environment, 
but the impermeability of the Metrocentre, 
makes the Study Area as a whole impermeable 
for pedestrians. The districts therefore become 
isolated, and while the pedestrian environment in 

some places is high, the boundaries around the 
districts limits pedestrian movements.

5.1.4 Overall, the Study Area has many positive 
facilities in place for active travel, as well as 
good public transport connections. The core 
issue, which runs through all the districts, is the 
lack of permeability across the site, as well as 
between districts. The Metrocentre acts as an 
island and a main focus for the entire site. Car 
travel dominates the area and with this brings 
high traffic level roads, car parks and vehicles 
making unpredictable turning movements. The 
quality of the active travel environment can be 
greatly improved by creating permeable routes 
to all districts within the site. Greater connections 
to the public transport interchange are needed 
so that it serves the whole area, rather than just 
the Metrocentre. Improving these links will create 
an area which works together, rather than for its 
separate districts.

Average CLoS Score 

48%

56%

Average PERS Score 
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Figure 4: CLoS Results



Gateshead Council | 33 

Figure 5: PERS Results
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Links: Cross Lane, Cross Lane Link, Lancaster Road, Waterside Drive, Wellington Road, Parallel Railway Track 

PERS score 49% 

CLoS score 56%

MetroGreen  East

5.2.1 MetroGreen  East is a largely industrial and 
commercial area, with off-road links to other 
districts. MetroGreen East is a district located 
adjacent to the Metrocentre and provides direct 
East - West links to the Metrocentre. This is 
particularly important as Dunston to the East 
is a residential area, creating opportunities to 
encourage active travel to the Metrocentre and 
the transport hub.

5.2.2 The PERS score for this district is 49% 
which is within the ‘improved’ level of service, 
and the scores within this district were consistent 
across all routes. The main issues which were 
identified across these routes included a lack of 
consistent dropped kerbs, tactile information and 
colour contrast. 

5.2.3 The CLoS scores for this district were more 
varied, with some scoring within the ‘good’ level 
of service and others within the ‘poor’ level of 
service. The off-road tracks scored high due 
to their segregation from traffic and therefore 
scored high on collision risk factors. These 
routes could still be improved by improving the 
personal safety along the routes through aspects 
such as lighting, however they provide important 
pedestrian links for the area. The areas which 
scored poorly included all routes which had no 
dedicated cycling facilities forcing cyclists onto 

the main carriageway. The industrial nature of the 
environment increases the risk from HGVs and on 
side streets kerbside collision risk was high. 

5.2.4 MetroGreen East is an important district to 
encourage active travel users from the residential 
area of Dunston. This district is also important for 
the permeability to the Metrocentre and wider 
area, however more needs to be done to improve 
the environment. Once across the toucan 
crossing at Cross Lane, the pedestrian route into 
the Metrocentre is unclear and pedestrians must 
navigate through the car parks or the interchange 
to enter the Metrocentre. The track parallel to the 
railway track, provides a convenient and traffic 
free route to the Metrocentre and the transport 
hub, but social safety factors will discourage 
active travel users to use this path. 

5.2.5 This district faces challenges from being a 
largely industrial area. The quality of environment 
is low, with frequent HGVs and many side streets 
to industrial units. The lack of pedestrian facilities 
highlights how this environment has not been 
designed for pedestrians, and aims to serve the 
industrial units and through traffic. 

93%7%

40%50% 10%
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Dunston West

5.3.1 Dunston West is characterised as a 
predominantly industrial area. This district is close 
to connector roads but the roads within are all 
local streets which have little through traffic, but 
the industrial nature mean HGVs are frequent. 
Dunston West is on the edge of the Study Area 
and bounded by MetroGreen Riverside East, a 
busy A road to the North and MetroGreen East is 
to the West, which has similar characteristics to 
Dunston West but direct links to the Metrocentre. 
The Dunston West district is well connected to its 
surrounding districts. 

5.3.2 The pedestrian environment scored 
similarly throughout as the characteristics were 
largely the same. This district scored well for 
permeability, due to the relatively low levels 
of traffic. The district was also well lit, and the 
surface quality was high throughout which 
increased the overall quality of the environment. 
However, personal security scored poorly due to 
a lack of active frontage and low levels of activity 
in the area, which decreases safety at all times 
of the day. Dunston Road is largely a residential 
street, with some industrial units to the North of 
the street. This changed the characteristics and 
scored the highest in the PERS assessment. The 
personal security was higher here due to the 
route being overlooked by residential properties. 

5.3.3 The CLoS scores for this district are within 
the ‘poor’ level of service and this was largely due 
to the lack of cycle facilities. The industrial nature 
means HGVs are frequent, which increases the 
collision risk to cyclists from HGVs turning into 
industrial units and interacting frequently. The 
lack of cycle facilities allows cyclists and vehicles 
to share the carriageway, which also increases 
the collision risk especially at ‘pinch points’ like 
junctions. 

5.3.4 This district naturally has a low quality of 
environment and sense of place due to its largely 
industrial nature. The low levels of traffic improve 
the pedestrian and cycling environment, however 
more cycle facilities are needed to prevent 
collision risk, especially around areas where 
HGVs are frequent.

Links: St Omers Road, Wellington Road, Dunston Road 

PERS score 55%

CLoS score 37%

100%

25%75%
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MetroGreen  Riverside East

5.4.1 MetroGreen Riverside East is one of two 
districts on the edge of the River Tyne. It includes 
the A1114, which is an East to West connector 
road, Mandela Way, which hugs the perimeter 
of Costco, and other industrial units. An off road 
NCN route also goes through this district East 
to West. The characteristics of the route vary as 
does the active travel provisions in place.  

5.4.2 Many of the pedestrian paths within this 
district are shared use paths which is evident on 
Mandela Way and on the A1114. This reduces the 
quality of environment for pedestrians, however, 
the overall PERS score for this district is within 
the ‘improved’ level of service. This is due to 
low levels of traffic, and off-road tracks which 
create a high quality, permeable environment. 
These routes scored poorly on lighting and 
personal security due to the isolated nature and 
lack of active frontage. Overall, the pedestrian 
environment has high quality facilities and large 
potential for a better quality of environment. 
However, the lack of activity at all times of the day 
forces the PERS scores down. 

5.4.3 As with the pedestrian environment, the 
cycling environment is characterised by shared 
use paths and off-road cycle tracks creating a 
segregated cycling environment. This helped 
the CLoS scores to be high as cycle facilities 
which are segregated from traffic score high on 
factors such as collision risk and feeling of safety 

from the volume of traffic. NCN 14 is well linked 
to other districts, with a toucan crossing to the 
West of the district to link up the cycle route 
with MetroGreen  East. However, to the East of 
the district the wayfinding for NCN 14 is unclear 
and the segregated cycle route ends on Handy 
Drive. The official NCN 14 route shows it to be 
connected along to St Omers off road route, 
however, this is unclear and forces cyclists onto 
the main carriageway, creating a disjointed cycle 
route network.

Links: Mandela Way, Cycle Way 14, Bus Ramp

PERS score 60%

CLoS score 67%

100%

40%10% 50%
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MetroGreen  Riverside West

5.5.1 MetroGreen  Riverside West is also a district 
on the bank of the River Tyne but has different 
characteristics to the East. There are a mixture of 
active travel facilities such as off road, shared us 
paths along the river which are fully segregated 
from any traffic, as well as high traffic connector 
roads with little facilities for non-motorised 
users. The A1114 is a connector road and creates 
a barrier between the districts due to its low 
permeability. East to West connections between 
MetroGreen Riverside East and West are good, 
however connections to the South are difficult 
due to the A1114 and this is especially evident 
at the roundabout with Scotswood View where 
there is a high volume of traffic. These connection 
issues are exacerbated by the MetroGreen 
Transport Interchange being inaccessible along 
the A114. 

5.5.2 The off-road paths along the river create 
a good quality environment for pedestrians, 
however, these scored poorly on social safety 
factors. This is largely due to the lack of active 
frontage or lighting along the river path, making 
it unsafe in the dark. The shared nature of the 
pedestrian paths also decreased scores on user 
conflict, even if the pedestrian path was of high 
quality. 

5.5.3 The lowest score within this district was 
Scotswood View, which scored 18%. This route is 
off the A1114 roundabout and has high volumes 

of traffic, and a high-speed environment which 
creates an impermeable road. But the lack of 
cycle facilities or shared use paths on this road 
forces cyclists in to the carriageway with traffic 
creating collision risks and a lack of feeling of 
safety. The remainder of the district scored mixed 
results due to a mixture of shared use paths and 
no dedicated cycle facilities. NCN 14 provides 
a direct East to West cycle route on shared use 
paths. However, outside of this path, there are a 
lack of connections to other places for cyclists, 
and access to the Metrocentre or Metro Retail 
Park is limited due to the A1114 being a barrier. 

5.5.4 This district has good cycle and pedestrian 
provisions within the district which is important 
due to the many office units and the potential 
active travel links to the public transport 
interchange. However, outside of the district, 
connectivity is limited North and South, including 
access to the Metrocentre.

Links Mandela Way, Riverside Way, The Watermark, Scotswood View, Handy Drive, NCN 14

PERS score 63%

CLoS score 50%

62%

30% 50%

38%

20%
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Links: Hollinside Road, Long Riff Road, Scotswood View, Riverside Way, Gibside Way, ASDA access Road, Pinetree Way, Colinside Road, + NCN 14

PERS score 61%

CLoS score 29%

Metro Retail Park

5.6.1 Metro Retail Park is located to the West 
of the Metrocentre and is characterised by its 
large retail units, and associated car parking for 
these units. Dedicated pedestrian facilities are 
in place for pedestrians to access these retail 
units and the Metrocentre, as well as some 
shared use paths. However, the pedestrian and 
cycle environment is limited as these paths force 
cyclists and pedestrians to follow a certain route, 
reducing the permeability and flexibility of routes. 
Access to the transport hub from this district 
requires pedestrians to either walk through the 
Metrocentre, or walk along the A1114. The quality 
of environment for these two options is low and 
reduces the number of people to make these 
trips and further encourage car usage. 

5.6.2 Pedestrian facilities in place are of high 
quality, and get pedestrians to their expected 
origin and destination, from vehicle to retail 
units. The lack of permeability in the area, forces 
pedestrians in one direction, and trying to get 
elsewhere is difficult with no paths. Within car 
parks vehicles make many turning movements 
creating an unsafe environment for pedestrians 
attempting to walk on their desire lines. 

5.6.3 The CLoS score for this district scored 
within the ‘poor’ level of service, showing a poor 
quality of cycling environment. Some facilities 
in place such as shared use paths scored within 
the ‘improved’ level of service but their lack of 
continuity decreases their connections, as well 

as causing conflicts with pedestrians. The routes 
which scored lowest, scored poorly on collision 
risk factors due to a lack of segregation on the 
carriageway, and in car parks where side roads 
and hazards are frequent. These routes also 
scored poorly on social safety as there is a lack of 
active frontage, and some areas are very isolated. 

5.6.4 Overall, the quality of the environment 
within this district is poor as it seeks to serve 
the surrounding industrial units rather than 
having a sense of place that people would want 
to spend time in. This is reflected especially 
within the CLoS score. The lack of permeability 
to other districts and the main transport hub 
further isolates it, and reduces the quality of the 
environment.

80%

75% 25%

20%
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Derwenthaugh East

5.7.1 Derwenthaugh East district is characterised 
by a mixture of riverside paths and industrial 
units This district is bounded by the river to 
the West and roads to the South, creating an 
impermeable area. This district is particularly 
impermeable as the river is along the Western 
edge and an A road to the South, where the only 
river crossings are. Pedestrians and cyclists can 
move freely North and South of this district along 
the riverside path, however permeability East and 
West is limited to dedicated pedestrian and cycle 
ways, as industrial units and retail units create 
impermeable barriers. 

5.7.2 The PERS score for this district was 56% 
which is within the ‘improved’ level of service. 
All routes scored within the ‘improved’ level of 
service within this district, except for Long Rigg 
Road (section 3), which scored 71% which is 
within the ‘good’ level of service. This is due to 
the low levels of traffic within the cul-de-sac, and 
the route having good lighting. The other routes, 
score poorly on factors such as personal security, 
due to the lack of active frontage, and limited 
lighting, as many of the routes assessed in this 
district are off-road paths, or paths specifically for 
the retail units. 

5.7.3 The CLoS score for this district was very 
similar, at 54% and is also within the ‘improved’ 
level of service. The many entrances to industrial 
units, and kerbside parking creates collision risks 

to cyclists resulted in low CLoS scores for these 
routes. Other routes, such as River Derwent Path 
and Ikea Lane scored highly in this district due 
to their off-road nature which naturally creates a 
segregated cycle route and therefore scored high 
CLoS scores. Many cycle routes within this district 
are of high quality due to their off-road nature, 
however, more consideration is needed to create 
spaces which feel safe at all times of the day. The 
issues of permeability which have been raised in 
the pedestrian section of this district, also apply 
to cycling, especially as some routes to the East 
are pedestrian only, requiring cyclist to dismount, 
or cycle through the car park on unofficial routes. 

5.7.4 Overall, there are high quality off-road 
tracks which create a high-quality walking and 
cycling environment. Their lack of active frontage 
naturally means scores for personal safety factors 
scores low. However, they provide good North/
South links. Further connectivity of these routes 
to the Metrocentre and transport hub, including 
wayfinding, would increase their usage and the 
permeability of the area. The car park and retail 
units naturally create a poorer active travel areas 
as vehicle dominate the area. More consideration 
of desire lines would greatly improve the area.

Links: Riverside path, Long Rigg Road, River Derwent Path, Ikea Lane

PERS score 56%

CLoS score 54%

80%

20% 80%

20%
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Derwenthaugh West
Links: Riverside Path

PERS score 57%

CLoS score 48%

5.8.1 Derwenthaugh West has similar 
characteristics to Derwenthaugh East, being 
along the river and bounded by A roads to the 
North, South and West. This district is particularly 
important as it is located on the edge of the 
Study Area and is the most isolated district. The 
only access to the Study Area is via the riverside 
path or the A1114 where high volumes of traffic 
and speed give a poor quality of environment for 
active travel users. A bridge to the South of the 
Study Area provides and East West connection 
to the Study Area, but this bridge is outside the 
official Study Area. 

5.8.2 Only one route was assessed within this 
district, which is Riverside Path. This scored 
57% on the PERS score which is within the 
‘improved’ level of service. This shared use 
path scored well on aspects such as the quality 
of the environment, maintenance and lighting 
which provides pedestrians with a high quality 
route along the river. However, it scored poorly 
on personal safety due to a lack of active 
frontage, and user conflict from the shared use 
environment. 

5.8.3 The CLoS score for this route was similar 
and scored within the ‘improved’ level of service. 
Collision risk factors scored high as this off-
road path provides cyclists with segregated 
facilities from traffic, and other associated factors. 

However, the overall CLoS score is still low due 
to factors such as social safety and the negative 
impacts shared use paths create.

5.8.4 The issues identified in this district from 
the CLoS and PERS score include social safety 
factors and the associated conflict from shared 
use environments. These are difficult to change 
in a natural environment which is unlit. The key 
issue here is the lack of access to the Study Area 
from this district and the associated challenges 
this presents to active travel users.

100%

100%
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Metrocentre

5.9.1 The Metrocentre is the key focus of this 
District. The transport within the Study Area have 
a main goal; to serve the Metrocentre and Metro 
Retail Park. This district is characterised by A 
roads to the North and South, a transport hub to 
the North where the main entrance is, and car 
parking to the East and West of the Metrocentre. 

5.9.2 A PERS score of 57% was scored on 
average for this district. Good provisions are 
provided within this district, such as pedestrian 
paths which encompass the Metrocentre building. 
These routes scored well on surface quality and 
dropped kerbs. However, in other places these 
pedestrian paths end without warning, or lead 
to the Metrocentre only, rather than a choice 
of destinations. This creates an impermeable 
area as it seeks only to serve the Metrocentre. 
Pedestrian facilities are largely designed for 
pedestrians to walk from their vehicle or mode 
of public transport, to the Metrocentre or other 
retail units, without any provisions to the wider 
area, including only one route to the MetroGreen  
Transport Interchange through the Metrocentre. 
This is reflected in the PERS score, with all routes 
scoring 0 for permeability. 

5.9.3 The CLoS score was also within the 
‘improved’ level of service at 52%. Many of the 
pedestrian paths are shared use and therefore 
scored well on similar factors like surface quality 
and gradient. These shared use paths also 

increased the CLoS score on factors such as 
collision risk, as they are physically segregated 
from traffic. However, the CLoS scores also 
scored poorly on quality of the environment 
factors such as a lack of greening elements 
and poor social safety due to the isolated 
environment. The lack of connections from these 
shared cycle paths scored poorly in a similar way 
to the PERS results. 

5.9.4 Overall, within the Metrocentre district there 
are strong facilities for cyclists and pedestrians. 
However, the vehicle dominated environment 
means active travel facilities can only be of a 
certain quality, due to their lack of priority. The 
lack of dedicated connections to other districts, 
rather than to transport should be improved to 
increase the permeability of the area. A higher 
sense of place should also be incorporated into 
this area, which would encourage a higher use of 
active travel modes

Links: St Michael’s Way, Odeon Way and Underpass Link

PERS score 57%

CLoS score 52%

100%

67%33%
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6. Conclusions and Recommendations
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6.0 Conclusion and Recommendations
6.1.1 The key challenge for the MetroGreen AAP 
is to create a sense of place that unifies the 
Study Area and transforms the attractiveness of 
walking and cycling in the area. Overcoming the 
dependence and dominance of private vehicles is 
essential to achieving this vision and promoting a 
new vision for the area. 

6.1.2 This chapter combines the PERS and CLoS 
survey results to identify the key issues and 
challenges for the MetroGreen Study Area: 

• Reducing Severance is critical to 
overcoming the dominance of the road 
network and infrastructure which are key 
barriers to movement both within the 
Study Area and with its surroundings. Poor 
permeability and disjointed networks were 
highlighted by both the PERS and CLoS 
surveys. 

• Increasing Permeability is essential to 
transforming the attractiveness of walking 
and cycling in the MetroGreen area and 
helping to reduce severance. North-South 
permeability is a key challenge for wider 
integration of the MetroGreen area with 
Whickham and Dunston. 

• Ensuring continuous, dedicated 
pedestrian facilities are provided within 
the MetroGreen area is essential to 
enabling more people to walk. The Study 
Area has significant potential for walking 
especially given that it is only a 25 minute 
walk from the furthest east to west points. 
Pedestrians need to be confident that they 
will be able to follow continuous and well 
designed routes through MetroGreen on 
clearly signposted routes.  

• A Transformative Cycle Network is 
key to creating an alternative and direct 
means of travel to private vehicles in 
the MetroGreen area. The existing NCN 
14 route should be upgraded and the 
generous highways layouts have great 
potential to be retrofitted to incorporate 
Cycle Superhighway-esque facilities. 
However, it is important that the new cycle 
routes are supported by complimentary 
facilities such as secure bike parking and 
wayfinding. 

• Improved integration of public transport 
facilities with walking and cycling routes. 
The existing public transport network 
should form the nodes of sustainable 
travel within the MetroGreen area to 
reduce car dependency within the site. 
The permeability of the existing train and 
bus station in particular requires a major 
overhaul to improve accessibility from 
the northern section of the site above 
Riverside Way. 

• Maximise Sense of Place and 
connections with Riverside and Open 
Spaces. The disjointed character of the 
different districts highlights the lack of 
sense of place and identity across the 
MetroGreen area. This is unsurprising 
given the high proportion of industrial 
and office units, however there is still 
scope to improve the quality of active 
frontage and the impact of these units on 
the streetscape. The existing severance 
features further reduce the sense of 
place. Increasing permeability will help to 
unite MetroGreen and therefore enable 
the development of a Sense of Place. 

Enhancing connections with the Riverside 
and Open Spaces should be central 
features in  developing the sense of place. 

• Create a 24hr Offer for MetroGreen: the 
combination of land uses and the focus 
on the Metrocentre within the MetroGreen 
area means that the remaining districts 
are much quieter at nighttime and 
weekends. Personal Security and Quality 
of Environment were raised as issues 
by both the PERS and CLoS surveys. 
Diversifying the existing offer outside of 
the Metrocentre and improving walking 
and cycling links across all districts will 
significantly enhance MetroGreen’s 
Livability and 24hr Offer.  

6.1.3 The following pages present a series of 
exemplar schemes and precedent images that 
can be used to inform the future development of 
MetroGreen. 
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REDUCING 
SEVERANCE 

CONTINUOUS 
PEDESTRIAN FACILITIES

‘Scramble Crossing’, London

Continuous Footway treatment, ClaphamThe ‘Bicycle Snake’, Copenhagen

Bridge with Seating, Copenhagen
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TRANSFORMATIVE CYCLE 
NETWORK

PUBLIC TRANSPORT 
INTEGRATION

Bus Stop By-Pass, Manchester

Fietstraat, Amsterdam

Bus Stop By-Pass, Manchester

Cycle Superhighway, London
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MAXIMISE SENSE 
OF PLACE

CREATE A 24HR OFFER

Sea Park, LatviaPasseig de St. Joan, Barcelona Sea Park, Latvia
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For any queries: Mark Staniland (Mark.Staniland@mottmac.com) or Kathryn Close (Kathryn.Close@mottmac.com)
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Figure 8: Pedestrian Routes through the Metrocentre

Source: Gateshead Council
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B. MetroGreen Initial Traffic Modelling –
Baseline Reporting Note (May 2018)
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Appendix B
MetroGreen Initial Traffic Modelling – Baseline Reporting Note, May 2018

1. Introduction

1.1 Initial traffic modelling for the Metro Green AAP has now been completed. Information from
this has been made available, but has yet to be collated into an agreed final report.

1.2  This note collates model information received to date with a view to providing the summary
information necessary for the AAP Baseline Report. It has been prepared by Gateshead
Council on the basis of information received from CH2M, but there has been no input in its
preparation either from CH2M or Highways England, who have jointly funded the modelling
work.

1.3 The model provides for the morning and evening peak, with outputs providing information
principally on:

- Corridor journey times;
- Junction performance.

1.4 This note provides analysis and commentary only on impacts insofar as they affect the Local
Road Network. Highways England will lead in providing commentary on impacts on the
Strategic Road Network.

2. Model Development

2.1 The model used is a validated sub-area model extracted from Highways England’s wider
mesoscopic model for Tyne and Wear and Durham.  The modelling platform is AIMSUN and the
sub-model’s coverage has been extended to encompass additional local road network links and
junctions in the Metro Green area. This approach was considered the most appropriate to
facilitate the assessment of the AAP because:

- It allowed for joint assessment of the AAP on a common basis with Highways England,
minimising the risk of technical disputes between the output of different models;

- It built on an existing modelling platform, thereby minimising overall costs;
- The mesoscopic approach is considered suitable for assessment at the AAP level,

providing a degree of detail in respect of the network modelled, but also allowing a
reasonably extensive area to be modelled to show wider network effects and cumulative
impacts of development across the area.

2.2 A separate Local Model Validation Report has been prepared for the model.

3. Scenario Tests

3.1  The following scenario tests were undertaken:
- Base Year (2015)
- Base Minus Roadworks (adjusted to remove effect of roadworks underway in 2015)
- Do Minimum (no AAP)
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- Do Minimum_(with AAP)
- Allerdene Bridge improvement (no AAP)
- Allerdene Bridge improvement (with AAP)
- New Tyne Crossing (no AAP)
- New Tyne Crossing (with AAP)
- Allerdene Bridge and New Tyne Crossing (no AAP)
- Allerdene Bridge and New Tyne Crossing (with AAP)

4. Corridor Journey Times

4.1  Journey time data is available for four corridors:
- A1 (Lobley Hill to Scotswood);
- A184 (A1 to north of Redheugh Bridge)
- A1114 (Team Street to Derwnethaugh Road)
- A695 (Redheugh Bridgehead to Scotswood Bridgehead)

4.2 Tables 1 and 2 show the corridor journey time results for the morning and evening peak hour.
Given the potential plethora of scenarios this analysis concentrates on the impacts of the
following two main areas of interest:

- The difference with and without the AAP in the do minimum scenario (scenarios 4 and
5);

- The difference with and without a new Tyne crossing, but with the AAP (scenarios 5 and
9).

Table 1 – modelled corridor journey times (AM peak)

Morning peak
(08:00-09:00) A1

 N
B

A1
 S

B

A6
95 EB A6
95

W
B

A1
11

4
EB

A1
11

4
W

B

A1
84

N
B

A1
84 SB

1. Observed 480 390 510 390 300 300 480 180
2. Base Year 2015 408 440 358 364 293 293 537 138
3. Base Minus_Roadworks 404 436 372 369 286 287 525 138
4. Do Minimum (no AAP) 416 444 367 377 292 285 486 139
5. Do Minimum (with AAP) 415 449 368 375 290 285 498 139
6. AllerdeneBridge (no AAP) 418 445 373 373 290 281 566 139
7. Allerdene Bridge (with AAP) 419 450 370 373 289 277 543 138
8. New Tyne Crossing (no AAP) 412 446 388 381 294 265 423 138
9. New Tyne Crossing (with
AAP)

415 450 389 378 294 284 422 138

10. Allerdene Bridge and New
Tyne Crossing (no AAP)

417 447 387 382 299 271 441 138

11. Allerdene Bridge and New
Tyne Crossing (with AAP)

417 449 388 381 296 284 407 138

Table 2 – modelled corridor journey times (PM peak)

Evening peak (17:00-18:00) A1
 N

B

A1
 S

B

A6
95 EB A6
95

W
B

A1
11

4
EB

A1
11

4
W

B

A1
84

N
B

A1
84 SB
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1. Observed 810 750 420 630 330 390 240 180
2. Base Year 2015 653 702 405 540 307 332 181 204
3. Base Minus_Roadworks 683 480 402 600 293 336 185 146
4. Do Minimum (no AAP) 806 488 400 588 344 373 148 181
5. Do Minimum (with AAP) 815 499 418 568 397 387 181 156
6. Allerdene Bridge (no AAP) 768 438 418 556 616 438 183 152
7. Allerdene Bridge (with AAP) 752 449 401 608 615 408 182 155
8. New Tyne Crossing (no AAP) 809 484 411 571 341 450 179 147
9. NewTyneCrossing (with AAP) 758 486 441 661 320 565 181 148
10. Allerdene Bridge and New
Tyne Crossing (no AAP)

728 437 403 613 292 407 180 148

11. Allerdene Bridge and
NewTyneCrossing (with AAP)

795 459 436 556 350 669 180 148

5. Impact of AAP

5.1 The main conclusions drawn from this are:
- In the morning peak impacts are largely negligible, with a maximum impact of 12

seconds on the A184 northbound;
- Journey time impacts in the pm peak are also generally limited, with the exception of:

o A1114 east bound, which sees a 15% increase in journey times with the AAP;
o A184 northbound, where journey times increase by 22%. However the increased

journey times are comparable with those in other scenarios, and are still well
below those seen in the am peak.

6. Impact of New Tyne crossing

6.1 The modelling of these scenarios suggests that impacts of construction of a new bridge are
relatively modest, with the exception of:

- A 15% reduction in journey time northbound on the A184 in the am peak;
- Significant reductions in journey time on the A1114 eastbound in the pm peak offset by

increases on the A1114 westbound and A695 westbound.

7. Junction Performance

7.1 The modelling work assessed the impact of the different scenarios on specific junctions.
Summary information on the impacts on junctions on the local road network are summarised
in figures 1 and 2 below.

Figure 1 – local road network junction impacts – am peak

Junction 2030 2030 + AAP 2030 Metro
Bridge

Junctions along A1114
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A189/A184/Askew Road

A695/St James’ Boulevard Junction

Junctions along B1426 Bensham Road

Lobley Hill/Kingsway junction

Scotswood Road/Chain Bridge junction

A695 Derwenthaugh Road/A1114 junction

Figure 2 – local road network junction impacts – pm peak

Junction 2030 2030 + AAP 2030 Metro
Bridge

Junctions along A1114

A189/A184/Askew Road

A695/St James’ Boulevard Junction

Junctions along B1426 Bensham Road

Lobley Hill/Kingsway junction

Scotswood Road/Chain Bridge junction

A695 Derwenthaugh Road/A1114 junction

7.2 More detailed information on impacts on specific junctions in relation to the two main
scenarios is attached as Appendix 1. However the most severe impacts again are on the
A1114.

8. Analysis

AAP impacts
8.1 The modelling suggests that there will be very few problems on the local road network in the

morning peak resulting from the Metro Green Area Action Plan development. In the evening
peak existing congestion problems are in general worsened as a result of the AAP.

8.2 The most severe problems are seen on the A1114/ Handy Drive, especially in the vicinity of
the junction with Cross Lane. At this location traffic is predicted to divert along Mandela Way
in order to avoid lengthy eastbound delays.

8.3 Additional delay is seen at other junctions within the model. Caution is needed in determining
a need for further action on the specific basis of this modelling exercise. The local road
network in the area is complex and already subject to significant traffic congestion. In many
cases the junction effects are relatively limited, with additional delay on some arms balanced
by reduced delay elsewhere. As Metro Green is only one (albeit significant) development
among many affecting this network it will be more appropriate to use the results as a pointer
towards the need for more specific corridor and junction studies at these locations. Any such
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difficulties are probably more appropriately seen as relating to the problems stemming from
wider economic and housing growth, rather than being related to Metro Green specifically.
These include:

- Bensham Road corridor and Cuthbert Street junction;
- Askew Road/Redheugh Bridge junction;
- Rose Street/Team Street/Askew Road junction.

New bridge
8.4 The new bridge helps reduce congestion on the A184 northbound in the morning peak.

However this is at the expense of additional delay elsewhere, notably eastbound on the A1114
in the evening. In the evening junctions at the western end of the A1114 with Derwenthaugh
Road and Gibside Way are particularly severely affected.

8.5 Further discussions will be needed with Newcastle City Council and Highways England before
any final conclusion is reached, However on this basis the case for a new road bridge at this
location looks weak.

9. Conclusions

9.1 The A1114/Handy Drive link appears the most likely to suffer major additional congestion as a
result of the development of Metro Green. Development is likely to have an impact on
junctions further afield but, given the complexity of urban road networks in these areas, more
broadly-based studies of the need for further improvement are likely to be needed.

9.2 Any improvement to this junction may well have wider impacts, with any congestion relief
having knock on impacts elsewhere on the network. This may lead to a need for proposals for
improvement elsewhere on the network.
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Appendix 1 – detailed junction impacts

10. The figures included below show the delay ratio on individual links. This is the ratio of the
modelled time versus the theoretical free flow time. The figures are colour coded as below:

Impact of AAP

AM peak
A1114
10.1 The impact on junctions along the A1114 in the morning peak is limited, with no significant
problems identified.

A189/A184/Askew Road

10.2 Figure A1 shows the delay ratio experienced in this junction in both scenarios. Additional AAP
trips travelling along the A1114 have some impact on operation when negotiating the junction to
travel across to Askew Road, altering the balance of priority at the junction. However overall impacts
on delay ratios are minimal.

Figure A1 Delay ratio – A189/A184/Askew Road junction - morning peak hour (08:00 - 09:00)

2030 Without AAP 2030 With AAP
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St James’ Boulevard
10.3 St James’ Boulevard is already operating over capacity without AAP demand (figure A2). The AAP
is predicted to make only marginal difference to operation in the am peak.

Figure A2 – St James’ Boulevard - morning peak hour (08:00 - 09:00)

2030 Without AAP 2030 With AAP

B1426 Bensham Road
10.4 There is some re-routeing affecting Bensham Road, but impacts are limited.

Lobley Hill/Kingsway junction
10.5 As for Bensham Road, there is some re-routing of traffic at this junction, but overall impacts in
the morning peak are limited (figure A3).

Figure A3 - Lobley Hill/Kingsway junction - morning peak hour (08:00 - 09:00)

2030 Without AAP 2030 With AAP
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Scotswood Road/Chain Bridge junction

10.6 Additional trips associated with the AAP have only minor impacts on the operation of this junction
in the morning peak (figure A4).

Figure A4 –A695 Scotswood Road/Chain Bridge - morning peak hour (08:00 - 09:00)

2030 Without AAP 2030 With AAP

A695 Derwenthaugh Road/A1114 junction

10.7 The AAP demand leaving the A695 and A1114 approaches causes delay for priority movements
resulting in limited additional delay at the junction (figure A5).

Figure A5 - A695 Derwenthaugh Road/A1114 junction - morning peak hour (08:00 - 09:00)

2030 Without AAP 2030 With AAP

PM peak
10.8 The 2030 network is already congested in the pm peak. As a result the impact of the additional
APP demand is to intensify congestion and delay. Queues increase at key locations, creating difficulties
for access in places.
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A1114

10.9 Increased journey times, particularly in the eastbound direction, are reflected in the problems at
junctions. Major problems eastbound at the Cross Lane junction (figure A6) sees vehicles re-routing
via Mandela Way and Wellington Road.

Figure A6 – A1114/Cross Lane junction - evening peak hour (17:00 - 18:00)

2030 Without AAP 2030 With AAP

10.10 The AAP also sees some additional problems for vehicles leaving Kingfisher Court, albeit these
are also evident without the AAP (Figure A7).

Figure A7– Kingfisher Court - evening peak hour (17:00 - 18:00)

2030 Without AAP 2030 With AAP

10.11 The increase in flows also sees greater delay at junctions along the route including the Team
Street approach to Autumn Drive/Rose Street/Askew Road West (Figure A8).

In addition to the AAP trips, traffic trying to avoid delays on routes leading to the A695 westbound via
the A189 Redheugh Bridge contributes to the increased delay along the A1114.

Figure A8 – Team Street/Autumn Drive/Rose Street/Askew Road West Court - evening peak hour (17:00 - 18:00)

2030 Without AAP 2030 With AAP
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A189/A184/Askew Road

10.12 The introduction of AAP trips results in some changes to the operation of this junction, including:

· Greater delay on Cuthbert Street building back from the B1426 Bensham Road

· Increased delay on the A184 northbound direction

· Lower flows in the A695 westbound direction as flows are held back in the queues along A184
and Cuthbert Road/B1426.

Figure A9 - A189/A184/Askew Road - evening peak hour (17:00 - 18:00)

St James’ Boulevard

10.13 St James’ Boulevard is already operating over capacity in the scenario without the AAP. This
junction could be affected further if additional capacity were made available in the A189/A184/Askew
Road junction, with more users then able to travel via the Redheugh Bridge to the A695 and
Newcastle. Figure A10  shows the delay ratio without and with AAP for this junction on the basis of
current arrangements.

2030 Without AAP 2030 With AAP
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Figure A10 –St James’ Boulevard - evening peak hour (17:00 - 18:00)

2030 Without AAP 2030 With AAP

Junctions along B1426 Bensham Road

10.14 Users travelling along the B1426 experience additional delay through:

· AAP flows originating from the Team Valley travelling in the northbound direction result in an
increased delay ratio in all junctions along the route

· Existing flows trying to avoid delay on the A184 in the southbound direction re-routing via the
B1426.

Lobley Hill/Kingsway junction

10.15 AAP demand originating in the Team Valley area adjacent to the roundabout is saturating the
circulatory, causing additional delays on Lobley Hill Road. Flows travelling along Kingsway North are
also held at this junction. Figure A11 shows the delay ratio in the evening peak.

Figure A11 – Lobley Hill/Kingsway junction - evening peak hour (17:00 - 18:00)

2030 Without AAP 2030 With AAP

Scotswood Bridge (north)  junction

10.16 Additional trips associated with the AAP causes additional delay for westbound traffic on the
A695 entering the junction. This results in traffic queuing back on the A695 westbound direction all
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the way to Whitehouse Road. Figure A12 shows delay ratio on the junction in both scenarios during
the evening peak.

Figure A12 – A695 Scotswood Road/Chain Bridge - evening peak hour (17:00 - 18:00)

2030 Without AAP 2030 With AAP

A695 Derwenthaugh Road/A1114 junction

10.17 AAP flows from the A1114 change the dynamics of this junction. The additional demand results
in increased delay on the eastern approach in both directions and causes some further delay on the
Chain Bridge access in the northbound direction (Figure A13).

Figure A13 – A695 Derwenthaugh Road/A1114 junction - evening peak hour (17:00 - 18:00)

2030 Without AAP 2030 With AAP
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New Tyne crossing
10.18 The impact of new road crossing of the Tyne at Metro Green can be summarised as:

· Alleviation of traffic congestion on the A184 Redheugh Bridge and A695 Chain Bridge Road,
as the Metro Bridge offers an alternative route north – south;

· Worsening of traffic conditions on the A1114 and the A695 in Newcastle, which are put under
further pressure as an increased number of vehicles use them to access the new crossing.

AM peak

A1114

10.19 There is little change in the performance of these junctions in the morning peak. There is some
additional bridge related demand, which in turn contributes to a small amount of additional delay at
junctions along the route. At a broader level, it is observed that the bridge is being used by vehicles
trying to avoid delays on the A695, contributing to increased flows along the A1114

A189/A184/Askew Road
10.20 Overall, the operation of this junction remains largely unchanged, beyond some limited changes
to the balance of flows.

St James’ Boulevard

10.20 Provision of the bridge worsens delay at this junction somewhat as more vehicles use the A695
(figure A14).

Figure A14 – A695/St James’ Boulevard junction - morning peak hour (08:00 - 09:00)

2030 With AAP 2030 With AAP With Metro Bridge

B1426 Bensham Road
10.21 The morning peak sees little further change to the performance of junctions on this route from
the construction of the bridge.
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Lobley Hill/Kingsway junction

10.22 Construction of the bridge sees limited additional delay at this junction (figure A15).

Figure A15 – Lobley Hill/Kingsway junction - morning peak hour (08:00 - 09:00)

2030 With AAP 2030 With AAP With Metro Bridge

Scotswood Road/Chain Bridge junction

10.23 Although there is some reduction in flows negotiating this junction to cross the river, this does
not have any impact on the delay ratios (figure A16).

Figure A16 – Scotswood Road/Chain Bridge junction - morning peak hour ((08:00 - 09:00)

2030 With AAP 2030 With AAP With Metro Bridge

A695 Derwenthaugh Road/A1114 junction

10.24 Provision of the bridge results in a decrease in flow in the northbound directions along the A695.
As a result greater flow from southern and western approaches are now able to enter the junction
and travel along A1114 in the eastbound direction. There are limited effects of this on delay ratios, as
shown in figure A17.
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Figure A17 – A695 Derwenthaugh Road/A1114 junction - morning peak hour (08:00 - 09:00)

2030 With AAP 2030 With AAP With Metro Bridge

PM peak

10.25 The new bridge attracts over 1100 trips during the evening peak hour. Of this only a small
proportion appear to be attributable to the AAP demand, the distribution of AAP trips being such that
the bridge does not represent an attractive alternative route for them. However, existing demand
travelling across the Tyne area is attracted to the new river crossing.

A1114

10.26 Provision of a new Tyne crossing has the following impacts:

· Demand attracted by the bridge brings additional flows onto the A1114, which in turn
contributes to further delay. This is particularly noticeable at the A1114/Gibside
Way/Scotswood View junction. Figure A18 shows the delay ratio at this junction in the
scenarios without and with Metro Bridge.

· At a broader level, it is observed that the Metro Bridge is being used by SRN users trying to
avoid delays on the A695, further contributing to congestion along the A1114

· To the east of A1114, rat running is observed on to the local road network, putting some of
the junctions under increased pressure including: Autumn Dr/Rose Street/Team Street/Askew
Road West junction, A1114/Clockmill Road/Team Street and A1114/Festival Way.

Figure A18 – A1114/Gibside Way/Scotswood View junction - evening peak hour (17:00 - 18:00)

2030 With AAP 2030 With AAP With Metro Bridge



Gateshead Council, MetroGreen Area Action Plan Evidence, Stage 1 – Transport and Accessibility Report

A189/A184/Askew Road

10.27 The provision of the new bridge offers a degree of relief at this junction as the new crossing
presents an alternative route for movements across the river. However this is limited and, overall, the
junction continues to experience delays (figure A19).

Figure A19 – A189/A184/Askew Road junction - evening peak hour (17:00 - 18:00)

2030 With AAP 2030 With AAP With Metro Bridge

St James’ Boulevard

10.28 The provision of the new bridge provides an alternative route to cross the river for drivers trying
to avoid the delay at this junction. As a result, there is a fall in the number of trips negotiating the
junction in the eastbound direction. However, on the westbound arm, there is an increase in number
of trips coming from St James Boulevard to access the AAP zones via the bridge. Figure A20 shows the
impacts of this on delay ratios.
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Figure A20 – A695/St James’ Boulevard junction - evening peak hour (17:00 - 18:00)

2030 With AAP 2030 With AAP With Metro Bridge

B1426 Bensham Road

10.29 Provision of the new bridge allows trips from the zones along the A695, some of which are
associated with the AAP, to take an alternative route to cross the river and avoid delay at of A695/St
James’ Boulevard and A189/A184/Askew Road junctions. As a consequence additional capacity is
available for trips originating from Newcastle and Gateshead. This reduces the journey time and delay.
While some relief is observed in the northbound direction, this is more prominent in the southbound
direction. However, delays at junctions along Bensham Road remain and may need further separate
consideration. Figure A21 illustrates the performance of the Cuthbert Street/Bensham Road junction.

Figure A21 - Cuthbert Street/Bensham Road Junction - evening peak hour (17:00 - 18:00)

2030 With AAP 2030 With AAP With Metro Bridge
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Lobley Hill/Kingsway

10.30 The relief provided at junctions upstream along the B1426 Bensham Road now allows a greater
volume of traffic to reach this junction from the B1426 Bensham Road and from Lobley Hill Road. This
puts further stress on the junction. The predicted change in junction performance is shown in Figure
A22 below.

Figure A22 – Lobley Hill/Kingsway junction - evening peak hour (17:00 - 18:00)

2030 With AAP 2030 With AAP With Metro Bridge

Scotswood Road/Chain Bridge

10.31 Provision of the new bridge results in a greater volume of east-west traffic at the junction, which
in turn causes some additional delay on other approaches. Figure A22 illustrates resulting changes in
the this trend through graphical output of delay ratio for the junction.

Figure A22 – Scotswood Road/Chain Bridge junction - evening peak hour (17:00 - 18:00)

2030 With AAP 2030 With AAP With Metro Bridge

A695 Derwenthaugh Road/A1114 junction
10.32 The increase in demand on the A1114 due to the provision of a new bridge is resulting in the
junction suffering from greater delay causing queues and delays on the A694 Derwenthaugh Road and
the A695. Figure A23 below illustrates this.
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Figure A23 – Derwenthaugh Road/A1114 junction - evening peak hour (17:00 - 18:00)

2030 With AAP 2030 With AAP With Metro Bridge
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Appendix C
MetroGreen Leisure Development – Initial Model Testing Note, August 2018

1. Background

1.1 Proposals are being formulated for the development of additional leisure facilities related to
the Metro Centre. Traffic modelling of initial proposals has now been carried out. The purpose
of this note is to summarise the outcome of this testing.

1.2 The testing undertaken is intended to inform the approach to allocation and mitigation as part
of the Metro Green Area Action Plan. It is anticipated further testing will be carried out as
options are refined.

2. Development Proposals

2.1 Initial assumptions relating to the development proposals and associated traffic generation
were agreed between Intu, Gateshead Council and Highways England. The proposals
comprised development on three sites:

Site A1 retail (m2) A3
café/restaurants

(m2)

D2 leisure (m2) C1 hotel (beds)

1 1500 3000 10000 200
2 1000 2000 6000 0
3 4600 0 11000 0

2.2 The approximate location of the sites is shown on the attached plan.

3. Model Development

3.1 The model used is a validated sub-area model extracted from Highways England’s wider
mesoscopic model for Tyne and Wear and Durham.  The modelling platform is AIMSUN and the
sub-model’s coverage has been extended to encompass additional local road network links and
junctions in the Metro Green area. This approach was considered the most appropriate to
facilitate the assessment of the AAP because:

- It allowed for joint assessment of the AAP on a common basis with Highways England,
minimising the risk of technical disputes between the output of different models;

- It built on an existing modelling platform, thereby minimising overall costs;
- The mesoscopic approach is considered suitable for assessment at the AAP level, providing

a degree of detail in respect of the network modelled, but also allowing a reasonably
extensive area to be modelled to show wider network effects and cumulative impacts of
development across the area.

3.2 A separate Local Model Validation Report has been prepared for the model.



Gateshead Council, MetroGreen Area Action Plan Evidence, Stage 1 – Transport and Accessibility Report

4. Scenario Tests

4.1 Scenario tests were undertaken for 2030, including both the Area Action Plan and the
proposed additional leisure development. Tests were undertaken for the scenario both with
and without the proposed A1 Birtley to Coal House improvement (Allerdene Bridge).

4.2 This analysis focuses on the scenarios with the A1 improvements in place. This is because it is
considered to be the most likely scenario and, although there are some significant differences
in result between the scenarios, the overall picture in relation to impacts on the local road
network is much the same.

5. Corridor Journey Times

5.1 Journey time data is available for four corridors:
- A1 (Lobley Hill to Scotswood);
- A184 (A1 to north of Redheugh Bridge)
- A1114 (Team Street to Derwnethaugh Road)
- A695 (Redheugh Bridgehead to Scotswood Bridgehead)

5.2 Tables 1 and 2 show the corridor journey time results for the morning and evening peak hour
for the scenarios including the A1 Birtley to Coal House improvement. For ease of analysis
these are compared with observed journey times and a previous scenario excluding the leisure
development.

Table 1 – modelled corridor journey times (am peak)
Morning peak (08:00 -
09:00)

A1
NB

A1
SB

A695
EB

A695
WB

A1114
EB

A1114
WB

A184
NB

A184
SB

Observed 480 390 510 390 300 300 480 180
A1 imps + AAP only 419 450 370 373 289 277 543 138
A1 imps + AAP + leisure
development

424 452 391 369 294 289 592 139

Table 2 – modelled corridor journey times (pm peak)
Evening peak (17:00 -
18:00)

A1
NB

A1
SB

A695
EB

A695
WB

A1114
EB

A1114
WB

A184
NB

A184
SB

Observed 810 750 420 630 330 390 240 180
A1 imps + AAP only 752 449 401 608 615 408 182 155
A1 imps + AAP +leisure
development

927 470 683 1153 999 602 185 155

6. Impact of Leisure Development

6.1 While the impact of the leisure development in the morning peak is limited, that in the
evening is severe. With the exception of the A184 and A1 (southbound) there are major
increases in journey time across all corridors.
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6.2 Impacts on the A695 are particularly severe, presumably as a result of traffic seeking to avoid
the A1114, which is similarly congested. These impacts are illustrated further by the increase
in delay time and vehicles waiting to enter the model, and decreases in speed and flow (table
3). The attached Appendix contains figures illustrating predicted delays.

Table 3 – general statistics (pm peak)
Delay Time
(Seconds per
vehicle per
km)

Flow
(Vehicles)

Speed
(Km per
hour)

Vehicles
Waiting
to Enter

A1 imps + AAP 36.55 21350 42.46 228
A1 imps + AAP + leisure development 68.07 19486 38.1 4461

7. Excluding A1 Improvements

7.1 If the improvements to the A1 are excluded the overall picture in relation to the leisure
development impacts remains similar. The main exception to this is that delays on some
roads, notably the A695 are very much reduced in the absence of the improvement. This is a
result of traffic speeds on the A1 being lower in the absence of the improvements. This means
that the volume of traffic able to reach the congested areas around Metro Green are lower,
and as a result the scale of problems predicted is correspondingly reduced. Table 4
summarises the differences in corridor journey times with and without the A1 improvements.

Table 4 – pm peak – corridor journey times with/without A1 improvements

A1 A1 A695 A695 A1114 A1114 A184 A184
NB SB EB WB EB WB NB SB

A1+AAP+leisure 927 470 683 1153 999 602 185 155
AAP+ leisure 911 517 538 533 660 693 184 170
Difference 16 -47 145 620 339 -91 1 -15
% change 1.8 -9.1 27.0 116.3 51.4 -13.1 0.5 -8.8

8. Analysis/comment

8.1 The predicted impacts of the additional leisure developments are severe, particularly on the
A695 and A1114. Although neither of these routes are the main focus for trips to/from the
leisure development itself (see Appendix), this is presumably because of the diversion of
existing journeys and knock on effects within the network.

8.2 The displacement impacts, with major delays on both the local east-west routes through the
area predicted in the evening peak suggests a severe capacity problem in the network is
emerging if trips reach these levels. Further analysis is needed it understand the components
of the predicted congestion better, and how these change between the scenarios. This should
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inform judgements as to how far the problems predicted by the model are likely to arise in
reality.

8.3 Some mitigation of transport impacts may be feasible, but it is unlikely to be the case that
major new road infrastructure is seen as either realistic or desirable. This suggests the need
for a more wide-ranging consideration of how the desired level of new development might be
accommodated without causing such extreme impacts.

8.4 Although removal of the A1 improvements improves things significantly, this scheme has
major wider benefits, and so remains an important proposal going forward.

9. Conclusions

9.1 The predicted additional impacts on the local road network of the proposed leisure
development are severe. Further investigation of the nature of these is needed in order to
understand better the predicted conditions, and to devise ways of overcoming these.
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Appendix 1 – leisure development scenario (with A1 improvements). Delay/demand plots

Figure A1 – pm peak delay ratio (actual/free flow time)
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Figure A2 – pm peak additional delay time with leisure development
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Figure A3 – pm peak leisure demand flow
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D. MetroGreen Road Network Note (November
2018)
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Appendix D
Metro Green – Road Network Note, November 2018

1. Introduction

1.1 Development of the Metro Green area will see increased traffic pressures on the road
network. The purpose of this note is to summarise current thinking in relation to these, drawn
from initial model testing. These have looked at the impacts of development in line with the
Area Action Plan policy in the Core Strategy, and also with additional leisure development.

1.2 At the current time major new road construction within the area is not envisaged. This cost of
this, coupled with the likely levels of intrusion, impact on development and potential conflict
with wider policy, make it an option that would be undesirable and quite possibly
undeliverable. As a result initial work on increasing highway capacity and improving operation
of the local road network to accommodate new development is focused on particular
junctions and their approaches.

2. Initial scenarios

2.1 The attached plans highlight the junctions identified as likely to require further investigation
under three initial scenarios;

- Sustainable transport. These are junctions that have been identified as posing or
contributing to barriers to pedestrian and cycle movement;

- AAP policy. Development to 2030 as outlined in Policy AOC2 of the Core Strategy;
- AAP policy and leisure. This includes all the development in policy AOC2, plus additional

leisure and ancillary development on the Qube, Blue and Green car parks at the Metro
Centre, and on the former Federation Brewery site.

2.2 In considering these the following should be noted:
- The modelled junctions have been identified by comparison of delay plots between the do

minimum and relevant do something scenario. This will exclude any additional problems
arising as a result of background growth  in the interim;

- For the scenarios based on modelling the ‘do minimum’ position is taken to be that without
either the Area Action Plan or additional leisure development, but with the A1 Allerdene
improvement in place. All ‘do something’ commentary is similarly based on the Allerdene
improvements having been completed. This could lead to some slight discrepancy with
previous summaries, where the ‘do minimum’ assessment did not always include Allerdene;

- All assessment has been done on the pm peak period given the very limited congestion in
the am peak.

2.3 For ease of reference for this exercise road junctions in the Metro Green area have been
numbers as in Figure 1.
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3. Sustainable transport (figure 2)

3.1 Discussions around the scope for improving sustainable transport have identified the
following as being particularly problematic:
- Junction 9 (A1114/Mandela Way). Pedestrian access across this junction is likely to be on a

natural desire line for any development of land to the north. This is currently very poor, the
roundabout arrangement making crossing here difficult;

- Junction 10 (A1114/bus link/Cross Lane). Eastbound traffic turning right often queues back
at this location, causing delays on the main bus route east from the Metro Centre
Interchange;

- Junction 16 (Wellington Road railway bridge). Pedestrian access under this bridge is
exceptionally poor. Any improvement to this is likely to affect the road junction with the
industrial estate immediately to the east.

4. AAP Policy (figure 3)

4.1 Comparison of modelled delay plots suggests additional problems at the following junctions:
- Junction 6 (A695/A1114). There is additional delay on the A695 northbound approach to

this junction. However other approaches show improved operation with the additional
development;

- Junction 12 (Scotswood view/Hollinside Road). Delays on the Scotswood View westbound
approach to this junction increase significantly with the AAP. This may be due to increased
demand for the eastbound to southbound right turn movement here;

- Junction 14 (Scotswood view/Cross Lane/St Michael’s Way). There is additional significant
delay indicated on the Scotswood view southbound approach to this junction;

- Junction 18 (Scotswood Bridgehead north). There is some additional delay on the
westbound approach to this junction along Scotswood Road.

5. AAP policy and leisure (figure 4)

5.1 This model test saw major increases in queueing at several locations, with delays particularly
severe along the A1114 between junctions 6 and 19.  This suggests intermediate junctions
along this length, are most likely to be contributing rather than determining factors in the
overall problem. The extent of the delay also suggests that its release may lead to additional
problems elsewhere on the network, suggesting that capacity increases, in themselves, may
not be effective in resolving the problems. Other problems identified include:

- Junction 1 (A1/Dunston Road). Additional delays on northbound off-slip from A1 and
southbound on Dunston Road;

- Junction 2 (A1/Hollinside Road). Major increase in delays on A1 northbound off-slip and
southbound approach on Hollinside Road;

- Junction 5 (Derwenthaugh Road/A1 slip roads). Increased delay on the southbound
approach to this junction from both the A695 and A1;

- Junction 12 (Scotswood view/Hollinside Road). Delays on the Scotswood View westbound
approach to this junction increase significantly. As for the AAP only, this may be due to
increased demand for the eastbound to southbound right turn movement here;
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- Junction 14 (Scotswood View/Cross Lane/St Michael’s Way). This sees increased delays on
the westbound approach from Cross Lane;

- Junction 15 (Cross Lane/Wellington Road). Increased delays on all approaches;
- Junction 18 (Scotswood Bridgehead north). Increased delays on west and eastbound

approach to this junction;
- Junction 20 (A1114/Ravensworth Road). Increased delays on all approaches;
- Junction 21 (A1114/Team Street). Increased delays on all approaches.

5.2 Of the above junctions 1,2 and 5 affect the Strategic Road Network, either directly or
indirectly. This is likely to lead to separate comments being made by Highways England in
relation to these problems.

6. Enhancing the evidence

6.1 Further outputs from the model runs is being sought. Additional runs are to be undertaken
which are likely to propose variations to both the detailed layout of the road network and the
amount of development proposed. Views set out below will be reviewed and revised as
further or updated information becomes available.
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E. Tyne Crossing Note (January 2019)



Introduction 

This note provides outlines a number of issues to the west of the Gateshead and Newcastle Urban 

Core, particularly relating to development, cross-river movements and what that might mean for 

future new or improved bridge crossings. 

Background 

The Gateshead/Newcastle Core Strategy commits the councils to undertaking an assessment of cross-

river capacity (Policy CS13) both up and downstream of the Urban Core by 2030. Subsequent to this a 

joint position statement was prepared in 2016. This identified examining the possibility of a crossing 

to the west of the Urban Core as a priority, reflecting the need to clarify the position (particularly in 

terms of a potential landing point for any new bridge) as part of the process of preparing the 

MetroGreen Area Action Plan (AAP). 

The ‘Next Steps’ section of that joint statement notes 

7.1 The first step is to fully examine the options around MetroGreen.  Further work is required to: 

1. Identify the impacts on local roads, particularly those in the MetroGreen area. Gateshead 

Council is in the process of commissioning work to assess this in conjunction with Highways 

England; 

2. Assess the potential for improvements to Scotswood Bridge and approaches to cater for future 

needs; 

3. Review previous cost estimates (including improvements to connecting routes). 

7.2 Item 1 above will be funded by Gateshead Council. Any additional costs associated with the other 

actions will need to be agreed and funded jointly.  

7.3 The timescales for the above work should be for completion in the first half of 2016.  Finalising the 

preferred option for the MetroGreen AAP will need to await the results of the work.  

7.4 Following the MetroGreen Study there are three main outcomes that are likely to require further 

investigation: 

a) That a bridge at MetroGreen would have significant impact on the local network and the viability of 

the site.  This will effectively discount the MetroGreen site and other potential locations will need to be 

identified. 

b) A bridge could be accommodated at MetroGreen.  A decision will need to be made on the 

advantages and disadvantages of a bridge at this location based on a range of factors, not just the 

modelling results.  If this is indeed the preferred approach then further evidence will need to be 

prepared to support policy development for both the MetroGreen AAP and Newcastle’s Development 

and Allocations Document as outlined in paragraph 6.3. 

c) Capacity enhancements on existing corridors and bridge crossings offer the most attractive and cost-

effective option and should be established as the preferred option.  This could incorporate land 

reservations in Gateshead to upgrade existing corridors as part of the planning process. 



In parallel to this, NECA commissioned a study in 2017 which looked at eleven potential new or 

improved river crossings across the whole NECA area.  All the potential schemes related to crossings 

catering for general traffic.  The report concluded that 6 options were worthy of further investigation 

and modelling.  For the Tyne these included: 

East of Tyne Bridge New crossing linking Pelaw in Gateshead (A184/A185) with 
Walker in Newcastle (A186). 

West of Tyne Bridge (4) New crossing from Metro Riverside Park to South Benwell. 

West of Tyne Bridge (5) New crossing from Metro Riverside Park to Elswick Waterside. 

Friar’s Goose Crossing Planned crossing of Tyne that would form main link from 
Newcastle to south. Crosses Tyne from St Peters to Friars 
Goose. 

Scotswood Bridge Upgrade Upgrade to Scotswood Bridge (linking west end of Newcastle 
with MetroCentre/Blaydon) to provide additional capacity. 

 

The supporting text to Policy CS13 in the Core Strategy also contains a commitment to provide a new 

cross-river cycle and pedestrian link between Newburn and Blaydon.  The Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

takes an initial step back from this in listing a feasibility study to look at options in that area. 

MetroGreen 

Development 

MetroGreen as a concept emerged in May 2007 when Capital Shopping Centres (now Intu Properties 

Plc), owners of the Intu Metrocentre, commissioned Allies & Morrison to produce the Gateshead Intu 

MetroGreen Regeneration Framework which set out a broad vision for how the Intu Metrocentre and 

the surrounding sites might change over the next 20+ years. Whilst Capital Shopping Centres did not 

progress the idea beyond the initial vision the Council recognised the opportunities it presented in 

regenerating brownfield land, delivering a significant number of new homes within attractive 

neighbourhoods and better integrating the Intu Metrocentre and adjacent retailing into the 

surrounding area. 

The Core Strategy (Policy CS3) identifies MetroGreen as an area of change, and Policy AOC2 sets out 

the vision of a mixed-use sustainable community including 850 homes and up to 15,000m2 of B1a 

office accommodation.  The Council is currently working towards an Area Action Plan for MetroGreen. 

 

MetroGreen Pre and Post 2030 Development Phases  

 

The MetroGreen AAP will plan in detail for the pre-2030 development phase which will deliver the 

Core Strategy Policy A0C2 delivery target of 850 homes and up to 15,000m2 of B1a office 

accommodation within the plan period by 2030.  The evidence gathered to inform the pre-2030 

development phase will be proportionate and relevant to inform the policies in the AAP.  

 



The MetroGreen AAP will have regard to but will not plan in detail or include policies in the AAP for 

the post-2030 development phase due to the uncertainties associated with the longer-term 

timescales.   This development phase has the potential to deliver an additional 1,300+ homes as set 

out in the supporting text to Core Strategy Policy A0C2.  The evidence gathered to inform the post-

2030 development phase will be proportionate to the longer-term timescales and reviewed through 

the Local Plan review process in accordance with the NPPF.  

 

Traffic 

A key element of the development of the AAP to date has been the assessment of the traffic impacts 

of the development proposals both with and without a new bridge. 

The work was carried out jointly with Highways England and tested a number of scenarios both with 

and without the development proposed within the Core Strategy – i.e. 850 homes and complementary 

mixed-use development, including up to 15,000 m2 of B1a office accommodation. 

A note setting out the outcomes of initial transport modelling work was presented to senior Gateshead 

Councillors in March.  The note was also shared with colleagues at Newcastle City Council. 

The modelling considered the potential impacts and attractiveness of a new bridge for general traffic 

linking Mandela Way to Scotswood Road (the West of Tyne Bridge (4) from the NECA study).  The 

modelling work shows some benefit on the A184 approach to Redheugh Bridge in the morning peak, 

but no real impact on the wider strategic network.  The benefits are offset by the potential adverse 

impacts on the development objectives for MetroGreen and local road network.  

Highways England confirmed the position in relation to impacts on the Strategic Road Network at a 

meeting on 6th November 2018.  

The note suggested that a bridge for general traffic at this location should not be pursued.  Members 

accepted this point but requested that officers examine the potential for a Metro/rail bridge, in the 

light of Nexus’ Metro Futures initiatives, and pedestrian/cycle bridge. 

Further work has been undertaken to assess the potential impacts of additional leisure development 

proposals (i.e. the 850 homes and 15,000m2 B1a office accommodation outlined above plus 27,000m2 

leisure, 7,100m2 retail, 5,000m2 cafes/restaurants and 200 bed hotel). being considered by Intu.  It 

was not considered appropriate to re-open the possibility of a new bridge as part of this because: 

- If the additional leisure development were dependent on the bridge then clearly it would 

mean that it would not be deliverable; 

- There are major uncertainties about the nature and impact of the proposed leisure 

development. To progress such a major piece of infrastructure on the basis of what remain 

highly uncertain impacts would not be appropriate; 

- There is nothing to suggest that the additional development would make any change to the 

limited nature of impacts on the Strategic Road Network; 

- There is nothing to suggest that the additional development would do anything to ease the 

adverse impacts of bridge traffic on the local road network.  



While the impacts of the leisure scenario are more widespread, the Council does not feel that a new 

bridge is justified or on these grounds for the reasons outlined above.  The potential adverse impacts 

on the development objectives for MetroGreen and the local network remain, as do concerns over 

the deliverability of a bridge within plan period (up to 2030). 

The Council has aspirations for further housing within the MetroGreen area beyond the end of the 

plan period (post 2030) – potentially 1300+ homes.  However, the delivery of this would be dependent 

on a number of factors such as the build out rate of the AAP proposals, land availability (both within 

MetroGreen and in wider Gateshead), retail/leisure trends beyond the plan period.  All of which make 

it almost impossible to build a safe set of assumptions for any modelling work.  The Council will assess 

any potential for housing beyond 2030 through the regular 5-year reviews of the Local Plan 

The Council feels that this work, and the outcomes it has produced, is fully in line with the process 

agreed with Newcastle City Council. 

Whilst Newcastle City Council wish to retain the option of a bridge to cater for their growth needs 

there is insufficient evidence to allow for this.  Equally there is no realistic prospect of funding being 

identified for its delivery. There is no case to reserve land for the construction of a new bridge and 

supporting road infrastructure at MetroGreen and it is worth noting Newcastle City Council haven’t 

reserved land in their Development and Allocation Plan. 

Metro/rail 

The Nexus Metro Futures document looks at a number of potential extensions to the local Metro and 

rail network.  This includes extending Metro along the Tyne Valley Line to Metrocentre and a new 

Metro line out to the west of Newcastle.  The synopsis of both routes mentions a potential new bridge 

across the Tyne at Metrocentre (again, utilising the location of the West of Tyne Bridge (4) from the 

NECA study). 

Officers have spoken to Nexus regarding the availability of any existing feasibility work on the 

proposals and their plans for further developing the evidence base/business cases for the various 

routes, as well as their current thinking on the bridge. 

While Nexus have indicated that they would like to retain an option for a bridge they do not currently 

have any feasibility work that would provide sufficient evidence to allow the reservation of the land 

required for its construction.  There would also seem to be little realistic prospect of delivery within 

the plan period, given the focus on Metro fleet renewal into the mid-2020s.  Echoing a point made 

earlier, Newcastle City Council have not reserved land for a bridge on the north bank of the river in 

their Development and Allocation Plan. 

Pedestrian/Cycle 

The potential provision of a pedestrian/cycle bridge at MetroGreen is closely linked with the future 

proposals for a Metro/rail bridge.  We are unlikely to look to build two separate bridges and so the 

provision of a pedestrian/cycle link will need to be built in to future study work, potentially for stand-

alone pedestrian/cycle provision as well as multi-use. 

Next Steps 



MetroGreen 

As noted previously, the Council has appointed consultants to assist with the development of the 

MetroGreen AAP.  Following a review of existing evidence and gathering new data where required, 

their work is now entering its second phase of developing potential land-use options for the area. 

An important issue for this phase of work is whether or not to include a bridge proposal; making a 

strip of land unavailable for development and potentially impacting on the surrounding uses.  The land 

in question land is not in public ownership and the landowner has ambitions to re develop the site for 

housing.  Accordingly, a strong case would need to be developed around need and deliverability. 

Given this and the points raised earlier in this note, regarding the impacts of a new bridge on 

development objectives and the local network and concerns over deliverability, the Council has 

instructed the consultants not to include any bridge proposals in their work moving forward. 

Highways England have indicated that their testing suggested little strategic traffic would use a new 

bridge at MetroGreen, so this position does not cause them any difficulties. 

As noted above, the modelling work for MetroGreen reveals that a new crossing is not a requirement 

for the quantum of development included within the AAP.  Similarly, neither the modelling undertaken 

for the Core Strategy, or subsequent exercises for the Authorities’ Land Allocation documents, has 

demonstrated that the new crossing is required for those Quanta of development – evidenced by the 

fact that neither allocation document safeguards land for a bridge. 

However, the Council is keen to continue to explore the wider benefits of providing additional cross-

river capacity, either for general traffic or targeted modes, and how this might support development, 

with Newcastle City Council and other Partners.  This would form part of the Core Strategy review to 

be published in March 2020. 
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