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What is the Metrogreen Area Action Plan Options Report Consultation? 

The MetroGreen Options Report was the second formal stage in preparing the Area Action Plan and indicated the direction the Council would like to take.   

It included a preferred policy approach, setting out where housing and commercial development would be located as well as key infrastructure.  It built 

upon the consultation response to the scoping report, as well as any analysis and research undertaken to provide a sound evidence base.   

When did the consultation take place? 

Statutory consultation on the Metrogreen Area Action Plan Draft Options Report began on 9th November 2015 and ended on 21st December 2015.  

How did we consult? 

 Made available the draft options report and questionnaire in all Gateshead’s Libraries, Gateshead Civic Centre and on the Council’s website 

 An on-line questionnaire was set up on the Council’s website 

 Sent letters to organisations on our consultation database including statutory consultees and neighbouring Authorities 

 Sent letters and emails to businesses and residents in the Metrogreen Area 

 Held two drop-in events at Dunston Community Centre on 24th November 2015, and 8th December 2015.  

 Informed ward Councillors  

 Press release  

Who responded? 

A total of 52 representations were received including 18 organisations.  
 
Feedback  

The majority of representations received supported the MetroGreen vision and objectives because it would deliver housing on a brownfield site.   

The main issues raised include: 

 the AAP should acknowledge the constraints of delivering MetroGreen 
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 The need to undertake further technical work to provide clarity and certainty about site constraints and the viability / deliverability and phasing of 

proposals.   

 The delivery of MetroGreen will impact on the development options available 

 Concern that the strategic infrastructure requirements will impact on sites and their ability to deliver the housing required 

 The phasing of development should be informed by the delivery strategy and discussions with landowners  

 A mix of support and opposition to the introduction of car parking charges  

 Sites should not be prevented from coming forward in advance of the AAP if they are short term uses or are in general conformity of the draft AAP 

vision. 

 The AAP should also recognise the importance of delivering housing close to the transport interchange. 

 No agreed plans or funding available for an on-street tram 

 The requirement for office development should be reviewed to ensure there is demand for the identified quantum 

 Accessibility should be considered throughout the AAP  

 Education and healthcare provision should be considered in the AAP 

 Support for a strategic approach and piecemeal approach to flood risk and water management  

Next Steps 

The comments received as part of this consultation have been considered and will be used to inform the next stage of the project which is the Draft Plan.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

4 | P a g e  
 

 

Summary of Consultation Feedback for MetroGreen Options Report 

Below are the key points and summary of each organisation’s responses towards the MetroGreen Area Action Plan: 

 Organisation  Comment  Response  

1 Natural England   Supports the vision for the MetroGreen Area, and agrees with identified 
objectives.  

 Prioritise vacant and under-used land for housing, subject to this site 
undergoing the relevant surveys prior to permission being granted to ensure 
environmental assets are protected and enhanced.  

 Green infrastructure assets should be taken into consideration, and 
protected and enhanced when considering the pedestrian and cycling 
accessibility.  

 The inclusion of SuDS within the flood risk and water management approach, 
as this can have significant benefits in terms of reducing flood risk, and also 
enhancing the green infrastructure assets of a development.  

 Agree with the approach of avoid, retain, mitigate and compensate, but this 
should also include consideration of potential enhancements. We also 
welcome the commitment to considering biodiversity and ecology alongside 
surface water management and SuDS to ensure any joint benefits can be 
recognised and realised.  

 Air quality assessments should consider impacts on habitats and 
environmental assets, from factors such as vehicle exhausts, as well 
considering how negative impacts on residential amenity and public safety 
can be mitigated.  

 Consider a strategic approach to tidal and flood mitigation to be more 
suitable than a piecemeal approach. 

Support noted. Comments will be 
considered through the further technical 
studies and draft plan.   

2 Nexus 
 

 Option 3 offers the most comprehensive transport option, while 
complementing the Council’s preferred option of a housing-led approach. It 
would safeguard potential future strategic transport links through the 
identification of reserved land corridors. This includes safeguarding an 

Comments noted.  The further technical 
studies and draft plan will reflect the 
emerging transport strategies and 
policies of the North East Combined 
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alignment for a potential on-street tram route, as well as a new crossing over 
the River Tyne for all vehicles.  

 Strongly advocates the inclusion of potential improvements to public 
transport in the MetroGreen area.   

 There are no agreed plans or funding available for the development and 
construction of an on-street tram.  Any development of this nature would 
need to reflect the emerging transport strategies and policies of the North 
East Combined Authority. 

Authority. 

3 Highways England 
 

 Generally support the intentions for the AAP as set out in the Options 
Report, including the themes and issues that would be covered, particularly 
in relation to transport, physical infrastructure, viability and deliverability. 
Also welcomed the intention to prepare an Integrated Transport Strategy to 
support the delivery of development within the MetroGreen area and 
committed to being involved throughout its preparation. 

Support and comments noted. 

4 The Coal Authority 
 

 Will not support the erection of any new or replacement built development 
over the mine entry on Colliery Road. This should not be a fundamental 
constraint to the delivery of the overall AAP.  

 Suggest incorporating land instability into the preferred approach to 
contamination under question 17a. Reason is to address the requirements 
of NPPF paragraphs 106, 120, 121 and 166 in relation to unstable land. 

Comments noted.  Land instability to be 
considered through the further technical 
studies and draft plan.   

5 Nathaniel Lichfield 
& Partners 
submitted on 
behalf of Intu 
Properties Plc 
 

 Supports the vision subject to a number of matters raised in this response 
being satisfactorily addressed. 

 Decisions should be reserved on the phasing of residential land allocations in 
the MetroGreen area until the Delivery Strategy has been advanced, in 
discussions with landowners across the area.  

 The AAP should explain that this land is also suitable for residential 
development and potential also for leisure and retail development. 

 It is important that any allocations of land beyond the Metrocentre boundary 
(i.e. for residential development) are sufficiently flexible to allow 
complementary commercial development to come forward subject to 
compliance with the various considerations.  

 Car parking charges would be unacceptable in commercial terms, impractical 

Support noted.  The Council intends to 
undertake further work to understand 
and clarify matters such as land use 
locations, infrastructure provision, 
viability / deliverability and development 
phasing which will involve discussions 
with key stakeholders including 
landowners.   The outcome of this work 
will inform the draft plan. 
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to impose, and would not further the role of Metrocentre or achieve more 
sustainable use of the private car in the Gateshead/Newcastle area. 

 Considers it premature at this time to determine those sites that are 
expected to be developed for residential use pre and post 2030.  

 

6 Church 
Commissioners  
 

 Supportive of the Councils proposals to develop the land around the 
Metrocentre.  

 A flexible approach should be taken to achieving the wider AAP vision to 
ensure viability and deliverability of the wider MetroGreen development. 

 Sites that can be brought forward now which are in general conformity with 
the draft AAP vision should be encouraged and supported by the Council and 
they should not be prevented from coming forward ahead of the AAP.  

 The location of communal infrastructure such as amenity space and the 
possible river crossing should not disproportionately burden any one single 
site. The cost or space allocated for delivering site-wide benefits should be 
broadly shared across all developments. 

 Support the need to deliver a proportion of homes that meet Lifetime Homes 
criteria and the needs of wheelchair users although without knowing what 
the Council is proposing for the AAP with respect to higher proportions of 
units over and above these policies, it is difficult to comment further. 

 Support the need to deliver a proportion of affordable housing as part of 
residential developments subject to development viability to ensure the 
overall deliverability of the MetroGreen area.  

 Average density requirement of 40 dwellings per hectare appears 
appropriate for the location although schemes with higher densities should 
not be ruled out purely on an arbitrary density calculation. The AAP should 
allow flexibility to accommodate appropriately designed and proportioned 
higher density schemes. 

 The AAP Options Report fails to recognise the importance of delivering 
housing in close proximity to different transport nodes in order to achieve 
walkable and sustainable neighbourhoods. Housing on sites within close 
proximity to the PTI should also be considered a significant feature of the 
MetroGreen area and we consider it critical for the success of the 

Core Strategy Policy AOC2 requires 
proposals made in advance of the AAP to 
demonstrate that they would not 
prejudice but complement, and integrate 
with, the wider development of the area. 
 
The Council intends to undertake further 
work to understand and clarify matters 
such as land use locations, infrastructure 
provision, viability / deliverability and 
development phasing which will involve 
discussions with key stakeholders 
including landowners.   The outcome of 
this work will inform the draft plan. 
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development that residential uses next to PTI are prioritised. 

 The requirement for office accommodation should be carefully considered to 
ensure there is a viable demand for such a quantity of office space.  

 

7 Lambert Smith 
Hampton on 
behalf of 
Pendragon 
Property Holdings 
Ltd. 
 

 Significant concerns over the unresolved nature of the implementation 
Strategy, delivery timetable and the impact that the Council’s long term 
aspirations for the area will have upon the short to medium term 
development options of land for which viable economic uses exist.  

 The Council’s preferred option will unduly restrict developments which could 
realistically bring vacant parts of the MetroGreen area into active economic 
use in the short term at the expense of long term aspirations for which a 
range of highly complex issues to yet to be resolved.  

 Client currently has a planning application under consideration for a car 
supermarket at a site at the corner of Wellington Road and Cross Lane 
(DC/14/01160/FUL).  

 Pragmatic approach should be taken to development proposals which can 
deliver economically beneficial uses in sustainable locations in the immediate 
future 

Core Strategy Policy AOC2 requires 
proposals made in advance of the AAP to 
demonstrate that they would not 
prejudice but complement, and integrate 
with, the wider development of the area. 
 
The Council intends to undertake further 
work to understand and clarify matters 
such as land use locations, infrastructure 
provision, viability / deliverability and 
development phasing which will involve 
discussions with key stakeholders 
including landowners.   The outcome of 
this work will inform the draft plan. 
 

8 RPS Planning & 
Development Ltd 
on behalf of 
Costco Wholesale 
UK Ltd. 
 

 Costco currently have no intentions to close their warehouse at Mandela 
Way in the foreseeable future and are seeking to invest in their warehouse at 
Gateshead, in the form of a petrol filling station. 

 Costco will shortly be submitting an application for a petrol filling station. 
The proposed scheme is consistent with the objectives of the relevant 
planning policy, and will not prejudice any regeneration aspirations for the 
wider area.  

 The site of Costco is unavailable for future residential development. The site 
should therefore not be identified as a potential development site within the 
emerging Area Action Plan for MetroGreen, or relied upon to potentially 
deliver housing post the plan period. 

 

Comments noted. 

9 DESUIF – Disability 
Equality Service 

 Support the proposed MetroGreen vision for the regeneration of land 
around the Metrocentre. 

Support noted.   
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User Involvement 
Forum 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 DESUIF and GAP would prefer to see additional support from Gateshead 
Council for the viability of Category 2 (Lifetime Home type) and Category 3 
(Wheelchair Housing type) Homes as well as Affordable Homes provision, 
especially on sites where Gateshead Council are also the landowner. 

 There is no indication in the report of where alternative provision will be 
made for coach parking and coach drop-off/pick-up for the Metrocentre 
which needs to be addressed as such provision is important for accessibility 
as well as commercial reasons. 

 The potential for leisure activities on the river and around the riverside 
should also be included for consideration, along with accessible routes for 
pedestrians and routes for cyclists. Access to the riverside by motor vehicle 
transport should also give consideration to the needs for parking and drop-
off/pick-up for persons with limited or impaired personal mobility.  

 Proposals for car parking charges at the Metrocentre should consider 
dispensation for people with mobility impairments, i.e. Blue Badge Holders, 
for whom the Metrocentre and the potential MetroGreen environments can 
provide some of the most accessible environments for leisure, culture, retail 
and employment in Gateshead and the region.  

 Recommend that cycle routes are separated from pedestrian routes. 

 Support the potential expansion of shopmobility facilities, equipment and 
service provision beyond the current provision and locations in the 
Metrocentre.  

 Education or health and social care provision either within or in proximity to 
MetroGreen have not been addressed within the Options Report.  

 Reinforce and improve existing public transport routes and options for routes 
between and linking with the Gateshead towncentre and interchange and 
local neighbourhood centres, as well as existing river crossings; to further 
support the Metrocentre and MetroGreen viability for employment, training, 
leisure, retail, as well as resident and visitor accommodation.  

Lifetime homes, wheelchair housing and 
affordable housing will be considered 
through viability testing.   
 
An assessment of existing walking and 
cycling routes and public transport 
services and facilities will be considered 
through the further technical studies and 
strategies.   
 
Education and health care provision will 
be addressed in the draft plan. 
 

10 Lambert Smith 
Hampton – 
Submitted on 
behalf of client, 

 Has significant interest in Gateshead Council’s aspiration for the delivery of 
the MetroGreen concept due to the impact it will have upon the 
development options available.  

 Concerns over the unresolved nature of the implementation strategy. 

The Council intends to undertake further 
work to understand and clarify matters 
such as land use locations, infrastructure 
provision, viability / deliverability and 
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Mr Cheng  
 

Furthermore, concerned with regard to the delivery of the proposed green 
infrastructure/environmental buffer and the impact this could have on the 
viability and delivery of sites. 

 The Council need to ensure that their preferred strategy does not unduly 
restrict development and impose infrastructure costs on particular sites at 
the expense of others.  

 Ensure a development agreement is in place which provides a sufficient level 
of certainty to developers and landowners throughout the MetroGreen area 
going forward.  

 Concerned that the creation of a buffer extending up to the maximum 
requirement of 30m would significantly impact on sites and their ability to 
deliver the housing development required.  

 Reconsider the reference to a 30m buffer and maintain the flexibility of 
wording contained in Policy AOC2 of the Core Strategy.  Suggest that any 
subsequent reports simply refer to a 10-30m buffer until further work has 
been undertaken in respect of infrastructure requirements and viability.   

 

development phasing which will involve 
discussions with key stakeholders 
including landowners.   The outcome of 
this work will inform the draft plan. 
 

11 Northumberland 
County Council 
 

 The overall vision and objectives are supported. 

 No objection to the redrawing of the Metrocentre boundary. However 
concerned over its purpose in relation to retail development particularly if  
the area within the new boundary will be defined as an existing retail and 
leisure centre rather than ‘out of centre’. 

 The approach is supported as offering the possibility of additional work 
opportunities for residents if parts of Northumberland that can be reached 
by train and other forms of public transport.  

 Support the approach that allows existing business to remain and expand, 
recognising that the centre is highly accessible from parts of Northumberland 
and provides work opportunities.  

 Support approach to transport and accessibility at MetroGreen, although, it 
would be beneficial to include wider transport impacts in any study regarding 
future transport infrastructure projects – e.g. commuter traffic accessing 
Tyneside along the A695 and the viability of the Tyne Valley railway services 
if public transport journeys to and from the Metrocentre are shifted to an 

Support and comments noted.  The 
Metrocentre will remain a regional 
shopping destination and will also serve 
the new housing areas. 
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alternative system.  

 Small scale, as well as large-scale SuDS solutions should be referenced.  

 Consider alternative ways of delivery, in case retail expansion has an 
unacceptable impact on existing centres.  

 Leisure-led approach would not contain significant elements of large-scale 
retail expansion.  Any such proposal would be subject to adequate impact 
and sequential testing.  

 Need for a comprehensive approach to surface water management across 
the whole of the area served by the Howdon works. While a piecemeal 
approach to overall flood management would be acceptable, it is 
nevertheless important that each site takes responsibility for effective SUDS.  

 

12 Newcastle City 
Council 
 

 Concern that not all the options included a new bridge crossing 

 An assessment of cross-river capacity is an essential part of the evidence 
base of the AAP and should be undertaken in accordance with Policy CS13 
before any options which would prejudice the delivery of the bridge are 
considered. 

 Support the introduction of charges for non-residential car parking  

Gateshead and Newcastle Councils are 
undertaking a joint piece of work looking 
at the need for cross river capacity as 
required by Core Strategy Policy CS13. 

13 Northumbrian 
Water 
 

 Strongly support the vision and welcome that flood risk and drainage are 
considered at this early stage to inform the development of subsequent 
plans to ensure that sustainable drainage and flood risk mitigation measures 
are well integrated into the wider scheme. 

 Strongly suggest that the strategic approach to flood risk and water 
management should be applied to MetroGreen regardless of the balance of 
housing, commercial and leisure development that is selected for the final 
proposal.  

Support and comments noted.   

14 Persimmon 
Homes  
 

 Support the vision.  

 A viability assessment should be undertaken in carrying forward the 
objectives of the AAP identified within the plan.  

 Support the split of the Metrocentre boundary into sub areas and consider 
that the Area Action Plan should clearly set out a logical approach and the 
requirements for development in each sub area. 

Support noted. 
The Council intends to undertake further 
work to understand and clarify matters 
such as land use locations, infrastructure 
provision, viability / deliverability and 
development phasing which will involve 
discussions with key stakeholders 
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 The approach to housing delivery should be considered in line with a 
detailed masterplan to ensure that the site begins as early as possible and 
enables prolonged development across the area.  The following practical 
issues should be fully considered: multiple land ownership; surface water 
and tidal flooding; land remediation costs; existing land uses; accessibility 
and traffic; and how CIL will contribute.  

 Housing density at an average of 40 dwellings per hectare is supported 
however relevant policies should specify the density and housing type 
expected within each of the sub areas identified.  

 A delivery approach should be adopted to transport and accessibility which 
provides enough flexibility to allow development to come forward.  

 Flood risk and water management should be progressed in accordance with 
policy CS17 of the CSCUP and considered throughout the detailed 
masterplanning of Metrogreen. When planning for the longer term, it should 
be acknowledged that NPPF does not discourage development in more 
vulnerable areas, but seeks to ensure that associated risks can be managed.  

 Ensure that the energy and waste requirements does not represent an 
additional regulatory burden on development which impacts upon viability, 
as required by NPPF. 

 The AAP should acknowledge the constraints of delivering the Metrogreen 
development as a consequence of multiple land ownership and the 
likelihood land becoming available for residential development. 

 The LPA need to be more specific and clarify further how the AAP will be 
monitored and how often taking into account the likelihood of the various 
elements of the action plan being delivered.  

 Flood zone management can be addressed through flood risk assessment 
work undertaken by each developer and successfully implemented on site. A 
piecemeal approach to flood and water infrastructure should be accounted 
for in the area action plan and this should not prevent development which 
can come forward. 

 

including landowners.   The outcome of 
this work will inform the draft plan. 
 

15 Tyne & Wear Local 
Access Forum 

 Strongly support the core aim of giving priority to pedestrians and cyclists 
and improving access to the Metro Centre public transport interchange.  

Comments noted. 
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(T&W LAF) 
 

 The stables and barns at the Hurrocks should be retained or sensitively 
relocated with enhanced provision as this is part of our heritage.  

 New public rights of way should be bridleways designed for horse drawn 
vehicles and where possible existing public rights of way should be enhanced 
to include this provision.  

 Option 3 is most supported because it enables people to move around Metro 
Green without a motor car. 

16 Gateshead Green 
Party  
 

 Strongly support the preferred option 1 in the Options Report  

 Reiterate comments made in relation to the MetroGreen Scoping Report 

 Maximise the number of homes at MetroGreen provided they can be of the 
highest design quality 

 Strongly support the preference for public transport, pedestrian and cycling 
routes 

 There needs to be an enhancement of the non-motorised routes and 
retention of the national cycle network 

 Support the introduction of trams  

Comments noted 

17 Marine 
Management 
Organisation  

 Standard response received.  No bespoke response required.  Noted 

18 Gateshead Council 
Emergency 
Planning  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Significant areas around the Metro Centre, specifically to the North and East 
are likely to flood during significant tidal surge events. These same areas 
have also been identified as prone to future flooding as part of climate 
change predictions.  Although a lot of this will be over a 100 year period, 
predictions indicate that this will impact on the area over the next 10 – 40 
years. 

 Much of the area sits on a natural flood plain 

 Areas to the far North West of the zone may be at risk from fluvial flooding 
from the River Derwent 

 The whole area could be at risk, although unlikely, from a reservoir dam 
failure of the Derwent or Kielder Reservoirs. 

 Traffic management would have to be considered in conjunction with the 
Police, the Urban Traffic Management Control (UTMC) Centre and Metro 

Further technical studies will be 
undertaken on flood risk and water 
management and transport and 
accessibility to inform the draft plan. 
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Gateshead Council 
Environmental 
Protection  
 

Centre Management.  

 Terrorism to be considered as an additional consideration for Metro Centre 
Management and on site/off site arrangements. 

 
 

 Careful consideration should be given to the potential residential locations to 
ensure relevant noise monitoring points are chosen for assessment of the 
existing noise environment.  Refer to NPPF guidance on noise. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
A noise assessment will be undertaken to 
inform the draft plan. 
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MetroGreen Options Report Questionnaire Responses  
 

Question 1. Do you support the MetroGreen Vision?  

 Yes No Don’t know Unanswered 

No. respondents 27 6 4 1 

% 71 15.7 10.5 2.6 

If no, why? 

 Excellent use of brown field site to provide much needed housing 

 Sounds good in principle, however, 40 houses per hectare! Houses will be small, cramped together & gardens will also be small.  

 The idea of open spaces is good but only if they are to be correctly maintained.  

 An increase in population is never addressed to the problems it creates, but just accepted or dismissed as progress. 

 There is insufficient information available of constraints to development within the MetroGreen site to determine what an achievable vision 
would be. 

 Dunston's present infrastructure is unable to cope without adding to its problem. The local authority is unable to fund ongoing requirements as 
of now without adding to its costs. 

 Do not believe increase in population will improve quality of life for this area. 

 Support the vision subject to a number of matters raised in this response being satisfactorily addressed. Intu Metrocentre and its public 
transport interchange (PTI) have contributed significantly to the regeneration of this part of the Tyne riverside and these facilities can assist 
further in achieving the delivery of a new sustainable urban community in the surrounding area. 

 

  

 

Question 2a. Do you support the MetroGreen Objectives?  

 Yes No Don’t know Unanswered 

No. respondents 26 5 0 7 

% 68.4 13.1 0 18.4 

If no, why? 

 Opportunity to provide sustainable housing in bespoke community is to be applauded 
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 Objectives are not realistic or attainable. 

 There is insufficient information available of constraints to development within the MetroGreen site to determine what appropriate objectives 
would be. 

 Gateshead Council is incapable of delivering on the above commitments 

 Support the vision subject to a number of matters raised in this response being satisfactorily addressed. 

 
 
 

Question 2b. Are there any other objectives that should be included? 

 Affordable social housing 

 New bridge over River Tyne 

 Be bold to produce a unique environment that will attract visitors to Tyneside. Encourage community ownership of green spaces / wildlife and 
fishing in the Tyne / free parking at appropriate locations / encourage leisure activities on and off the water / measured distance markers for 
cyclists and runners / allotment areas for residents / tree planting. 

 Small businesses should be encouraged over larger corporate users. 

 Impact on the current roads, which are heavily used e.g. handy drive. 

 Education establishments for the new families. 

 A flexible approach that achieves the wider AAP vision to ensure viability and deliverability of the wider MetroGreen development. 
 

 
 

Question 3. Do you have any comments on the Metrocentre boundary? 

 The type of units located in the retail park often require a car to transport the goods home, so is largely irrelevant that its beyond the 400m 
zone from the transport hub.  

 The report does not imply the significance to the boundary of the Metrocentre - will it be a development limit? 

 Without the more detailed studies referred to in the Options Report being completed and the data available it is impossible to set out 
proposals on how land within the site boundary should be allocated. 

 Boundary should be further, i.e. into Swalwell up to Lidl, whilst not in walking distance this road is well served by buses 

 The Metrocentre boundary appears appropriate. 

 The boundary incorporates the main Intu Metrocentre complex, its adjacent surface and multi-storey car parks as well as areas of land 
immediately adjacent to those surface car parks. Intu agrees that it is an appropriate boundary for the purposes of directing any future retail 
and leisure development in the area. Given the importance of this boundary to the overall vision and objectives, Intu consider that it should be 
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incorporated into any final proposals maps produced as part of the Area Action Plan. 
 

 

 
 

Question 4a. Should the AAP have sub areas? 
 Yes No Don’t know Unanswered 

No. respondents 24 2 2 10 

% 63 5.2 5.2 26.3 

If no, why? 

 There is the possibility that one area may become preferential to others and therefore get better resources/facilities 

 Without the more detailed studies referred to in the Options Report being completed and the data available it is impossible to set 
out proposals on how land within the site boundary should be allocated. 

 Agree in principle that it is appropriate for the AAP to identify sub-areas within the overall MetroGreen area in order to aid the 
proper planning of the area and to assist in bringing about a collaborative and comprehensive approach amongst interested 
parties, including landowners, to the delivery of development.  

 Whilst the Options Report defines 6 sub-areas, we are of the view that the boundaries of any sub-areas should be finalised during 
the preparation of the Delivery Strategy, through which it should become clearer as to the inter-relationship of sites across the 
MetroGreen area, and the potential constraints, opportunities, priorities and phasing of their delivery, which may, in-turn, lead to 
different sub-area boundaries being defined than those drawn up at this Options stage. 

 
 
 

Question 4b. Are these the correct sub area boundaries?  
 Yes No Don’t know Unanswered 

No. respondents 21 3 4 10 

% 55.2 7.8 10.5 26.3 

If no, why? 
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 The document appears to set out with an objective to deliver built development of a certain size, not to look at the site and set 
out a narrative as to what the area is able to actually provide with a rationale as to what type of development should be 
delivered where.  

 The need to raise land prior to development to accommodate flood risk clearly demonstrates that the land in question is not 
suitable for the proposed purpose. This is not a sustainable development. 

 Without the more detailed studies referred to in the Options Report being completed and the data it is impossible to set out 
proposals on how land within the site boundary should be allocated. 

 Agree in principle that it is appropriate for the AAP to identify sub-areas within the overall MetroGreen area in order to aid the 
proper planning of the area and to assist in bringing about a collaborative and comprehensive approach amongst interested 
parties, including landowners, to the delivery of development. Whilst the Options Report defines 6 sub-areas. The boundaries 
of any sub-areas should be finalised during the preparation of the Delivery Strategy, through which it should become clearer as 
to the inter-relationship of sites across the MetroGreen area, and the potential constraints, opportunities, priorities and 
phasing of their delivery, which may, in-turn, lead to different sub-area boundaries being defined than those drawn up at this 
Options stage. 

 
 

Question 5a: Should the approach to housing delivery prioritise vacant and under used sites? 
 Yes No Don’t know Unanswered 

No. respondents 21 4 3 10 

% 55.2 10.5 7.8 26.3 

 
 
 

Question 5b: Should the approach to housing delivery focus on sites currently in use? 
 Yes No Don’t know Unanswered 

No. respondents 9 12 5 12 

% 23 31.5 13.1 31.5 
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Question 6a. Is this the right approach to homes at MetroGreen? 
 Yes No Don’t know Unanswered 

No. respondents 14 4 5 15 

% 36.8 10.5 13.1 39.4 

 
 

Question 6b. Are there other approaches we should be considering? 
 Yes No Don’t know Unanswered 

No. respondents 7 8 8 15 

% 18.4 21 21 39.4 

If yes, please state. 
 Remove the scrap yards 

 More homes for a start. Where budgets are not permitting to higher rates of development, land should be offer for Coop Housing (example in 
Leeds - LILAC). This will allow residents to self-build affordably on land designated for housing which is not currently profitable for developers. 

 Rather than relying on developer led housing with the requirement for 15% affordable homes the council should consider using reserves to 
build council homes in one or more of the sub zones. 

 Without the more detailed studies referred to in the Options Report being completed and the data available (it is impossible to set out 
proposals on how land within the site boundary should be allocated and therefore how many homes can actually be delivered. The target of 
850 homes appears to be driving the proposals, rather than reasoned consideration of what the site is actually able to deliver. 

 When you decide on the space allocated for housing you need to ensure there are sufficient parks and amenities for children to play safely.  

 The use of multi-storey apartments to suit the appropriate demand, and leave land for breathing spaces and a less crammed feeling. 

 Vary the housing density between locations as part of an overall strategy of providing housing for different markets.  
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Question 7a. Is this the right approach to offices? 
 Yes No Don’t know Unanswered 

No. respondents 17 4 4 13 

% 44.6 10.5 10.5 34.2 

 
 
 
 

Question 7b. Are there other approaches we should be considering?  
 Yes No Don’t know Unanswered 

No. respondents 5 6 10 17 

% 13.1 15.7 26.3 44.6 

If yes, please state. 
 

 There is an over supply of office space in the North East and an under supply of first class office space. Why build more offices? If they are to be 
built, there should be tenants ready to move in not built on speculation. Could this area not offer a different commercial use? Another empty 
office park is wasted space. 

 Consider attracting a Blue Chip anchor office developer requiring A1 office space to help sell the B1a office accommodation. 

 Without the more detailed studies referred to in the Options Report being completed and the data available it is impossible to set out 
proposals on how land within the site boundary should be allocated and therefore how much office space can actually be delivered. Targets 
appear to be driving the proposals, rather than reasoned consideration of what the site is actually able to deliver. 

 The AAP Options Report places emphasis at 2.20 - 2.22 on the need for commercial, leisure and retail uses across MetroGreen to be located in 
close proximity to Primary Transport Interchanges (PTI). However, this approach fails to recognise the importance of delivering housing in close 
proximity to different transport nodes in order to achieve walkable and sustainable neighbourhoods. Housing on sites within close proximity to 
the PTI should also be considered a significant feature of the MetroGreen area and we consider it critical for the success of the development 
that residential uses next to PTI are prioritised. In addition, the requirement for office accommodation should be carefully considered to ensure 
there is a viable demand for such a quantity of office space. Vacant premises would have a detrimental impact on the wider MetroGreen AAP 
and undermine the masterplan vision. 
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Question 8a. Is this the right approach to retail at MetroGreen?  

 Yes No Don’t know Unanswered 

No. respondents 17 3 4 14 

% 44.6 7.8 10.5 36.8 

 
 
 

Question 8b. Are there other approaches we should be considering? 

 Yes No Don’t know Unanswered 

No. respondents 6 8 9 15 

% 15.7 21 23.6 39.4 

If yes, please state. 
 

 Encourage premium sports/leisure/hotel facilities to be incorporated within the plan that would be unique for the region. Better transport links 
to Newcastle Airport. 

 We have more than enough premium retail space in the Metro Centre and no more space should be allocated to the type at Metro Retail Park. 
Development of infrastructure related retail, such as petrol stations, convenience stores, etc should be encouraged but that is all. Otherwise 
use the space for housing or other commercial uses. 

 Without the more detailed studies referred to in the Options Report being completed and the data available it is impossible to set out 
proposals on how land within the site boundary should be allocated and therefore the most appropriate location for retail development. 
Paragraph 2.21 seems to be able of being interpreted as to make all land available for retail because of the phrase 'capable of being provided.' 

 Do not forget wildlife provisions. 

 Maybe a community centre/ cafe/ preschool combined place. Something like Blaydon Youth Centre. 

 Leave the retail park as it is. 
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Question 9a. Is this the right approach to leisure at MetroGreen  

 Yes No Don’t know Unanswered 

No. respondents 19 3 4 12 

% 50 7.8 10.5 31.5 

 
 

Question 9b. Are there other approaches we should be considering? 

 Yes No Don’t know Unanswered 

No. respondents 4 9 9 16 

% 10.5 23.6 23.6 42 

If yes, please state. 
 

 Certain areas have been identified as being at risk of high levels of contamination. To develop a remediation strategy for the whole area will be 
costly. These areas should form part of the 5.5m flood defence wherever possible.  

 An indoor ski slope and climbing wall has long been mooted in this area, even back to when the Metrocentre was being developed. A large 
development here would be appropriate. 

 Without the more detailed studies referred to in the Options Report being completed and the data available  it is impossible to set out 
proposals on how land within the site boundary should be allocated and therefore the most appropriate location for leisure development. 
Paragraph 2.21 seems to be able of being interpreted as to make all land available for leisure because of the phrase 'capable of being provided.' 

 Leisure requirements tend to cater for sports minded and linked to commercial private sector. More nature based ideas would be 
advantageous to the wider community. 

 The development should include leisure facilities such as restaurants, public houses and sports/open air facilities. e.g. kiddies play parks, 
football pitches. 
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Question 10a. Is this the right approach to protection of amenities and businesses? 

 Yes No Don’t know Unanswered 

No. respondents 19 3 2 14 

% 50 7.8 5.2 36.8 

 
 
 

Question 10b.  Are there other approaches we should be considering? 

 Yes No Don’t know Unanswered 

No. respondents 4 11 6 17 

% 10.5 28.9 15.7 44.6 

If yes, please state. 
 

 Some existing uses are location specific - these should be given priority to staying in place. 

 Relocate industrial use to the land adjacent to the A1 to buffer the motorway from housing sites to free up land existing industrial land around 
the riverside for housing. Relocating industrial land should be prioritised over housing in terms of building to establish infrastructure needs for 
roads, etc. This approach would mean that there was more opportunity to redirect current infrastructure layout without disrupting industries 
using the area. 

 If existing land use is industrial and retail why seek to deliver a residential development in the MetroGreen area. Such a proposal places people 
at greater risk from flooding by placing residential areas in a floodplain. There will be greater numbers of people accessing river frontages and 
other sites designated for ecological value if residential development occurs in the area as opposed to industrial. The Council has already 
acknowledged the wildlife value of the river frontages and other areas by designating them as Local Wildlife Sites and Local Nature Reserves 
and greater disturbance by people will have an adverse effect on wildlife, particularly birds. Under the biodiversity duty, which is part of the 
Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act, public authorities must show regard for conserving biodiversity in all their actions. 
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Question 11a: Is this the right approach to transport and accessibility at MetroGreen? 

 Yes No Don’t know Unanswered 

No. respondents 13 2 8 15 

% 34.2 5.2 21 39.4 

 
 

Question 11b: Are there other approaches we should be considering? 

 Yes No Don’t know Unanswered 

No. respondents 8 4 9 16 

% 21 10.5 23.6 42 

If yes, please state. 

 Not to put too much emphasis on bike riding. 

 Does this mean that the Council will introduce parking charges at the Metro Centre? 

 There has to be a borough wide cycle plan showing how it would be possible to access the entire borough by bike first. A new cycle route in 
isolation is useless (see current work in Newcastle city). If I lived in Metrogreen but worked in Felling, is there existing or planned cycle 
infrastructure to allow me to cycle (safely) from home to work? 

 Provision should be made in the plans for a tram, bridge crossing or extension to the Metro and such routes be protected. The idea to 
discourage car use by charging at the Metro Centre will be welcomed as a substantial revenue producer for the owners of the development but 
will be counter productive. If the local population have to pay to visit the Metro Centre they will in a lot of cases choose to visit Newcastle 
instead.  

 Existing roads not wide enough for bikes and cars to co-exist need to be widened (parts of Handy Drive etc) as even though there is a National 
Cycle Path many cyclists choose to ignore it and as the road is not wide enough to safely overtake there can be congestion caused by cyclists. If 
you are adding more housing and commercial premises this will only worsen therefore having modern roads with space for a cycle lane would 
help. 

 Major segregation between the private motor car and pedestrians and cyclists. No intimidating pelican crossings and pavements that suddenly 
end nowhere. 

 A river Tyne crossing could be pedestrian only, linking Dunston with the Newcastle business park. 

 Whilst broadly supportive of the principles outlined in the AAP Options Report, we would draw you to the comments that we have made in 
response to Q7a and Q7b. We consider that the AAP should place greater emphasis on the need and importance of locating new residential 
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development in close proximity to PTI, not only commercial, retail and leisure uses. In addition, it is important to note that there is no evidence 
base showing a need for an additional bridge crossing. Similarly, the feasibility of further tram routes has not been established, nor is there any 
funding currently available for such a proposal. In the unlikely event that a further bridge was confirmed across the Tyne, the burden of 
delivering this should not be limited to any one site. 

 The area is often under provided and over congested with road traffic while the rail link is not extensively used. Include in the plan a dedicated 
road link into Newcastle for buses only. An additional bridge over the river is a good idea. Also consider additional crossings of the A1 by foot, 
cycle or road. At busy times the metro centre itself is poorly served by a ring road concept that circles the traffic back on itself. The more radial 
links that can be developed the better. 

 
 

Question 12a. Is this the right approach to flood risk and water management at MetroGreen? 

 Yes No Don’t know Unanswered 

No. respondents 16 1 5 16 

% 42 2.6 13.1 42 

 

Question 12b. Are there any other approaches we should be considering? 

 Yes No Don’t know Unanswered 

No. respondents 5 7 8 18 

% 13.1 18.4 21 47.3 

If yes please state: 
 

 As mentioned previously, understanding the ground remediation requirements and building flood defences should go hand in hand to prevent 
hazardous waste going to landfill and reduce remediation costs 

 MetroGreen seeks to be a sustainable development 'making the most of the area's natural assets'. The fact that land would need to be raised 
to safeguard it from flooding and allow it to be developed, and that this is proposed to occur on areas that currently provide important wildlife 
habitat (natural assets) clearly demonstrates that the proposal is not sustainable and is in fact at odds with proposed vision. All the land to the 
west of the Derwent appears to provide an opportunity to deliver water management functions and ecological enhancements, not just the 
small area identified (Hurrocks). The detailed GI network needs to be properly studied before it will be know whether there is sufficient 
potential for SUDS to reduce surface water flood risk. 
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 Ensure sufficient budget in place to allow proper drainage maintenance. There is far more localised flooding than in the past and part of this is 
because no-one is taking leaves and other potential blockages out of the drains. 

 There is extensive provision for precautions against flood risks. In addition please remember that there is also the risk of further subsidence 
after development is complete. It is claimed that the metro centre itself is sinking slowly year on year. 

 
 

Question 13a. Is this the right approach to green infrastructure and the natural environment at MetroGreen? 

 Yes No Don’t know Unanswered 

No. respondents 18 0 4 16 

% 47.3 0 10.5 42 

 
 

Question 13b. Are there other approaches we should be considering? 

 Yes No Don’t know Unanswered 

No. respondents 3 11 6 18 

% 7.8 28.9 15.7 47.3 

If yes, please state. 
 

 Put the Environment first...because without it we won’t be able to function anyway. 

 This work should have already been completed as it is the foundation on which any options for the MetroGreen area should be based. Unless 
the natural environment can deliver the flood risk reduction and environmental mitigation benefits needed it is difficult to see how the 
development options suggested can be delivered. 

 A centre for people to learn about their environment, bird watch space, notice boards with info on, an outdoor/forest school- preschool. 

 Support the overall approach, as the MSGP has not yet been prepared the Council needs to make clear what these standards will be. 

 
 

Question 14a. Is this the right approach to place-making at MetroGreen? 

 Yes No Don’t know Unanswered 
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No. respondents 15 1 7 15 

% 39.4 2.6 18.4 39.4 

 
 

Question 14b. Are there any other approaches we should be considering? 

 Yes No Don’t know Unanswered 

No. respondents 4 10 7 17 

% 10.5 26.3 18.4 44.6 

If yes, please state. 
 

 All human development should be in harmony with the rest of the Environment. 

 Involve local education establishments and the arts which could include the development of a sculpture park for example in one of the sub 
zones as a linking open space 

 The option of a housing led plan appears to have already been decided on without the information been available to make a reasoned decision. 

 Things to bring the community together, as previously mentioned. 

 
 
 

Question 15a. Is this the right approach to energy and waste at MetroGreen? 

 Yes No Don’t know Unanswered 

No. respondents 19 0 3 16 

% 50 0 7.8 42 

 
 
 

Question 15b. Are there other approaches we should be considering? 
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 Yes No Don’t know Unanswered 

No. respondents 0 11 9 18 

% 0 28.9 23.6 47.3 

If yes, please state. 

 There is a waste incinerator/CHP just to the west of the proposed area, which has stood unused since it was built several years ago. 

 Proposals for decentralised energy and renewable energy must be subject to overall development viability. Insistence on their inclusion if not 
practically and / or financially viable would threaten the delivery of sites. 

 Avoid unsightly and inefficient wind farms. Encourage solar power. Rely on the efficiency of the national grid. 
 
 

Question 16a. Is this the right approach to noise and air quality at MetroGreen? 

 Yes No Don’t know Unanswered 

No. respondents 20 0 3 15 

% 52.6 0 7.8 39.4 

 

Question 16b.  Are there other approaches we should be considering? 

 Yes No Don’t know Unanswered 

No. respondents 2 12 8 16 

% 5.2 31.5 21 42 

If yes, please state. 
 

 Consider the effects of disturbance on other species as well as human. 

 To ensure that any homes built near the train line have triple glazed windows to minimise noise. 

 

Question 17a.  Is this the right approach to contamination at MetroGreen? 

 Yes No Don’t know Unanswered 

No. respondents 18 2 1 17 
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% 47.3 5.2 2.6 44.6 

 
 
 
 

Question 17b.  Are there other approaches we should be considering? 

 Yes No Don’t know Unanswered 

No. respondents 1 8 9 20 

% 2.6 21 23.6 52.6 

If yes, please state. 
 

 Phasing should consider how and where the contamination is dealt with. It will be the biggest single cost and barrier to attracting developers to 
MetroGreen so needs to be right from the outset. Investment here is essential and should go much further than the light touch being proposed 
at present. 

 The Commissioners have already undertaken some initial ground investigation works. Where individual sites are found to be deliverable this 
should be encouraged early rather than being delayed whilst wider site analysis is completed. 

 As this is brownfield land and some of it will have poorly recorded history ensure that all housing land is free from contamination. 

 
 

Question 18a. Is this the right approach to infrastructure and delivery at MetroGreen? 

 Yes No Don’t know Unanswered 

No. respondents 14 4 5 15 

% 36.8 10.5 13.1 39.4 

 

Question 18b.  Are there other approaches we should be considering? 

 Yes No Don’t know Unanswered 

No. respondents 4 10 7 17 
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% 10.5 26.3 18.4 44.6 

If yes, please state. 
 

 If this land is being allocated for use by the council, they should dictate the framework. There are too many half-finished developer led schemes 
in the borough. They do not connect with existing housing/amenities and are solely led by profit. If the council wants to improve the area for 
the residents (current and future), they should enforce THEIR plan for the area. 

 Wording of the preferred approach is confusing. Is a detailed development framework proposed to be set for the whole area and then followed 
in each sub-area, or does each sub-area set a separate development framework? 

 There is concern about the statement that the first planning application submitted within a sub-area must also provide a development 
framework for the whole sub-area, showing how strategic and local infrastructure can be implemented to make development acceptable•. 
Individual development sites and applications should not be tasked with solving issues beyond their site boundary. This could be practically and 
financially prohibitive and stop development sites from coming forward at all. A more loosely defined development should not prejudice other 
areas of the AAP coming forward in the future . A tariffed approach with a set per square metre cost for different use types (CIL) may be more 
appropriate for development within the MetroGreen AAP boundary. 

 
 
 

Question 19a. Do you have any comments on plan monitoring? 

 Yes No Don’t know Unanswered 

No. respondents 7 2 0 29 

% 18.4 5.2 0 76.3 

 
 
Question 19b. Have all key planning matters been identified? 
 

 Yes No Don’t know Unanswered 

No. respondents 11 2 8 17 

% 28.9 5.2 21 44.6 

Please state those not identified. 
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 The monitoring needs to allow for a change of policies part way though the development, and still allow it to be defined as a success 

 Continuous liaison with residents and business. Open events to mark milestones and a clear time table for the MetroGreen development 
communicated to all. 

 Ecological monitoring and targets should be included, particularly with reference to important species (e.g. waders and wildfowl on the 
rivers) and quality of habitats created for mitigation purposes, whether on or off site. If a decline in species abundance and habitat quality 
is detected previously approved corrective measures should be implemented. 

 Tell people regularly if your plans are on track, ahead, or behind schedule. 

 Health and well-being of those living or working within the development area and existing communities around it. 

 Identify the impact on the area for the surrounding areas in Dunston and Swalwell.  

 
 

Question 20a.  Do you have any comments on Option 1? 

 Yes No Don’t know Unanswered 

No. respondents 8 1 0 29 

% 21 2.6 0 76.3 

 The land for potential future public transport links / bridges should be allowed for even when there is no prospect of them being delivered in 
the timescale of the plan. If they are not it will become very difficult for future designers to make them work. 

 Needs to safeguard future transport proposals. This option ignores them. 

 Without the information on flood storage, Green Infrastructure and ecology yet being available it is not yet possible to identify a preferred 
option. 

 No good just adding housing without improving transportation. Agree potential location of bridge could be an issue if close to housing but 
without it there is potential strain on A1, Redheugh and Scottswood Bridge that could lead to significant congestion if alternative routes not 
available. 

 The scheme seems like an excellent use for an area which has been left derelict for far too long. However, I am not sure why the scheme would 
need to include office space, I would have thought that given the fact that there is said to be a necessity to build housing on green belt land in 
Lobley Hill, that you could have foregone the office space for more houses and left the green belt land alone. 

 It is welcomed that Option 1 recognises that land for a potential tram route and river crossing should not be safeguarded as they are unlikely to 
come forward within the 20-year AAP period if at all. Where the development of individual sites could come forward ahead of the wider flood 
mitigation infrastructure, this should be supported and encouraged where it can be shown that the development would not prejudice the 
delivery of the wider site infrastructure at a later date. 
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Question 20b. Do you support the housing led approach? 

 Yes No Don’t know Unanswered 

No. respondents 13 4 2 19 

% 34.2 10.5 5.2 50 

 
 

Question 20c. Are there any changes you would make and why? 

 Yes No Don’t know Unanswered 

No. respondents 4 0 0 34 

% 10.5 0 0 89.4 

 The housing is located within a traditionally industrial / commercial area. Where are these businesses to go with the increased population in 15 
years? 

 Needs of future transport development should be considered. 

 Without the information on flood storage, Green Infrastructure and ecology yet being available it is not yet possible to identify a preferred 
option. 

 There is the potential redevelopment of existing buildings to change of use, and to make to riverside more accessible as a green space. 

 
 
 

Question 21. Do you have any comments on Option 2? 

 Yes No Don’t know Unanswered 

No. respondents 9 2 0 27 

% 23.6 5.2 0 71 
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 There is no reason to split the location of leisure facilities away from the existing Metrocentre and retail park. It would make more sense to 
provide a secondary transport hub at the retail park and establish additional large scale leisure in this location 

 As long as there is adequate free parking and efficient public transport then I see no problems with proposal. 

 Relocate industry from desirable housing land to these sites. 

 Without the information on flood storage, Green Infrastructure and ecology yet being available it is not yet possible to comment on options. 

 Commercial properties are not fully utilised in existing locations within Newcastle and Gateshead. Greater need is housing. 

 Need to consider the traffic impact on the area. 

 We have more than enough leisure facilities in the area... What we need is affordable homes, close to local amenities. 

 
 

Question 22.  Do you have any comments on Option 3?  

 Yes No Don’t know Unanswered 

No. respondents 11 1 0 26 

% 28.9 2.6 0 68.4 

 Any proposal providing a new crossing over the Tyne would be seen as a benefit to both sides of the river and should be given the highest 
priority. 

 Yet another road /bridge leading to the Metro Centre will result in more congestion of the area. Not such a good idea for residents of the 
new housing areas. 

 A new bridge and a tram would bring benefits to the wider area and should be supported. 

 The best solution without having to secure the bridge and tram funding as an early phase. 

 Without the information on flood storage, Green Infrastructure and ecology yet being available it is not yet possible to comment on 
options. 

 Any bridge needs to be further down towards Dunston as to minimise road congestion. A river boat bus system could be put into place 
taking into account the tidal river. 

 A bridge at this point of the river would seem to be a good idea. It would alleviate some of the congestion in other parts of the borough and 
be useful for those who will be living there, avoiding having to travel to Gateshead or Blaydon to cross the river. 

 There is no evidence of the demand or the funding for an additional river crossing in this location. The weaknesses identified on page 52 of 
the document are all relevant and make it clear why a river crossing in this location undermines the delivery of the wider AAP masterplan. 

 Supports options 3 and 4 subject to further detailed assessments through the preparation of the transport strategy and transport 
modelling work. Both options would deliver the vision for MetroGreen to provide a sustainable urban community, however Option 4 would 
also have the additional benefit of clearly defining an appropriate location for a regional leisure attraction, therefore providing greater 
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certainty around delivery. Intu would welcome the Council exploring Option 4 further, particularly through the inclusion of commercial 
leisure floorspace in any scenario testing undertaken with the transport modelling / assessment for the MetroGreen area. 

  Intu welcomes the Councils intentions to deliver MetroGreen in accordance with good place-making principles, including those set out in 
Policy CS15. The Delivery Strategy will be key to achieving a high quality residential community, requiring careful consideration of matters 
such as phasing, site-by-site amenity impacts and regeneration impacts, in discussions with landowners. In this regard, and on the basis 
that phasing is to be determined through the detailed work for the Delivery Strategy, intu considers it premature at this time to determine 
those sites that are expected to be developed for residential use pre and post 2030 (as shown on the plans at Appendix 4). 

 
 
 

Question 23. Do you have any comments on Option 4? 

 Yes No Don’t know Unanswered 

No. respondents 7 1 0 30 

% 18.4 2.6 0 78.9 

 How much demand is there for more commercial development? 

 Housing is needed and will be a better solution to create open spaces and a more attractive landscape.  

 Without the information on flood storage, Green Infrastructure and ecology yet being available it is not yet possible to comment on options. 

 In line with the adopted CSUCP, the MetroGreen AAP should be led by housing, not commercial and leisure uses. It is critical to the success of 
the wider AAP that there is sufficient housing numbers to ensure the wider aspirations are deliverable. These houses should also be within easy 
walking / cycling distance of the PTI in order to meet wider sustainability goals. 

 
 
 

Question 24. Do you have any comments on Option 5? 

 Yes No Don’t know Unanswered 

No. respondents 6 2 0 30 

% 15.7 5.2 0 78.9 

 The flood infrastructure should be a priority and carried out before any individual sites are brought forward. it would be a significant waste 
of money should flood defences be required for individual sites 
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 This doesn't seem to be a sensible or viable option. 

 The substantial remediation costs of the area should be fully coordinated with flood defence strategies. 

 Without the information on flood storage, Green Infrastructure and ecology yet being available it is not yet possible to comment on 
options. 

 Flood defences should be a priority 

 As stated under comments about Option 1, where the development of individual sites could come forward ahead of the wider flood 
mitigation infrastructure, this should be supported and encouraged where it can be shown that the development would not prejudice the 
delivery of the wider site infrastructure at a later date. 

 
 


