
The Council wishes to clarify the position on a small number of points raised by the Inspector in the 
letter dated 30 April 2020 as part of the process of confirming main modifications to the Plan. The 
Council is clear that it does not want a recommencement of the hearing or a re-run of Regulation 19 
style consultation, but would like to make the following points.   
 
Proposed allocation of BAE Systems site  
This site has been subject to a Statement of Common Ground (SoCG02) between the Council and 
BAE Systems site dated 3 September 2019. SoCG02 sets out that the Council considers that the site is 
now suitable, deliverable and developable and would have no objection to, and are supportive of, its 
allocation for housing in MSGP (MSGP10.135). It is important to note that in coming to the above 
view, regard was given to additional evidence submitted by BAE Systems which included. 
 

• Progression of a revised development strategy for the site. 
• Positive pre-application discussions carried out with the LPA which included consultation 
with elected Members. 
• The landowner accepting a residual land value for the site which is lower than the viability 
benchmark. 
 

Representatives of BAE Systems also participated in the EIP in October 2019. In terms of 
consultation, it should be noted that the site was included in the Draft MSGP which was subject to 
consultation at Regulation 18 stage between 30 October and 10 December 2017. No objections were 
received to the proposed allocation. The site has already benefitted from outline planning 
permission which was subject to public consultation and scrutiny from elected Members. 
 
MSGP6 Targeted Recruitment and Training Requirements 
The Inspector’s concern with this policy is the uncertainty on the level and form of contributions 
required, how such a contribution would relate to major development in planning terms and the 
failure to consider this in viability work. 
 
The Council want to clarify that the aim of the policy is for placements to be secured on site through 
a training management plan or an employers existing recruitment programme, working proactively 
with the Council’s Economic Development team. The policy makes no mention of a financial 
contribution requirement, which is only an optional fallback position usually at the request of an 
applicant. Recruitment and training is not considered specifically in the Plans viability evidence on 
the basis that when implemented on site this is not an additional cost under normal circumstances, 
whilst in terms of off-site contributions the evidence assumes an average level based on past S106 
contributions, under which this would fall.  
 
MSGP11 Accessible and Adaptable Dwellings 
The Inspector has requested that in order to be effective the policy should refer to 25% of dwellings 
being constructed to meet M4(2) standards. Having reviewed the wording of the proposed policy 
the Council is of the view that it does this already so would seek clarity in relation to this request. 
 
MSGP17 Transport aspects of the design of new development 
Paragraph 13 of the Inspector’s Post Hearings Letter in relation to MSGP reads: 
 

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 
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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. 

 
The Council considers that the proposed amendments to Appendices 3a and 3b are needed to 
facilitate discussions with developers on the delivery of car clubs and electric vehicle charging in new 
developments. This is a key goal of the Government. While accepting the view that the amendments 
are not necessary to make the Plan sound and should not be included as main modifications, we ask 
whether there is scope for them to be included as additional modifications in order to deliver local 
and national priorities on sustainability 
 
Airport Safeguarding 
The Council is collaborating with Newcastle International Airport regarding the Aerodrome 
Safeguarding Policy, supporting text and amendments to the policies map. NIA have re-iterated a 
point made during the hearing sessions, that the safeguarded area is subject to change, and indeed 
this change is likely within the next year or so. Could you provide guidance on the most appropriate 
way to overcome this issue, which could result in the policies map becoming out of date before a 
review is due. Potential options that we have devised are: 

- Include the safeguarded area on the policies map, and amend the interactive map once an 
update has been provided by NIA; or 

- Within the supporting text of the Aerodrome policy cross refer to NIA map and provide a link 
to their website.  

 


