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Gateshead Council 

Examination of the Making Spaces for Growing Places Local Plan 

Document (Site Allocations and Development Management Policies) 

Submission Draft Plan October 2018 

Inspector: Joanna Gilbert 

MA (Hons) MTP 

MRTPI 

Programme Officer: Kim Russell 

Address:  c/o 6 Laurel Gardens, 

Kendal, Cumbria 

LA9 6FE 

Tel: 07442 162039 

Email: programmeofficer@gateshead.gov.uk  

 
 

Dear Mr Wilkinson, 

Post-hearings letter relating to the Making Spaces for Growing Places 

Local Plan Document (Site Allocations and Development Management 

Policies) Submission Draft Plan October 2018 

1. Following the close of hearing sessions in October 2019 and receipt of 

further information from the Council in November 2019 and February 2020, 

and my subsequent letter of 13 February 2020, I can now confirm the way 

forward for the examination. 

 

2. My comments are based on the submitted evidence and representations, and 

all that has been heard at the hearing sessions.  I focus first on the additional 

housing sites put forward as part of the Council’s Matter 4 hearing statement.  

The second part of my letter covers other main modifications which are 

necessary for soundness.  These other main modifications are in addition to 

those contained in the schedule of potential main modifications provided by 

the council after the hearing sessions, which were based on discussion and 

recommendations I made to the council at the hearing sessions. 

 

3. The examination has not yet concluded, and consultation has yet to take 

place on modifications to the Plan.  Consequently, the views expressed in this 

letter are without prejudice to my final conclusions on the Plan and may 

change dependent on any further evidence that emerges. 

Policy MSGP10 Housing sites allocation and additional housing sites 

4. The Council put forward 27 additional housing sites as part of their Matter 4 

hearing statement.  None of these sites were subject to public consultation as 

part of the proposed submission consultation and they do not currently form 

part of the Plan.  Unless the Council is able to provide me with very 

convincing reasoning as to why these 27 additional sites should be included, I 

conclude that these sites would not be necessary for soundness as they 

would make little difference to the Council’s overall five-year housing supply 

position, given that many of the additional sites already benefit from planning 

permission. 
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5. Furthermore, if the additional housing sites were to be put forward for 

inclusion in the Plan, Regulation 19 style consultation on them would be 

necessary in order to ensure that anybody with an interest in them would 

have the opportunity to comment.  It is also likely that further hearing 

sessions on these sites would need to take place prior to main modifications 

consultation.  This would result inevitably in significant delay to the adoption 

of the Plan, over and above any delays caused by the present uncertainty of 

the Coronavirus (COVID-19) outbreak. 

 

6. Of course, there is no reason why the additional housing sites without 

planning permission could not progress as windfall sites, in the same way as 

those additional sites with planning permission have come forward. 

 

7. With regard to the housing site allocations already proposed in the submitted 

Plan, the Council should ascertain whether any of their proposed main 

modifications to site areas in appendix 2 would result in any consequential 

changes to the policies map, e.g. sites MSGP10.13; MSGP10.17; MSGP10.22; 

MSGP10.46; MSGP10.108; MSGP10.110; MSGP10.120. 

 

8. While the Council has proposed consequential changes to the policies map in 

respect of sites MSGP10.8 Ramsay Street, Winlaton and MSGP10.124 

Kingston Road north side, these changes do not appear to be properly 

reflected in the gross site areas in appendix 2.  I would appreciate the 

Council’s confirmation as to what the gross site areas should be. 

Policy MSGP4 Loss of employment land 

9. For effectiveness, the Council’s proposed modification to paragraph 4.8 of the 

supporting text should be deleted and the policy should be modified in order 

to refer to the appendix on marketing requirements within the policy itself, 

rather than within the supporting text to the policy. 

Policy MSGP6 Targeted recruitment and training requirements 

10.Policy MSGP6 seeks to provide targeted recruitment and training through all 

major developments.  However, despite the proposed modification to clarify 

the trigger point for this requirement, it remains unclear what the amount or 

form of contributions would be expected to be from major developments and 

how the contributions would relate to major developments in planning terms.  

Additionally, the Council’s viability work does not identify any specific 

allowance for targeted recruitment and training.  As such, the policy would 

not be justified or effective and would be contrary to national policy.  I 

consider therefore that the policy and its supporting text should be deleted. 

Policy MSGP11 Accessible and adaptable dwellings 

11.The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) at paragraph 56-008-20160519 

outlines that Local Plan policies should also take into account site specific 

factors such as vulnerability to flooding, site topography, and other 

circumstances which may make a specific site less suitable for M4(2) and 

M4(3) compliant dwellings, particularly where step free access cannot be 
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achieved or is not viable.  In order to be consistent with national policy and 

guidance, the Council’s proposed modification to paragraph 5.3 of the 

supporting text to the policy should be amended to confirm that where step-

free access is not viable, the Optional Requirements in M4(2) should not be 

applied.  This would require the removal of reference to off-site contributions.  

In order to be effective, policy MSGP11 should refer to 25% of dwellings 

being constructed to meet M4(2) standards. 

Policy MSGP14 Housing density 

12.I am not persuaded that the Council’s approach to policy MSGP14 would be 

justified, effective, or consistent with national policy as it is not supported by 

local evidence as to how the net density threshold of 20 dwellings per hectare 

has been reached and it is not clear that such a low density threshold would 

lead to the efficient use of land in line with paragraph 123 of the National 

Planning Policy Framework (the Framework).  As such, the policy and its 

supporting text should be deleted. 

Policy MSGP17 Transport aspects of the design of new development 

13.Supporting policy MSGP17, the Council has proposed a number of 

modifications to appendices 3a and 3b which are intended to provide 

additional requirements in respect of electric vehicle charging and car clubs.  

However, I consider that these modifications are not necessary to make the 

Plan sound and should not form part of the main modifications to the Plan.  

The Council has also put forward a modification to increase the maximum 

parking spaces per dwelling to 2.5 in appendix 3a.  However, I have very 

limited evidence on the need for this modification and am not persuaded that 

it is necessary for soundness. 

 

14.The only modifications to appendix 3a should consist of the following: 

 

a) deletion of paragraphs 1.1 and 4.2 as the document referred to is no 

longer relevant; 

b) deletion of reference to ‘On larger sites provision may be needed for’ in 

paragraph 3.2 and replacement with ‘Within major developments, 

provision should be made for’ to be consistent with CSUCP Policy CS13; 

c) deletion of ‘guide Making It Happen’ from paragraph 7.1 and replacement 

with ‘guidance’ as the document referred to is no longer relevant. 

 

15.No modifications to appendix 3b are necessary.  In addition to the existing 

proposed main and additional modifications to appendix 4: Cycle Parking 

Guidelines, the first bullet point on page 78 should be deleted as it largely 

replicates the second bullet point and would not be effective. 

Policy MSGP25 Design quality 

16.The Council has confirmed that the requirements of criterion 1f of policy 

MSGP25 have not been factored into the Council’s viability work.  As such, 

the effect on viability of requiring living roofs and walls within developments 
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is unknown.  Criterion 1f of policy MSGP25 should therefore be deleted as it 

is not justified. 

Policy MSGP28 Archaeology 

17.A further modification to criterion 1 of policy MSGP28 is necessary to clarify 

that substantial harm to or loss of such remains should be wholly exceptional, 

while criterion 2 of policy MSGP28 should be amended to include reference to 

records being deposited at the Tyne and Wear Archives.  The modifications 

are required for consistency with national policy. 

Airport Safeguarding 

18.The Town and Country Planning (Safeguarded Aerodromes, Technical Sites 

and Military Explosives Storage Areas) Direction 2002 (Circular 01/2003), 

officially safeguards certain civil aerodromes, including Newcastle 

International Airport, based on their national air transport importance. 

 

19.Annex 2 of the Circular confirms that Local Plans should include a policy 

stating that officially safeguarded areas have been established for a particular 

airport; that certain planning applications will be the subject of consultation 

with the operator of that aerodrome; and that there may be restrictions on 

the height or detailed design of buildings or on development which might 

create a bird hazard.  The outer boundary of safeguarded areas should be 

indicated on policies maps accompanying Local Plans.  A Local Plan should 

state why an area has been safeguarded and that it is neither the 

responsibility nor the proposal of the Local Planning Authority. 

 

20.Despite reference to airport, radar and aircraft operation in policy MSGP29 

which deals with renewable and low carbon energy, the Plan does not 

currently include a policy which adequately addresses the requirements of 

the Circular.  Taking into account the Circular, the Council should engage 

with Newcastle International Airport to produce a policy, any necessary 

supporting text, and any consequential changes to the policies map to 

appropriately address aerodrome safeguarding. 

Policy MSGP36 Proposed Wardley Manor Country Park 

21.In light of the recent planning application which would affect the delivery of 

the country park as initially proposed for allocation and having noted the 

Council’s proposed consequential change to the policies map, further 

modifications are necessary to the policy to refer to the policies map and to 

the supporting text to clarify that the area of land available for the country 

park has reduced in size. 

Policies MSGP40 Protecting valuable open space, sports and recreation 

facilities and MSGP41 Providing and enhancing open space, sports and 

recreation facilities 

22.Paragraphs 96 and 97 of the Framework both refer to open space, sports and 

recreational provision.  While I note the proposed main modifications to 

policies MSGP40 and MSGP41, the policies would not provide sufficient clarity 
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and consistency on how recreational facilities would be protected, provided 

and enhanced.  Further consideration should be given as to how the policies 

would be applied with reference to recreational facilities and a modification 

proposed accordingly. 

Policy MSGP46 Environmental impacts – minerals and waste 

23.In order to be consistent with paragraph 207 f) of the Framework, the Plan 

should set out the landbanks of sand and gravel, and crushed rock reserves 

in the supporting text prior to policy MSGP46 to indicate security of supply of 

these minerals from known reserves for the requisite time periods set out in 

the Framework. 

 

24.Given the potential for minerals development to impact on climate change, 

specific reference to this consideration should be included in the criteria-

based policy MSGP46.  Without this, the policy would not be consistent with 

national policy in mitigating and adapting to climate change.  A further sub-

criterion should therefore be added to policy MSGP46, criterion 1. 

Policy MSGP47 Minerals and waste development: noise 

25.Criterion 2 of policy MSGP47 appears to conflate evening and night-time 

noise levels, which are dealt with separately in the PPG at 27-021-20140306.  

The Council should modify the policy to refer in criterion 2 to not exceeding 

55dB(A) LAeq, 1h (free field) between 1900 and 2200, and to refer to the 

night-time limit of 42dB(A) LAeq,1h (free field) during the period of 2200 – 

0700 separately in a new criterion 3 to the policy. 

Policies MSGP53 Dormant mineral sites and MSGP54 Unacceptable areas 

for mineral working 

26.Given the limited evidence before me on policies MSGP53 and MSGP54, I am 

not persuaded the policies would be justified or effective.  Consequently, 

policies MSGP53 and MSGP54 and their supporting text should be deleted. 

Policies Map 

27.I asked the Council to refer to the policies map in any policies where the 

visual representation of specific sites was of importance.  Reference should 

therefore be made in policies MSGP24; MSGP25 (Criterion 2); MSGP38; and 

MSGP52 to the policies map. 

Superseded Policies and Monitoring 

28.Given the deletion of some policies, consequential amendments may be 

required to appendices 18 and 19 and other relevant parts of the Plan. 

Next Steps 

29.If the Council would be content to adopt the plan on the basis of the 

modifications I have indicated are necessary (and not necessary) for the plan 

to be sound, I would be grateful if you would commence the preparation of 

detailed wording for my consideration.  The Council should allow me to see 
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the full schedule of main modifications before it is published in order to 

ensure that it reflects my understanding and to avoid any obvious soundness 

issues.  I would, therefore, be grateful if the full schedule of proposed main 

modifications, together with the separate schedule of additional modifications 

and changes to the policies map proposed by the Council, could be sent to 

me via the Programme Officer. 

 

30.The main modifications will then need to be the subject of Habitats 

Regulations Assessment and Sustainability Appraisal insofar as is necessary, 

followed by public consultation. 

 

31.Should the Council not be content to adopt the plan on the basis of these 

modifications, please let me know via the Programme Officer as soon as 

possible in order that I can consider how, otherwise, the examination might 

best be taken forward. 

 

32.Consultation on the main modifications may be made more difficult by the 

current Coronavirus outbreak.  Once the modifications are finalised for 

consultation, we will together need to determine whether or not it is feasible 

and appropriate to undertake the consultation in the light of the situation at 

that time.  In the meantime, you may wish to give some thought to possible 

ways in which consultation could be appropriately undertaken with the 

current lockdown measures, or similar ones, in place. 

 

Joanna Gilbert 

Inspector 

 

30 April 2020 


