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HOW TO COMMENT ON THIS REPORT 
 
Consultation of the Strategic Land Review will commence on the 18th July for 
12 weeks until 12th October 2012. 
 
The plans are available to view online at 
www.gateshead.gov.uk/haveyoursayonplanning and during the consultation period in 
Gateshead’s Civic Centre and Libraries. 
 
Comments on the Strategic Land Review Part 2 should be made by one of the 
following methods: 
 
Online: https://onecorestrategyng-consult.limehouse.co.uk/portal 
 
By email: ldf@gateshead.gov.uk  
 
By post:  Planning, Gateshead Council, FREEPOST NEA 3381, Gateshead, NE8 
1BR 
 
In the interest of the environment we are trying to maximise electronic communication 
but we will still receive posted representations if you are unable to communicate 
electronically. 
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1 BACKGROUND AND CONTEXT 
 
Population change and the need for more sites for housing 
 

1 Councils have a duty to ensure a deliverable supply of sites for housing across 
their local authority area. This is set out in the National Planning Policy Framework. 
The quantity required is linked to population projections provided by the Office for 
National Statistics, economic growth projections and evidence on housing need 
identified through our Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA). 
 

2 An objective of the One Core Strategy is to encourage population growth in order to 
underpin sustainable economic growth and maintain our economically active 
population. In order to support the projected economic growth without over-reliance on 
unsustainable in-commuting, we need to maintain our economically active population. 
Since we began this process, the Office for National Statistics has published its 2010 
population projections. These suggest that we will have a population of around 
202,100 in Gateshead in line with our aspiration in our Community Strategy Vision 
2030. It should be noted that although the size of the 20-64 working age cohort is 
projected to decrease by around 1,600 between 2010-2030 in Gateshead, according 
to the 2010-based ONS projection, changes to the state pension age expected to be 
implemented through the plan period will increase the size of Gateshead’s working 
population. Bespoke analysis of the ONS projection by St Chad’s College indicates 
that through these changes the size of Gateshead’s ‘economically active’ population 
(the number of people in work or looking for work) will increase by around 4,300 
between 2010 and 2030. 
 

3 All local authorities are required to maintain an annually updated Strategic Housing 
Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA), to illustrate that there is an adequate supply of 
sites. Gateshead and Newcastle's 2010 SHLAAs highlighted a significant shortfall of 
available and deliverable housing sites within our urban area and we were not able to 
demonstrate that there were adequate sites to meet our future needs. This 
necessitated us looking at sites that had previously been discounted, including some 
potential sites that are currently in the Green Belt. This aspect was reported in our 
Draft One Core Strategy which we consulted on in January 2011. 
 

4 During 2010 and 2011 we updated the SHLAAs by revisiting discounted sites 
and commenced a Strategic Land Review and Green Belt Assessment (SLR-GBA), to 
examine whether there were sites outside the urban area (in the Green Belt) that 
could be developed for housing over the next 20 years. Whilst it is acknowledged that 
any such release will result in the loss of some land from the Green Belt, a major 
consideration in the evaluation of these sites was to ensure that the release would not 
have an unacceptable negative impact on the purposes of Green Belt as set out by 
Government guidance (formerly Planning Policy Guidance Note 2: Green Belts; since 
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March 2012 superseded by the National Planning Policy Framework. The SLR-GBA 
identified 22 preferred sites in Gateshead with a capacity in the order of 5,200 homes.  
 

5 As part of the most recent round of consultations on the One Core Strategy 
(October 2011 to January 2012) we tested public opinion on the future 
development of these sites. This generated much debate and a clear message 
that we should do more to bring forward more sites in the urban area first and 
look only to Green Belt sites thereafter. We have been very conscious of this at all 
stages. The mechanism to do this is through the SHLAA; all possible urban and 
brownfield sites have been considered. In the 2012 review of the SHLAA we have 
included a number of sites which were previously allocated for employment use, 
following the Employment Land Review (published simultaneously with this document) 
which has enabled us to take some sites previously allocated for employment and 
identify them as suitable for housing.  
 

6 Since Stage 1 of the SLR-GBA was consulted on, we have re-assessed the situation 
in terms of: 
 
(i) the suitability of the sites consulted on in Stage 1, in that we have examined all the 
issues raised in responses, and carried out a check which in certain cases has 
identified mistakes or unjustified assumptions (either in our scoring against Green Belt 
criteria or issues affecting the sites); the reasons why some stage 1 sites have now 
been excluded are given in Appendix A (part A1). 
 
(ii) additional sites were put forward at that stage. Although we examined all the Green 
Belt, divided into parcels, at Stage 1, some of the new sites put forward had different 
boundaries and so were freshly assessed and produced different scores from the 
larger parcels of land they had previously been assessed as part of, which meant that 
additional sites were identified as scoring high enough on the Green Belt criteria to be 
included as preferred sites; 
 
(iii) the number of homes for which sites are needed in the Green Belt has been re-
assessed, on the basis of updated population and employment projections for 2010-
2030 and changes to the assessment of the availability of land not in the Green Belt 
(e.g. through the re-assessment of the need for employment land, referred to above). 
The results of this work are included in the Major Changes Report, on proposed 
changes to the One Core Strategy, issued simultaneously with this document.     
 
 
Strategic Land Review and Green Belt Assessment Stage 2 
 

7 This second stage of the Strategic Land Review has discounted and reduced the size 
of some of the sites proposed through the first report, but also added other sites not 
included in Stage 1. The sites that are being put forward at this stage have an 
estimated capacity of 2,900. This is a substantial reduction from the 5,200 or so put 
forward at Stage 1. 
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8 A major aim of the One Core Strategy (and Government guidance) is to direct new 

developments to sustainable locations to reduce the need to travel, especially by 
private car. As far as possible, the proposed sites are located in areas close to 
existing schools, community facilities, shops and public transport, town centres and 
employment hubs. A key sustainability factor assessed is access to, and capacity 
within, local schools. Sites within a walkable distance to a local school for primary age 
pupils helps foster a sustainable community, particularly when combined with other 
local facilities. The capacity of schools is also of critical importance, as we need to 
make the best use of existing school capacity where possible. This will support our 
existing neighbourhoods and villages maintaining their facilities and services into the 
future and ensure their long term sustainability. Appendix  C shows the way in which 
we scored potential sites according to their access to facilities, with a strong emphasis 
on schools and other facilities within walking distance. The detailed method for doing 
so was published for comment in March 2012. A number of representations were 
received and the method was amended in several respects to take on board some of 
the comments received. A feedback report on the comments received and our 
response to them will be published shortly. Appendix D shows the actual scores given 
to each site under this method. Whilst these scores have not determined our choices 
on their own, as a range of qualitative factors have also been taken into account, they 
have played a major part in informing our choice of preferred sites to put forward.  

 
9 We will also be able to ensure through the planning system that the sites, if 

developed, will be able to mitigate any of the impacts they may have on existing 
infrastructure, ecology, including impact on protected sites, access to the countryside, 
traffic generation, local school capacity, and any other identified adverse impacts. 

 
10 We are now consulting on the conclusions of this additional and more detailed 
 assessment work.  
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2 METHOD AND APPROACH 
 
Introduction 
 

11 The method adopted enables us to establish the relative merits and constraints of 
each of the assessed sites and therefore make recommendations about which 

 should be identified as Growth Areas in the One Core Strategy. Local opinion is 
important and the issues raised through the consultation have been addressed in the 
assessment process, along with any further issues raised by consultees, including 
landowners, developers and statutory bodies, or identified from direct investigations of 
the sites by Council planning officers. As required by the legal framework within which 
the planning process operates, the analysis of the consultation responses has 
primarily been qualitative, rather than quantitative. Whilst it is not possible to use a 
particular threshold of support or opposition to dismiss a site, we have used views 
expressed to inform the review process. 

 
12 As stated above some additional sites have been added since Stage 1, and these 

have inevitably not yet been subject to public consultation. The publication of this 
present document is the opportunity for any comments on those sites to be made and 
they will similarly be taken into account before a final list of preferred sites is 
completed. 
 
What will happen next? 
 

13 The Council will carefully consider all the comments that are made during this 
consultation period, and the alternative options that people suggest, along with 
representations made at the previous stages. All comments received will be 
summarised and reported in a consultation report which will be published online. This 
will inform the production of the One Core Strategy and Urban Core Area Action Plan 
Submission Draft Reports.  

 
14 The Submission Draft Reports will be consulted on once complete.  Following this the 

Council will submit the Reports to the Secretary of State for public examination. An 
examination in public will follow. 
 
Brief summary of the approach to assessing sites 
 

15 The further evaluation of the sites we originally consulted on (October 2011- 
 January 2012) contained in this report has been based on the method 
 briefly set out below (A to F). The detailed assessments of each site attached to this 

report as Appendix E incorporate the work resulting from Sections A to F below, 
although the results for section D are presented in a spreadsheet as a separate 
appendix (D) . The pro forma which was filled in at this stage of the work is attached 
as Appendix C. 
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16 This section sets out the six sections of the assessment method which has been used, 
following the public consultation in March 2012, and comments on how the material 
has been incorporated into this report's conclusions. 

 
 A. Consultation responses  
 
17 The responses were analysed on a site by site basis where they were specific to 

individual sites, and for general locations where they were specific to general 
locations. This included identifying any issues that could affect our initial scoring in 
Stage 1, or which could affect the suitability, deliverability or accessibility of the site. 

 
18 There were some comments which we are not able to take into account in respect of 

individual sites, or in some cases at all. Objections to building on any Green Belt 
anywhere are answered by the need to do so, set out in section 1 of this report. 
Objections to the possible effect on house prices are an example of concerns which 
we cannot take account of, and our proposals would found invalid if it was shown that 
we had done so. The planning system also does not recognise the right of individuals 
to have the view from their home preserved, although we have considered the visual 
impact of development. Most other comments were relevant and have been 
addressed in section C which sets out any issues to consider.    

 
 B. Strategic Land Review and Green Belt Assessment update 
 

19 This is based partly on issues raised in A above, and identifies the need to review 
and/or update the inclusion of each site and whether the proposed boundaries have 
been changed. It also identifies why new sites have been included where this is the 
case. A table of sites added, altered or deleted since Stage 1 is given at Appendix A. 
The scores against the Green Belt assessment criteria, which may have changed 
since Stage 1, are shown at Appendix I.  

 
 C. Suitability  
 
20 For each site this is divided into section C1, which looks at any issues or constraints 

which could affect the suitability or deliverability of the site, and section C2 which 
examines the extent to which any such constraints can be successfully mitigated. 

 
 D. Sustainable accessibility 
 
21 Looks at proximity of the site to key local and other facilities according to the scoring 

mechanism adopted. The detail is not included in the individual site assessments 
given at Appendix E, but the scores are given in the table at Appendix D. 

 
 E. Deliverability 
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22 Looks at whether the site will be available for development and is it likely to generate 
developer interest; can the site deliver what we need to achieve and is development 
likely to be viable within the plan period? 

 
 F. Analysis and Conclusions 
 
23 This section analyses issues identified in the evaluation and draws conclusions for the 

site. It should be noted that only part of the analysis is scored but all elements of the 
analysis will be considered in writing these conclusions. The methodology is in line 
with the National Planning Policy Framework and the considerations applied through 
our Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessments. 

 
24 On completion our consultants, Natural Capital, will assess our evaluations, 
 using the agreed sustainability appraisal criteria established for LDF. These 
 findings will inform how this assessment work will be incorporated into the Core 

Strategy. The combination of this evaluation, together with the sustainability 
 Appraisal, will provide a good indication of the sustainability of the proposed 
 sites. 
 
25 Our assessment of sites is summarised in Section 4 of this report and the 
 detailed appraisals are contained in Appendices D and E. 
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3 KEY ASSUMPTIONS 
 
3.1 Approach to estimating site capacity 
 

26 The housing yield of a site is a function of two factors: 
• The site area and in particular the net site area (as in many instances not all of 

the site will be developed for housing). 
• Density (i.e. the number of dwellings per hectare). 

 
Gross to net site area 
 

27 On smaller sites the gross and net site areas will often be the same but larger sites 
generally contain other uses such as retail, leisure, education and strategic open 
space, which can significantly reduce the area available for housing. The “Tyne & 
Wear Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessments (SHLAA) Sub-Regional 
Addendum Concept Paper and Supplementary Guidance (Revised July 2008)” sets 
out assumptions that sites of less than 0.4 ha will have a net to gross ratio of 100%, 
sites of 0.4 to 2 hectares will have a ratio of 90% and sites of more than 2 hectares will 
have a ratio of 75%.  
 

28 These ratios have been used as a starting point for the SLR assessments, however 
clearly these are broad brush assumptions. They are not as reliable as a calculation 
based upon a detailed master planning exercise or a site-by-site estimate taking into 
account specific constraints (such as topographical features, noise-emitting uses etc). 
Where available information supports the use of a different ratio assumption then a 
suitable alternative assumption can be made. 
 
 
3.2 Assumed Densities 
 

29 It has long been an objective of the planning system to make best use of land, both to 
minimise land take and to help to support more sustainable travel patterns. However, 
it is also important to ensure that the density of development is appropriate to 
identified needs and demands. Paragraph 47 of the Government’s National Planning 
Policy Framework states: “To boost significantly the supply of housing… local planning 
authorities should set out their own approach to housing density to reflect local 
circumstances.” 
 

30 In this instance the primary reason for looking to sites in the Green Belt to 
accommodate some our future development is to help to address a severe shortfall in 
the supply of sites for ‘family’ houses with gardens. These are generally built at lower 
densities than other types of housing, particularly larger, detached houses. The 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment identifies a significant under-supply of this 
property type, with much of the housing stock comprising of small, high density flats 
and terraces. This is in marked contrast to many of the estates constructed in 
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surrounding authorities in recent decades, and which have facilitated large scale out-
migration of families.  
 

31 If the Borough is to compete effectively with other parts of the wider family housing 
market then it is inevitable that a significant element of detached housing will be 
required. For the purposes of assuming indicative densities on the SLR sites being 
consulted on we have used similar assumptions to those used in our Strategic 
Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) as follows; 
 
 
Proximity to Town/District/Local 
Centre or Metro/Train Station 

Indicative density 

< 750m 50 dwellings per hectare 
750 to 1 km 40 dwellings per hectare 
> 1 km 30 dwellings per hectare 
 
 
3.3 Approach to estimating build rates 
 

32 The build rate (outturn) of a site is essentially dictated by the rate of sales that can be 
achieved and this depends upon a large number of factors: the scale of demand within 
the wider housing market, the physical capacity of the homebuilder, the type and 
variety of products, pricing, competition from other properties for sale, mortgage 
availability etc. 
 

33 It is generally the case that the larger the site, the higher the number of separate sales 
outlets and the greater the number of developers is then the higher the overall build 
rate is likely to be. However, doubling the size, the number of outlets or the number of 
developers will not normally lead to a doubling of the build rate (law of diminishing 
returns applies). Ultimately, there will be a finite number of purchasers able and willing 
to purchase properties in any particular geographic location irrespective of the degree 
of range and choice of product that can be made available. 
 

34 The following table is considered to be a realistic build rate to apply to Strategic Land 
Review sites. The following table provides a broad indication of likely maximum 
average build rates in the Gateshead housing market area. This has been used to 
inform consideration of the deliverability of SLR sites. 
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Indicative Build Rates on SLR Sites 
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4 SUMMARY OF KEY RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
4.1 Introduction 
 

35 This report has reassessed sites in the Green Belt for their potential for being 
included as either Neighbourhood Growth Areas or Village Growth Areas in the 
One Core Strategy. As noted above work is still ongoing to finalise actual 
numbers and therefore actual sites for inclusion in our future land supply. 
However, at this stage we are able to make some key recommendations based 
on this further assessment work.  
 
 
4.2 Neighbourhood Growth Areas  
 
4.2.1 Dunston Hill 
 

36 Recommend that Dunston Hill is confirmed as a Neighbourhood Growth Area on the 
basis of the previously proposed sites 62, 269 and 270 (270 renumbered in this report 
as 270 (a)) being identified for housing. 
 

37 Recommend that an additional site to the south of site 269, to be numbered as 270 (b) 
in this report, is not included in the proposed Neighbourhood Growth Area as it has 
been assessed as unsuitable.  
 

38 The capacity of the preferred sites is estimated at 750 homes, resulting in an 
estimated population increase of 2005. 
 
4.2.2 Leam Lane  
 

39 Recommend that Leam Lane is not identified as a Neighbourhood Growth Area. In 
addition to specific objections, including one from a statutory body (English Heritage) 
which would have been likely to carry considerable weight, the sites there proposed at 
Stage 1 were found to have been wrongly scored against Green Belt criteria and 
should not have been forward. 

  
4.2.3 Winlaton 
 

40 Recommend that Winlaton is not identified as a Neighbourhood Growth Area. No site 
there was proposed at Stage 1 of the Strategic Land Review and Green Belt 
Assessment. Site 280 off Barlow Lane was subsequently assessed, but is considered 
unsuitable.   
 
 
4.3 Village Growth Areas 
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4.3.1 Chopwell 
 

41 Recommend that Chopwell is confirmed as a Village Growth Area on the basis of the 
previously proposed site 224 (with a revised boundary), the previously proposed site 
309, and the newly identified and assessed site 307 (a). 
 

42 Recommend that the previously identified site 306, and other sites at Chopwell 
considered but rejected as unsuitable since Stage 1 (see Appendix A3) are not 
included in the proposed Village Growth Area. 
 

43 The estimated capacity of the preferred sites is 369 homes, resulting in an estimated 
additional population of 959. The Joint Venture site at Chopwell Heartlands has an 
estimated capacity of 165 homes, and resulting in an estimated additional population 
of 429. Taken together, therefore, the development of all the Chopwell sites would 
result in an additional 534 homes in the villages and an extra 1888 people, which 
would be an increase of 44% in the population of the village.    
 
 
4.3.2  Crawcrook 
 

44 Recommend that Crawcrook is confirmed as a Village Growth Area on the basis of the 
previously proposed site 288, and the newly assessed site 292. 
 

45 Recommend that the previously identified site 356 is not included in the proposed 
Village Growth Area, as it has been found to be unsuitable. 
 

46 The estimated capacity of the preferred sites is 476 homes, resulting in an estimated 
additional population of 1238. This would be a 26% increase in the population of the 
village. 
 
 
4.3.3  Highfield 
 

47 Recommend that Highfield is confirmed as a Village Growth Area on the basis of the 
previously proposed site 305. 
 

48 The estimated capacity of the preferred site is 125 homes, resulting in an estimated 
additional population of 325. This would be a 16% increase in the population of 
Highfield. 
 
  
4.3.4  High Spen 
 

49 Recommend that High Spen is confirmed as a Village Growth Area on the basis of the 
previously proposed sites 301 and 322.  
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50 Although not identified in this document and not proposed for deletion from the Green 
Belt, the site of the former Hookergate School buildings could also potentially 
contribute to High Spen as a Village Growth Area, by providing new housing on a 
brownfield site which would be retained within the Green Belt. 
 

51 Recommended that previously proposed sites 300 and 302 are not included in the 
proposed Village Growth Area, as they have been found to be unsuitable and/or 
undeliverable. 
 

52 The estimated capacity of the preferred sites (not including Hookergate School) is 197 
homes, resulting in an estimated additional population of 512. This would be a 24% 
increase in the population of the village. 
 
 
4.3.5  Kibblesworth 
 

53 Recommend that Kibblesworth is confirmed as a Village Growth Area with a maximum 
additional housing total of 225 on the basis of previously identified sites 43 and 263 or 
parts of these sites. 
 

54 Recommend that sites 261 and 264, not previously identified but assessed at Stage 2, 
and other sites put forward but identified as unsuitable without the need for a full 
assessment (see Appendix A3), are not included in the proposed village growth area.  
 

55 The estimated capacity of the preferred sites is 225 homes, resulting in an additional 
population of 585. This would be a 50% increase in the population of the village. 
 
4.3.6  Ryton 
 

56 Recommend that Ryton is confirmed as a Village Growth Area on the basis of 
previously identified site 285 and additionally assessed site 287, with a small change 
to the boundary of the latter to exclude the south west corner of the site; however, that 
instead of the previously estimated combined capacity of these two sites 
(approximately 900), there should be a maximum joint capacity of 550 dwellings with 
large parts of the sites left open. 
 

57 The estimated capacity of the preferred sites is 554 homes, resulting in an additional 
population of 1440. This would be a 16% increase in the population of the village. 
 
 
 
4.3.7  Sunniside  
 

58 Recommended that Sunniside/Streetgate be confirmed as a Village Growth Area on 
the basis of previously identified site 312, and additionally identified sites 357, 358, 
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363 and 364 (all of these are relatively small sites either north of Gateshead Road or 
west of Pennyfine Road). 
 

59 Recommended that the larger sites previously identified, 65 and 268, and site 61 
which was re-examined at Stage 2, are not included in the proposed Village Growth 
Area.  
 

60 The estimated capacity of the preferred sites is 185 homes, resulting in an additional 
population of 481. This would be a 15% increase in the population of Sunniside and 
Streetgate taken together. 
 
 
4.4 Other locations for housing development 
 

61 For the avoidance of doubt, no other sites or locations for housing development, in the 
Green Belt, are proposed beyond those listed above. In some of the above locations, 
additional sites have been considered at some point in the preparation of this report 
but rejected because of clear unsuitability, without having been fully assessed, and 
are therefore not individually referred to in sections 4.2 and 4.3. Such sites are 
however listed in Appendix A, provided they were not immediately rejected on the 
grounds of failing the Green Belt criteria set in Stage 1. These include sites at other 
locations than the neighbourhoods and villages listed above (namely Marley Hill, 
Greenside and Rowlands Gill).  
 
 

4.5 Location for employment development (Follingsby) 
 

62 As in Stage 1 of the Strategic Land Review and Green Belt Assessment, it continues 
to be the intention to delete land south of Follingsby Lane at Follingsby from the Green 
Belt to meet the shortfall in land for warehousing and distribution purposes, in an 
appropriate location with ready access to the road network. The detailed justification 
for this in terms of the need for the land will be found in the revised Employment Land 
Review published simultaneously with this report.  
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Appendix A 
 
Sites deleted, altered or added since Stage 1 
 
A1 Sites deleted 
 
Site 
number  

Location Reason 

6 Leam Lane 
(west) 

Objection from statutory consultee English Heritage 
regarding the impact on the setting of the Bowes railway, 
a Scheduled Ancient Monument, was not thought to be 
resolvable with regard to this site. An objection was also 
received from Sunderland City Council to encroachment 
on the Green Belt in this location. The site was 
subsequently found to have been mis-scored against the 
Green Belt criteria at Stage 1 and should not have been 
put forward in the Stage 1 report. 

259 Leam Lane 
(east) 

The western part of the site, at least, would have been 
excluded because of an objection from statutory 
consultee English Heritage regarding the impact on the 
setting of the Bowes railway, a Scheduled Ancient 
Monument, which was not thought to be resolvable with 
regard to that part of this site. An objection was also 
received from Sunderland City Council to encroachment 
on the Green Belt in this location and the scale of the 
proposed development, though not the extent to which it 
would project into the Green Belt, has been reduced. The 
site was subsequently found to have been mis-scored 
against the Green Belt criteria at Stage 1 and should not 
have been put forward in the Stage 1 report. 

302 Two sites off 
School Lane, 
Highfield 

Landowner does not want the sites developed 

306 NE of Rivers 
Estate, 
Chopwell 

Assessment established that the development of the 
northern part of the site would cause unacceptable 
damage to biodiversity and semi-natural habitats. Road 
access to the southern part of the site through the Rivers 
estate would be unacceptable for the scale of 
development proposed and a road access through the 
northern part, which would also require the acquisition of 
additional land to the north west, would adversely affect 
the biodiversity considerations mentioned above.  

309 N of High Spen 
Park 

Road access would not be feasible given the steep slope 
at the east edge of the site, and any homes built would 
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unacceptably overlook the housing area adjoining 
320 Former 

Hookergate 
School, High 
Spen 

Without the ability to develop sites 302, this site would be 
housing in an isolated location surrounded by Green Belt, 
and would fail the Green Belt scoring criteria in Stage 1. 
However although the site therefore cannot be proposed 
for deletion from the Green Belt, under the new National 
Planning Policy Framework it could in principle be 
redeveloped as a brownfield site whilst remaining within 
the Green Belt. 

356 North of St 
Agnes 
Gardens, 
Crawcrook 

The physical characteristics of the site, including slope 
and relationship with nearby houses, make it unsuitable 
for development. 

 
 
A2 Sites altered 
 
Site 
number  

Location Reason 

224 Chopwell, N 
side of village 
centre 

The biodiversity value of the northern third of the site 
makes development undesirable, but a compensatory 
area to the S of the site, around and behind the fire 
station, has been added. 

 
 
A3 Sites rejected for addition since Stage 1  
 
These sites were put forward by landowners too late to be assessed at Stage 1, or 
were incorrectly scored against the Green Belt criteria at Stage 1, and therefore 
recognised as needing further investigation. This table includes sites which had not 
been assessed separately against Green Belt criteria at Stage 1, and which when 
assessed were found to pass the Green Belt scoring carried out at Stage 1. The sites 
in this table were found to be clearly unsuitable according to the criteria for suitability 
etc. included in Stage 2, according to the method which by then had been consulted 
on, without the full Stage 2 assessment being carried out. 
 
Sites which were put forward as separate sites later than Stage 1 but which, when 
tested, failed the Stage 1 Green Belt criteria, have not been listed here. Such sites can 
be considered to have been already assessed at Stage 1 since they were parts of 
larger sites, or a grouping together of smaller sites, for which the same conclusion had 
already been reached. 
 
Site 
number  

Location Reason for rejection 

361 Kindred's 
Wood, 

Designated Local Wildlife Site 
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Sunniside 
359 Marley Hill, 

NW of village 
Unsustainable location in a small settlement with few 
facilities; potential impact on Conservation Area 

360 Marley Hill, 
NW of village 
(larger site) 

Unsustainable location in a small settlement with few 
facilities; potential impact on Conservation Area 

61 E of 
Streetgate 

Beyond walking distance from local facilities in Sunniside. 
Poor shape, unacceptable protrusion into Green Belt, 
scale of traffic impact as would only make sense to 
develop with the rest of the Sunniside sites 

84 (a) S of 
Kibblesworth 

Poor location for access to village facilities and public 
transport, doubtful road access, separated from village by 
Bowes Railway, illogical extension to village compared 
with other sites but development of all sites would more 
than double the size of the village, difficulty in establishing 
defensible new Green Belt boundary  

84 (b) S of 
Kibblesworth 

Poor location for access to village facilities and public 
transport, doubtful road access, separated from village by 
Bowes Railway, illogical extension to village compared 
with other sites but development of all sites would more 
than double the size of the village, difficulty in establishing 
defensible new Green Belt boundary 

193 (a)  NW side of 
Greenside 

Access difficulties. 

217 (a) W of 
Whittonstall 
Terrace, 
Chopwell 

Would unacceptably attenuate rather than round off the 
shape of the settlement especially compared to other 
available sites at Chopwell. Scale of potential 
development at Chopwell too great to allow identification 
of more sites and  realistically expect development of 
them all within the plan period.  

225 (a) N of 
Whittonstall 
Rd, Chopwell 

Ecological value of site; public open space and accessible 
natural greenspace 

262 (a) NE of 
Kibblesworth 

Ecological value; impact on character of surroundings 

283 NE of 
Rowlands Gill 

Major incursion into wildlife corridor; unacceptable visual 
impact on the Derwent valley landscape and views into 
and out of Gibside; adverse impact on tourism. High 
landscape sensitivity area. 

290 (a) Off Westfield 
Lane, Ryton 

Unacceptable access with no opportunity to improve 
given impact on Conservation Area; ecological value 

296 (a) W of Dyke 
Heads Lane, 
Greenside 

Access difficulties 

298 SE of 
Greenside 

Scale of development incompatible with scale of village 
and its facilities; not a sustainable location for major 



 22 

expansion 
255 Marley Hill, S 

of former 
school 

Unsustainable location in a small settlement with few 
facilities; potential impact on Conservation Area 

 
 
A4 Sites added for assessment at Stage 2, but not preferred (reasons why these 
sites were not preferred are given in the individual site assessments) 
 
Site 
number  

Location Reason for inclusion for assessment 

261 Kibblesworth 
east 

Scoring at Stage 1 not correct 

264 Kibblesworth 
bank upper 
site 

Scoring at Stage 1 not correct 

270 (b) South of 
previously 
identified 
Dunston Hill 
sites 

Scoring at Stage 1 not considered to allow sufficiently for 
cumulative development 

280 Off Barlow 
Lane, 
Winlaton 

Scoring at Stage 1 not correct 

 
 
A5 Sites added for assessment at Stage 2, and preferred to be taken forward 
(reasons why these sites were preferred are given in the individual site assessments) 
 
Site 
number  

Location Reason for inclusion for assessment 

287 Off Woodside 
Lane, Ryton 

Scoring at Stage 1 not correct 

292 Off Crawcrook 
Lane, 
Crawcrook 

Scoring at Stage 1 not correct 

307 (a) Ramsay 
Road/ 
Greenhead 
Road, 
Chopwell 

Scoring at Stage 1 not correct. The much larger site 307 
was re-assessed but only this part was acceptably located 
for development and not too sloping or too far from village 
facilities.  

357 Off Pennyfine 
Road, 
Sunniside 
(north) 

Not assessed at Stage 1 because it was included in site 66 
which was considered to be already developed, but 
included a significant proportion of open land. Landowner 
asked for separate assessment. 

358 Off Pennyfine Not assessed at Stage 1 because it was included in site 66 
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Road, 
Sunniside 
(south) 

which was considered to be already developed, but 
included a significant proportion of open land. Landowner 
asked for separate assessment. 

363 Off Pennyfine 
Road, 
Sunniside 
(central) 

Not assessed at Stage 1 because it was included in site 66 
which was considered to be already developed, but 
included a significant proportion of open land. Landowner 
asked for separate assessment. 

364 N of 
Gateshead 
Road, 
Streetgate 

Not assessed separately at Stage 1 because it was 
included in two larger parcels of land. Landowner of west 
part (Monaville) asked for separate assessment and the 
Council concluded that the eastern part should be included 
to make a more logical and potentially developable site.  
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Appendix B 
 
Revised Green Belt scoring of sites 
 
This table shows sites where scores against the Green Belt criteria have been revised 
since Stage 1, and new sites and those where the scores have been revised since 
Stage 1 as a result of redrawing.  
 
The Green Belt scores for those sites fully assessed at Stage 2 are given in Appendix 
I. 
 
Site 
number 

Urban 
sprawl 

Historic 
character 

Country-
side 
encroach
-ment 

Merg-
ing 

Urban 
regener
-ation 

Total Pass/ 
fail 

6 2 5 3 2 5 17 Fail 
61 5 5 1 4 5 20 Pass 
259 2 5 3 2 5 17 Fail 
283 5 5 2 5 5 22 Pass 
298 5 5 2 4 5 21 Pass 
255 5 5 2 5 5 22 Pass 
261 5 5 3 5 5 23 Pass 
264 5 5 1 5 5 21 Pass 
270 (b) 5 5 0 5 5 20 * 
280 2 5 3 5 5 20 Pass 
287 5 5 1 5 5 21 Pass 
292 5 5 2 5 5 22 Pass 
357 5 5 4 5 5 24 Pass 
358 5 5 4 5 5 24 Pass 
359 5 5 3 5 5 23 Pass 
360 5 5 2 5 5 22 Pass 
361 5 5 3 5 5 23 Pass 
363 5 5 2 5 5 22 Pass 
364 5 5 2 5 5 22 Pass 
 
*This site passes the minimum score but would fail on the Stage 1 method because of 
scoring 0 on countryside encroachment (if treated as an isolated site in the 
countryside). However since it would not be developed without adjoining land to the 
north, it was treated as passing for further assessment.  
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Appendix C 
 
Method for assessing sites at Stage 2 
 
SLR Site Assessment Form 
 

February 2012 

Site:  Refs:  

Address:  

 

Ownership:  

 

Area:  

Capacity:  
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Map of the site 
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A. Consultation responses 
 [List the issues identified for this site and explain where in the evaluation these will 

be addressed] 

 

B. Strategic Land Review and Green Belt Assessment update 
 [Based on issues raised in A. above, identify the need to review and/or update the 

SLR-GBA and identify outcome.] 

 [This section also explains why we have grouped sites or changed the proposed 
boundaries, where this is the case] 

 

C. Suitability 
 The following factors will be assessed for each site, to establish with reasonable 

certainty that the site can deliver the required outcomes within the plan period.  
The methodology is in line with PPS 3 and the considerations applied through our 
Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessments.  

C.1 Physical constraints 

 Discuss the constraints identified for the site, such as: 

• Site topography including slope 

• Local character of the site, including landscape value 

• Traffic management 

• Access constraints 

• Infrastructure capacity (highways  / schools / utilities) 

• Flood risk 

• Ecology and habitat values 

• Site designations (e.g. conservation area / Local Wildlife Site) 

• Ground conditions 

• Health, safety and amenity constraints  
(e.g. presence of pipelines, air quality, ground contamination, bad 
neighbour uses) 

• Other identified constraints 

C. 2 Mitigation 

Whether the effects of constraints and the impact of the development 
proposed are capable of effective mitigation 
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D. Accessibility 
None of our settlements exist in isolation and a full range and indeed choice of 
facilities and services can be accessed by fairly short car journeys. But, in terms of 
sustainability it is preferable that essential local facilities (those needed on a day to 
day basis) are available within easy walking distances.  We have adopted these 
principles when looking for preferable sites for future housing development. 

Newcastle’s accessibility model has been used to determine the travel times used in 
this assessment. 

D.1 Access to Schools 

Travel time to nearest primary (or first and middle) schools  

5 points = majority of homes less than 5 minute walk  

4 points = majority of homes 5-10 minute walk  

3 points = majority of homes 10-15 minute walk  

2 points = majority of homes 15-20 minute walk  

1 point   = majority of homes  20-25 minute walk  

[identify the travel time / distance to nearest primary schools and/or 
nearest first/middle schools.   

 

 

 

 

 

Points 

 

 

 

 

Travel time to secondary school 

5 points = majority of homes less than 5 minute by foot/cycle/public transport 

4 points = majority of homes 5-10 minutes by foot/cycle/public transport 

3 points = majority of homes 10-15 minutes by foot/cycle/public transport 

2 points = majority of homes 15-20 minutes by foot/cycle/public transport 

1 point   = majority of homes 20-25 minutes by foot/cycle/public transport 

[set out what the travel time / distance is to nearest secondary 
schools] 

 

 

Points 
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D.2 Access to local facilities and services 

Travel time to defined district, local centre or supermarket 

5 points = majority of homes less than 5 minute walk  

4 points = majority of homes 5-10 minute walk  

3 points = majority of homes 10-15 minute walk  

Travel time to convenience store 

3 points = majority of homes less than 5 minute walk  

2 points = majority of homes 5-10 minute walk  

1 points = majority of homes 10-15 minute walk  

[set out what the travel time / distance is to nearest local facilities. 
Describe what is available within what distances and attribute the 
best score accordingly] 

Local Centre or Supermarket: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Convenience Store: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Variation to score: Bonus points  will be awarded where the 
majority of homes are within 10 minutes walk of an existing: 

• a library,  
• a swimming pool or leisure centre,  
• a doctor surgery or health centre,  

Points 
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• a nursery,  
• a community centre] 

 

 

 

D.3 Access to sustainable transport 

Travel time to Metro Station / Local Service Rail Station (with frequent 
service) / Express bus stop 

5 points = majority of homes less than 5 minute walk  

4 points = majority of homes 5-10 minute walk 

3 points = majority of homes 10-15 minute walk  

Travel time to local bus service stop 

3 points = majority of homes less than 5 minute walk  

2 points = majority of homes 5-10 minute walk  

1 points = majority of homes 10-15 minute walk  

 

[set out what the travel time / distance is to nearest public transport 
service; describe what is available within what distances and 
attribute the best score accordingly] 

Travel time to Metro Station / Local Service Rail Station with 
frequent service / Express bus stop: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Travel time to local bus service stop: 

 

 

 

 

 

Points 
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D.4 Access to employment 

 

Travel time to a major employment site (over 5,000 employees) 

10 points = majority of homes less than 5 minutes by foot/public transport 

8 points = majority of homes 5-10 minute by foot/public transport 

6 points = majority of homes 10-15 minute by foot/public transport 

4 points = majority of homes 15-20 minutes by foot/public transport 

2 points = majority of homes 20-25 minute by foot/public transport 

Travel time to local employment (nearest 1,000 jobs) 

6 points = majority of homes within 0-5 minutes by foot / public transport 

4 points = majority of homes within  5-10 minutes by foot or public transport 

2 point = majority of homes within 10-15 minutes by foot or public transport 

[set out distances to Core Strategy defined key employment sites 
and also similar large employment sites in other local authority areas 
within these distances.  Attribute best score as per above.] 

Travel time to major employment site 

 

 

 

 

 

Travel time to local employment  

 

 

 

 

 

Points 
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D.5 Access to regional centre 

Travel time to Central Newcastle, Gateshead Quays or Metro Centre 

5 points = majority of homes less than 5 minutes by foot/cycle/public transport 

4 points = majority of homes 5-10 minute by foot/cycle/public transport 

3 points = majority of homes 10-15 minute by foot/cycle/public transport 

2 points = majority of homes 15-20 minutes by foot/cycle/public transport 

1 points = majority of homes 20-25 minute by foot/cycle/public transport 

[set out distances to Newcastle City Centre, Quayside area and 
Metro Centre.  Attribute best score as per above.] 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Points 

 

 

 

 
 

D. 6 Viability of schools and local facilities and services 

Acknowledge the contribution that new homes can make to the viability of 
local services;  

2.5 points = improved viability primary school 

2.5 points = improved viability secondary school 

2.5 points = improved local transport services   

2.5 points = improved local facilities and services 

[extra points, up to the maximum identified above will be allocated 
where the development will improve viability, based on likelihood of 
these improvements occurring] 

 

Points 
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E. Deliverability 
 This will look at the likely development of the site over the plan period and assess: 

• Is the site likely to be available for development 

• Is it likely to generate developer interest 

• Can the site deliver what the Core Strategy sets out (e.g. housing choice, 
critical mass) 

• Will development, including mitigation and infrastructure requirements, be 
viable 

F. Analysis and Conclusions 
 This section will draw together the results of the evaluation, including from the 

SLR, and analyse the results to enable a conclusion to be formulated. 
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Appendix D 
 
Accessibility scoring of sites 
 
See Excel spreadsheet attached as a separate 
document  
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Appendix E 
 
Individual site assessments (grouped by location) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 36 

NEIGHBOURHOOD GROWTH AREAS 

DUNSTON HILL 
SUMMARY OF CONSULTATION 

 
Support Object Comment 

1 37 0 
 
There was overwhelming objection to development at Dunston Hill. In addition to 
comments, two petitions with 516 signatures were submitted objecting to Policy CS3 – 
Dunston Hill and CS5 – Green Belt on the grounds of; 

a) Congestion on Whickham Highway, which is viewed as already unacceptable 
and new development will make this worse  

b) A strong wish to protect wildlife and access to the countryside 
c) Prioritising brownfield development and protecting the character of the area 

were also common issues. 
d) Protecting the green buffer zone between settlements.  

 
However, one petition did show some support for new build. 26 residents would 
support house building plans on Whickham Highway if roads in the area were 
improved, and 44 people who oppose 800 houses being built on Whickham Highway, 
would accept a smaller number. 
 
Petition - 74 Signatures 
 
Dunston Hill and Whickham East 
Opposing proposals in Gateshead Council's Strategic Land Review to release land at 
the Central Nursery and on Green Belt to the south of Whickham Highway for house-
building. We believe that development of these locations will damage the separate 
identities of Dunston and Whickham. Furthermore, we believe that roads are currently 
inadequate for present numbers of vehicles and the proposed addition of housing will 
make the traffic situation worse. We therefore call on Gateshead Council to object 
proposals for house building to the south of Whickham Highway. 

 
Survey – 530 responses 
 

 

Q1. I 
oppose to 

allow house 
building on 

Q2. I would 
support house 

building plans on 
Whickham 

Q3. I oppose 800 
houses being built 

on Whickham 
Highway but 

Q4. I support 
proposals for 
800 houses to 

be built on 

Q5. 
Don't 
Know 
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Whickham 
Highway 

Highway if roads 
in the area were 

improved 

would accept a 
smaller number 

Whickham 
Highway 

TOTAL 436 26 44 7 11 
% 82% 5% 8% 1% 2% 

 
 
A significant proportion of respondents commented that they are against development 
at Dunston Hill as it will lead to increased traffic and congestion in an already strained 
road network. In addition, general accessibility issues were highlighted as a concern.  
 
It was noted that objectors feel that development at the site will have a significant 
impact upon existing local infrastructure, facilities and services. Objections were also 
submitted in relation to development resulting in urban sprawl, and development 
would play a role in the loss of village character and local identity. Fears were also 
highlighted over the potential for increased levels of pollution, as a result of any 
increase in traffic. 
 
Objections were also submitted on the grounds that there is no demand for additional 
housing in the area, and if development were to go ahead, this would negatively 
impact on the value of existing homes. Objections also raised the issue of loss of 
views and light to existing properties and amenity areas.  
 
Concerns were raised against development because of a potential loss of open space, 
which in turn would result on an impact on access to recreational amenity 
opportunities. In addition, it was noted that development would adversely impact upon 
wildlife and habitats, as well as local health and wellbeing. 
 
Concerns were also raised around the potential loss of agricultural land, loss of 
countryside and any environmental impacts that may occur as a result of housing 
development on the site. 
 
The alleged lack of prioritisation of brownfield sites was also a major concern raised 
throughout comments received. Constraints to the development of the site were noted 
as including the likelihood of an increased risk of flooding. 
 
In contrast, there was some support for the development of Dunston Hill, on the 
grounds that it would allow future residents’ access to a range of facilities and 
services, as well as increasing provision of a range of tenure and property sizes, 
increasing choice available. It was also noted that development will encourage 
improved access to sustainable modes of transport. 
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No comments have been received on site 270(b) as this site was not consulted 
on.  However, it is felt that the site is likely to generate similar comments to that 
of sites 62, 267 and 270, also located within Dunston. 
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SLR Site Assessment Form 
SITE 62 

February 2012 

 

Site: Dunston Hill Refs: 62 

Address: Dunston Hill 
Central Nursery Site 

Ownership: Gateshead Council 

Area: 9.3ha (net) 

Capacity: 335 

 

A. Consultation responses 
Summarised jointly for the Dunston Hill sites - see above. 

 

B. Strategic Land Review and Green Belt Assessment update 
No change is proposed to the site at Gateshead Central Nursery (site 62) as put 
forward in Stage 1 of the SLR-GBA. The issues raised in response to consultation 
have been taken into account in the assessment of mitigation needed and the viability 
of the site.  

 

C. Suitability 

C.1 Physical constraints 
 

Site topography including slope 

Gently sloping site with terracing. It was concluded that this would not prevent 
development. 

 

Local character of the site, including landscape value 

Site comprises Gateshead Central Nursery grounds including houses and various out 
buildings and a willow tree arboretum. Playing fields and an extensive metalled 
parking area step down on terraced landform to abut Emmanuel College boundary. A 
gated and landscaped access to Watergate Forest Park is included in the 
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development zone. The main residual impacts would be loss of established access 
and parking serving Watergate Park and visual impacts to footpaths accessing the 
park, houses and College where existing vegetation may not provide screening. 
 
The surrounding settlements have developed in large clusters over time and in relation 
to this site there is a clear stop in development upon reaching the Whickham Highway. 
Much of the housing to the north is 60s/70s and 90s built toward the Whickham 
Highway. To the East, beyond the school are generally 1950s semis. The majority of 
the units are set on linear streets with back to back gardens and in some cases 
backing onto shared open space. Most units are semi-detached, 2 storey units and as 
a result are medium density. 
 
Sustainable construction will be important on this site. Layout should therefore 
consider from the outset orientation of housing, passive design, SuDS, and future-
proofing. 
 
Detached and semi-detached forms most appropriate here. 

 

Traffic management 

Site will have a huge impact on the most congested section of the A1, adding to the 
movement that causes much of the problem.  We have already had concerns about 
this site from the Highways Agency. There will also be a big impact on what is a busy 
section of the local road network – particularly the A692 between Whickham Highway 
and the A1, including the junctions at either end. 
 
The site covers the park and ride proposal for the existing car park at Watergate 
Forest Park which will be included in the One Core Strategy.  Should consider whether 
the park and ride proposal (or an extended version) should be provided as a condition 
of approval on this and adjacent sites. 
 
Contributions towards further local transport improvements may also be appropriate. 

 

Access constraints 

Congestion on local and strategic highway network which Transport Assessment 
would need to quantify and address, or consider mitigation. Existing access points 
onto Whickham Highway. Consider impact of existing trees on front boundary relative 
to accesses to ensure good visibility. 
�

Infrastructure capacity (schools / utilities)  

Provision of Gas and Electricity - The existing networks have capacity, and it is highly 
unlikely that there will be any non-standard issues with connecting to gas and 
electricity networks.  

Telecoms - All relevant requirements can be delivered within 12 months  
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Primary Schools - St Marys will have 1% surplus by 2015. Lobley Hill Primary has no 
surplus at present. 

Secondary School – Acceptable impact on Whickham Academy and Kingsmeadow 
School. 

See also Appendix K 

 

Flood risk - Flood Zone 1 – low probability 

 

Ecology and habitat values 

The southern end of the site supports a range of semi-natural habitats and forms an 
integral part of Watergate Forest Park.  The area of hard standing in the eastern 
corner of the site forms the main car park serving Watergate Forest Park.  The 
remainder of the site contains areas of hard standing, buildings, coniferous and 
broadleaved trees, shrubs and amenity grassland. The site lies immediately adjacent 
to Watergate Forest Park Lake Local Wildlife Site (formerly SNCI) Gat 141, and is on 
the edge of, but within, a Wildlife Corridor. The Tanfield Railway Path forms the south 
eastern boundary of the site, but the path passes within a broad corridor at this point.  
The site is also in part accessible natural greenspace and low landscape sensitivity. It 
is recommended that the car park be removed from the allocation.   

 

Site designations (e.g. conservation area / Local Wildlife Site) 

Conservation Area - If developed in isolation, site 62 is more remote from the Dunston 
Hill Estate (locally listed) and Whickham Conservation Area. However, if developed 
with sites 269 and 270, these are closer to those heritage assets, and then these 
could impact on the design quality and context of the overall development. 

 

Ground conditions 

Extreme north east corner of the site has previously been occupied by a coal storage 
depot (1890s-1960s) but is now car parking. The Nursery site may also contain made 
ground of unknown constituency used to construct a development platform for the 
buildings and hard standing on site. It is possible colliery waste materials may have 
been used in the construction.  The former coal depot area may contain coal waste / 
products if not removed during reclamation / landscaping of this area prior to its 
current use.  

 

Health, safety and amenity constraints (e.g. presence of pipelines, air quality, ground 
contamination, bad neighbour uses) 

The nursery garden areas may have utilised fertilisers, pesticides or herbicides which 
are a potential source of residual contamination. If the site was used for other Council 
depot purposes, there is the possibility that fuels, mineral oils, anti-freeze, brake fluids, 
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solvents, paints may have been used during site operations, so localised spills of the 
above are possible, especially around fuel tank areas.  
 
The potential level of contamination possibly being a hazard to site operatives and 
future site users is considered to be moderate risk, based on Table 6.6 “Description of 
the classified risks and likely action required” CIRIA C552 “Contaminated Land risk 
assessment – A guide to good practice”. (2001)�

 

Other identified constraints 

Northern area of site – LES Central Nursery containing buildings, car parking and 
playing field.  
 

• Agricultural land  
• Playing Fields / open space  

 
Noise 
Potential for traffic noise from Whickham Highway/Consett Road. 
 
Regeneration 
The release/development of the site should be carefully phased so it does not hinder 
development on the Ravensworth Road site in Dunston.  

 

C. 2 Mitigation 
Site topography including slope – None required. 

 

Local character of the site, including landscape value 

Landscaping masterplan for all three Dunston Hill sites should be produced from the 
outset. This should have regard to the waggonways and other links to the Forest Park 
and surrounding areas. Incorporate significant landscape buffers between any housing 
and the adjacent countryside. 

 

Traffic management - Park and ride and Lobley Hill junction improvement. 

 

Access constraints - Need to consider relationship of any new accesses to the existing 
access to the private nursery/dwelling within site 269. 

 

Infrastructure capacity (schools/utilities) 

Schools - Cumulative impact would require expansion of primary school. See also 



 43 

Appendix K  

 

Flood risk - Surface water drainage scheme required. Incorporate Sustainable 
Drainage Systems (SuDs) where appropriate.�
�

Ecology and habitat values 

Any development would therefore need to: 
1) Maintain and enhance the recreational amenity of Watergate Forest Park. 
2) Provide improved green infrastructure links to Watergate Forest Park and the 

Tanfield Railway Path. 
3) Maintain and enhance the integrity of the wildlife corridor. 
4) Maintain and enhance the biodiversity value of the site, with a particular focus 

on priority habitats and species identified in the Durham Biodiversity Action 
Plan. This could be achieved through genuine green spaces within or on the 
edge of the development. However, for true mitigation, some of these areas 
would benefit from being informal and less accessible/secluded. 

5) Consider re-provision of open habitats, incorporation of SuDS. 

 

Site designations (e.g. conservation area/Local Wildlife Site) 

Whickham Grand Lease Waggonway of 1621 and mine shafts (bell pits). Full 
assessment of the waggonway would be required, and preservation in situ. 

 

Ground conditions 

The site is situated within an area believed to contain underground mine workings, 
though there are no known mine shafts with the site boundaries. A mining report 
should be obtained from the Coal Authority which would provide a more accurate 
analysis of potential mining conditions which may affect the proposed development.  
“Made ground” in the eastern area of the site may require stabilisation works to 
provide a competent load bearing development platform for future housing.  

 

Health, safety and amenity constraints (e.g. presence of pipelines, air quality, ground 
contamination, bad neighbour uses) 

Intrusive site investigation will be required to assess potential contamination on the 
site if changes to landform or land use take place. Action unlikely to be needed whilst 
site remains in present use or otherwise remains undisturbed.  
 
Any proposed development will require a full risk assessment and environmental 
appraisal during the planning application process.  

 

Other identified constraints 
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Noise impact assessment required. Orientation/siting of dwellings and acoustic 
insulation may be required. 
 
Overall Conclusion: Suitable subject to highways issues being resolved 
 
D.  Accessibility 

See Appendix D 

 

E. Deliverability 

 
Is the site likely to be available for development? 

Site would be available for development, is Council owned with the expectation of a 
resolution to dispose. 

 

Is it likely to generate developer interest? 

Site is located within an area of significant market demand and desirability.  

 

Can the site deliver what the Core Strategy sets out (e.g. housing choice, critical 
mass)? 

The site would be able to deliver housing in a relatively accessible location and in an 
area with the potential for providing more family housing to cater for the identified 
need borough-wide. 

 

Will development, including mitigation and infrastructure requirements, be viable? 

Based on all the information above and subject to detailed investigation of mitigation 
costs and the balance of sites coming forward in the area, it is provisionally concluded 
that the site is viable. 

 

F. Analysis and Conclusions 
A range of issues, raised in consultation and/or identified in the work on suitability and 
potential mitigation reported above, needs to be taken into account to make this site 
appropriate for deletion from the Green Belt and for housing development. In 
particular, mitigation of increased traffic will be necessary, affecting Whickham 
Highway, Lobley Hill Bank (officially part of Lobley Hill Road), and the A1 especially at 
its junctions with the A692 and A184 (where, it is acknowledged, improvements are 
required regardless of additional housing development). Provision of the proposed 
park and ride site at the east of this site is likely to form part of this mitigation but other 
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road and junction improvements are also likely to be necessary. Funding from this and 
other proposed housing sites at Dunston Hill and Sunniside is unlikely to be sufficient 
to pay for the necessary improvements to the A1 but other sources of funding are 
being sought. 
 
It is also recognised as important, and assessed as achievable, that access to, and 
the attractiveness of, Watergate Forest Park and its approaches are maintained and 
enhanced by any development. 
 
Because of its location the site could be developed on its own but it is assessed as 
more appropriate to put forward the area made up by sites 62, 269 and 270 (a) at 
Dunston Hill, which would be an attractive location for good-quality family homes, and 
because of the existing landform and landscape features, could be well screened from 
the existing housing areas adjoining. 
 
The Dunston Hill sites would be a highly sustainable location for development in that 
they are located very close to, and within easy travelling time of, central Newcastle 
and Gateshead, the MetroCentre and Team Valley (providing excellent employment 
opportunities) and well-served by public transport. They are therefore more 
sustainably located than any of the other sites preferred in this report. 
 
A new clear and defensible Green Belt boundary would need to be established along 
the southern and south-western edges of sites 62, 269 and 270 (a) and this would be 
required as part of any development.            
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SLR Site Assessment Form 
SITE 269 

April 2012 

Site: Dunston Hill Refs: 269 

Address: Dunston Hill Central 

Ownership: Persimmon Homes; Ouston Farms Ltd (south east corner) 

Area: 8.1ha (net) 

Capacity: 292 

 

A. Consultation responses 
Summarised jointly for the Dunston Hill sites - see above. 

 

B. Strategic Land Review and Green Belt Assessment update 
The proposed boundary of the site has been changed compared to the version 
published at Stage 1, because the site had been incorrectly drawn to include several 
houses and their curtilages near to Whickham Highway. These have now been 
excluded. The issues raised in response to consultation have been taken into account 
in the assessment of mitigation needed and the viability of the site.  

 

C. Suitability 

 

C.1 Physical constraints 
 

Site topography including slope 

Bank to road edge in places, then generally sloping downhill south into the valley. 
Bisected by public footpaths. 

 

Local character of the site, including landscape value 

Small arable fields with hedgerow on ground sloping south eastwards from higher in 
the north west. A footpath ‘Broom Lane 1 mile’ enters the site between mature trees 
and hedgerow from B6317 and continues through the site following field pattern. Site 
extends eastwards to boundary of Gateshead Central Nursery grounds.  



 47 

 
The main residual impacts would be on footpaths and some visual impacts to local 
residents though mitigated to a large extent by existing vegetation. The majority of 
boundary treatments are hedgerows onto the road or adjacent land. Ideally, the trees 
alongside the Whickham Highway should be retained.�
 
Between 269 and 270 there is a significant cluster of trees that may act as a barrier 
between the two sites. The trees within 269 that separate the fields from the 
residential piece of land may also act as a significant barrier for connectivity. 
 
The surrounding settlements have developed in large clusters over time and in relation 
to this site there is a clear stop in development upon reaching the Whickham Highway. 
Much of the housing to the north is 60s/70s and 90s built toward the Whickham 
Highway and slightly older moving north, with some pre-1914 terraces. To the east, 
beyond the school are generally 1930s/50s semis. The majority of the units are set on 
linear streets with back to back gardens and in some cases backing onto shared open 
space. Most units are semi-detached, 2 storey units and as a result are medium 
density. 
 
Sustainable construction will be important on this site. Layout should therefore 
consider from the outset orientation of housing, passive design, SuDS, and future-
proofing. 
 

Traffic management 

Site will have a huge impact on the most congested section of the A1, adding to the 
movement that causes much of the problem.  We have already had concerns about 
this site from the Highways Agency (HA Amber site). There will also be a big impact 
on what is a busy section of the local road network – particularly the A692 between 
Whickham Highway and the A1, including the junctions at either end. 
 

Access constraints 

Congestion on local and strategic highway network for which a Transport Assessment 
would be needed to quantify and address/consider mitigation. Need to consider 
relationship of any new accesses to the existing access to the existing dwellings 
wrapped around by the site. Consider impact of existing trees on front boundary 
relative to accesses to ensure good visibility. 

 

Infrastructure capacity (schools / utilities)  

Provision of Gas and Electricity - The existing networks have capacity, and it is highly 
unlikely that there will be any non-standard issues with connecting to gas and 
electricity networks.  

Telecoms - All relevant requirements can be delivered within 12 months  
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Primary Schools - St Marys will have 1% surplus by 2015. Lobley Hill Primary has no 
surplus at present. 

Secondary School – Acceptable impact on Whickham Academy and Kingsmeadow 
School. 

See also Appendix K 

 

Flood risk - Flood Zone 1 – low probability 

 

Ecology and habitat values 

The site supports a range of habitats including mature broadleaved trees, native 
hedgerows, arable and semi-improved grassland, the western half of which lies within 
a designated Wildlife Corridor, running north from Watergate Forest Park.  The site is 
within an area of medium landscape sensitivity. It was concluded that mitigation would 
enable development. 

 

Site designations (e.g. conservation area / Local Wildlife Site) 

Conservation Area/Archaeology – Adjacent to the Dunston Hill Estate (locally listed 
park and garden) and Whickham Conservation Area. However, if developed with site 
270, together these  could impact on  the design quality and context of the overall 
development. 
Whickham Grand Lease Waggonway of 1621. Ridge and furrow earthworks; mine 
shafts. Bell pits, which are contemporary with the waggonways. 
                                              

Ground conditions 

No known issues 

 

Health, safety and amenity constraints (e.g. presence of pipelines, air quality, ground 
contamination, bad neighbour uses) 

No known issues other than deriving from historic use for mining. If the site to the east 
(site 62) is not used for housing, as part of it constitutes a brownfield site within the 
Green Belt there could be other use/development of the site which could impact on 
housing on this site. 

Other identified constraints 

None 
 
NOISE 
Potential for traffic noise from Whickham Highway. 
 
REGENERATION 
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The release/development of the site should be carefully phased so it does not hinder 
development on the Ravensworth Road site in Dunston.  
 
RESIDENTIAL AMENITY 
Layout would need to consider amenity impact on adjacent residential properties. 
 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING 
Local councillors are keen to ensure that house prices are affordable to the local 
community. 
 

C. 2 Mitigation 
 

Site topography including slope – none required 

 

Local character of the site, including landscape value 

Landscaping masterplan for all 3 Dunston Hill sites should be produced from the 
outset. This should have regard to the waggonways and other links to the Forest Park 
and surrounding areas. Incorporate significant landscape buffers between any housing 
and the adjacent countryside. 

 

Traffic management - Should consider whether the park and ride proposal (or an 
extended version) should be provided as a condition of approval on this and adjacent 
sites. Contributions towards further local transport improvements may also be 
appropriate.  

 

Access constraints - Consider impact of existing trees on front boundary relative to 
accesses to ensure good visibility. 

 

Infrastructure capacity (schools / utilities)  

Schools - Cumulative impact would require expansion of primary school. See also 

Appendix K 

 

Flood risk - Surface water drainage scheme required.�

 

Ecology and habitat values 

Any development would therefore need to: 
1. Maintain and enhance the recreational amenity of Watergate Forest Park. 
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2. Provide improved green infrastructure links to Watergate Forest Park and the 
 Tanfield Railway Path. 
3. Maintain and enhance the integrity of the wildlife corridor. 
4. Maintain and enhance the biodiversity value of the site, with a particular focus 
 on priority habitats and species identified in the Durham Biodiversity Action 
 Plan. This could be achieved through genuine green spaces within or on the 
 edge of the development. However, for true mitigation, some of these areas 
 would benefit from being informal and less accessible/secluded. 

Consider re-provision of open habitats, incorporation of SuDS. 

 

Site designations (e.g. conservation area/Local Wildlife Site) 

Presence of waggonway – part of same system that is Scheduled at Dunston Hill.  A 
full archaeological assessment would be required (submitted with any planning 
application) and preservation in situ, which could impact on the layout and the number 
of homes. 
 

Ground conditions 

The site is situated within an area believed to contain underground mine workings, 
though there are no known mine shafts with the site boundaries. A mining report 
should be obtained from the Coal Authority which would provide a more accurate 
analysis of potential mining conditions which may affect the proposed development.  

 

Health, safety and amenity constraints  (e.g. presence of pipelines, air quality, ground 
contamination, bad neighbour uses) 

None known 

 

Other identified constraints 

 
Noise impact assessment required. Orientation/ siting of dwellings and acoustic 
insulation may be required. 
 
Overall Conclusion:  
Suitable subject to highways issues being resolved 

 

D. Accessibility 
See Appendix D 

 

E. Deliverability 
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Is the site likely to be available for development? 

Site would be available for development, and has been put forward by the landowner 
for potential housing. 

 

Is it likely to generate developer interest? 

Site is located within an area of significant market demand and desirability.  

 

Can the site deliver what the Core Strategy sets out (e.g. housing choice, critical 
mass)? 

The site would be able to deliver housing in a relatively accessible location and in an 
area with the potential for providing more family housing to cater for the identified 
need borough-wide. 

 

Will development, including mitigation and infrastructure requirements, be viable? 

Based on all the information above and subject to detailed investigation of mitigation 
costs and the balance of sites coming forward in the area, it is provisionally concluded 
that the site is viable. 

 

F. Analysis and Conclusions 
A range of issues, raised in consultation and/or identified in the work on suitability and 
potential mitigation reported above, needs to be taken into account to make this site 
appropriate for deletion from the Green Belt and for housing development. In 
particular, mitigation of increased traffic will be necessary, affecting Whickham 
Highway, Lobley Hill Bank (officially part of Lobley Hill Road), and the A1 especially at 
its junctions with the A692 and A184 (where, it is acknowledged, improvements are 
required regardless of additional housing development). Provision of the proposed 
park and ride site at the east of site 62 is likely to form part of this mitigation but other 
road and junction improvements are also likely to be necessary. Funding from this and 
other proposed housing sites at Dunston Hill and Sunniside is unlikely to be sufficient 
to pay for the necessary improvements to the A1 but other sources of funding are 
being sought. 
 
Because of its location the site is unlikely to be suitable to be developed on its own 
and it is assessed as appropriate to put forward the area made up by sites 62, 269 
and 270 (a) at Dunston Hill, which would be an attractive location for good-quality 
family homes, and because of the existing landform and landscape features, could be 
well screened from the existing housing areas adjoining. The site boundary has been 
drawn to exclude the attractive area of woodland overlooking the site on the north 
west (at Whickham Hill Plantation and around The Mount) and whilst this would also 
be taken out of the Green Belt (assuming that site 270 (a) is also retained as a 
housing site), and it may be necessary for an access road to cross part of it, any 
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development proposals would be expected to respect the contribution which this 
makes to the attractiveness of the area.  
 
The possible existence of the Whickham Grand Lease Waggonway on the site could 
affect the development of part of the site.  
 
The Dunston Hill sites would be a highly sustainable location for development in that 
they are located very close to, and within easy travelling time of, central Newcastle 
and Gateshead, the MetroCentre and Team Valley (providing excellent employment 
opportunities) and well-served by public transport. They are therefore more 
sustainably located than any of the other sites preferred in this report. 
 

A new clear and defensible Green Belt boundary would need to be established along 
the southern and south-western edges of sites 62, 269 and 270 (a) and this would be 
required as part of any development. This boundary is cut across awkwardly by 
current landownership boundaries but would need to be established along the 
boundary the Council has indicated and not to follow the landownership boundaries. 
  

�
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SLR Site Assessment Form 
SITE 270(a) 

April 2012 

Site: Dunston Hill Refs: 270(a) 

Address: Dunston Hill West 

Ownership: Persimmon Homes 

Area: 3.4ha (net) 

Capacity: 123 

 

A. Consultation responses 
Summarised jointly for the Dunston Hill sites - see above. 

 

B. Strategic Land Review and Green Belt Assessment update 
The proposed boundary of the site has not been changed compared to the version 
published at Stage 1. The issues raised in response to consultation have been taken 
into account in the assessment of mitigation needed and the viability of the site.  

 

C. Suitability 

C.1 Physical constraints 
 

Site topography including slope 

Generally gentle slope southwards downhill into valley. The NW corner of the site 
behind the row of dwellings is mounded. Trees and hedgerows. It was concluded that 
topography would not prevent development.  

 

Local character of the site, including landscape value 

Most westerly and topographically the highest area of three sites located to the south 
of Whickham Highway, B6317. Views from the road to the south are blocked by 
continuous hedges and trees that follow the edge of the road eastwards to the 
boundary with Emmanuel College.  Mature trees are particularly an important feature 
on this part of the overall site frontage. This site comprises arable and root crop fields 
bounded by mature hedges. 
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A stand of mature deciduous woodland projects from the road southwards into arable 
fields. Established footpaths are evident along the edges of the site. Nearest receptors 
are residents in the row of houses on the north boundary of the site, and beyond that 
to north of B6317 and intervening vegetation. The site is visible from the A692 
approaching Sunniside from the west. The main residual impacts would be to 
footpaths and some visual impacts to local residents though mitigated to a large extent 
by existing vegetation. 
 
The surrounding settlements have developed in large clusters over time and in relation 
to this site there is a clear stop in development upon reaching the Whickham Highway. 
Much of the housing to the north is 60s/70s and 90s built toward the Whickham 
Highway and slightly older moving north, with some pre-1914 terraces. To the east, 
beyond the school are generally 1930s/50s semis. 
 
The majority of the units are set on linear streets with back to back gardens and in 
some cases backing onto shared open space. Most units are semi-detached, 2 storey 
units and as a result are medium density. Sustainable construction will be important 
on this site. Layout should therefore consider from the outset: orientation of housing, 
passive design, SuDS, and future-proofing. It was concluded that character would not 
prevent development. 

 

Traffic management 

Site will have a huge impact on the most congested section of the A1, adding to the 
movement that causes much of the problem.  We have already had concerns about 
this site from the Highways Agency (HA Amber site) There will also be a big impact on 
what is a busy section of the local road network – particularly the A692 between 
Whickham Highway and the A1, including the junctions at either end. Highways issues 
would need to be resolved and mitigated before development could proceed. 
Congestion on local and strategic highway network for which a Transport Assessment 
would be needed to quantify and address or consider mitigation. 

 

Access constraints 

Consider impact of existing trees on front boundary relative to accesses to ensure 
good visibility.  

 

Infrastructure capacity (schools / utilities)  

Provision of Gas and Electricity - The existing networks have capacity, and it is highly 
unlikely that there will be any non-standard issues with connecting to gas and 
electricity networks.  

Telecoms - All relevant requirements can be delivered within 12 months  

Primary Schools - St Marys will have 1% surplus by 2015. Lobley Hill Primary has no 
surplus at present. 
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Secondary School – Acceptable impact on Whickham Academy and Kingsmeadow 
School. 

See also Appendix K 

 

Flood risk - Flood Zone 1 – low probability 

 

Ecology and habitat values 

Most of the site is within a designated Wildlife Corridor, running north from Watergate 
Forest Park.  The site is also within an area of medium landscape sensitivity.   

 

Site designations (e.g. conservation area / Local Wildlife Site) 

It lies adjacent to, and could have a visual impact upon, the setting of the Whickham 
Conservation Area and the Dunston Hill locally listed Park and Garden.  
 
If developed with site 269, together these could impact on the design quality and 
context of the overall development. Whickham Grand Lease Waggonway of 
1621. Ridge and furrow earthworks                                                 

Presence of waggonway – part of same system that is Scheduled at Dunston Hill.  A 
full archaeological assessment would be required (submitted with any planning 
application) and preservation in situ, which could impact on layout and number of 
homes. 

 

Ground conditions 

The site is situated within an area believed to contain underground mine workings, 
though there are no known mine shafts with the site boundaries. A mining report 
should be obtained from the Coal Authority which would provide a more accurate 
analysis of potential mining conditions which may affect the proposed development.  

 

Health, safety and amenity constraints (e.g. presence of pipelines, air quality, ground 
contamination, bad neighbour uses)  

The potential level of contamination possibly being a hazard to site operatives and 
future site users is considered to be low risk. 

 

Other identified constraints 

Noise 
Although this site will present less of a frontage to Whickham Highway than 269 and 
62, there may still be the potential for traffic noise from Whickham Highway. 
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Regeneration 
 The release/development of the site should be carefully phased so it does not hinder 
development on the Ravensworth Road site in Dunston.  
 
Residential Amenity 
Layout would need to consider amenity impact on adjacent residential properties. 
 
Affordable Housing 
Local councillors are keen to ensure that house prices are affordable to the local 
community. 

 

C. 2 Mitigation 
 

Site topography including slope – none required. 

 

Local character of the site, including landscape value 

Landscaping masterplan for all 3 Dunston Hill sites should be produced from the 
outset. This should have regard to the waggonways and other links to the Forest Park 
and surrounding areas. Maximum effort should be placed on maintaining mature 
trees/hedgerows, especially those on the Whickham Highway frontage of this site. 
Incorporate significant landscape buffers between any housing and the adjacent 
countryside. 

 

Traffic management 

Should consider whether the park and ride proposal (or an extended version) should 
be provided as a condition of approval on this and adjacent sites. Contributions 
towards further local transport improvements may also be appropriate. 

 

Access constraints – appropriate design of access. 

 

Infrastructure capacity (schools / utilities)  

Schools - Cumulative impact would require expansion of primary school. See also 

Appendix K 

 

Flood risk - Surface water drainage scheme required.�

 

Ecology and habitat values 



 57 

Any development would therefore need to: 
• Provide improved green infrastructure links to Watergate Forest Park and 

the Tanfield Railway Path. 
• Maintain and enhance the integrity of the wildlife corridor. 
• Maintain and enhance the biodiversity value of the site, with a particular 

focus on priority habitats and species identified in the Durham Biodiversity 
Action Plan. This could be achieved through genuine green spaces within or 
on the edge of the development. However, for true mitigation, some of these 
areas would benefit from being informal and less accessible/secluded. 

• Consider re-provision of open habitats, incorporation of SuDS 

 

Site designations (e.g. conservation area/Local Wildlife Site) 

Any new development would need to be designed to enhance these heritage assets. 

 

Ground conditions 

No known issues except potentially deriving from former mining 

 

Health, safety and amenity constraints (e.g. presence of pipelines, air quality, ground 
contamination, bad neighbour uses) 

Any proposed development will require a full risk assessment and environmental 
appraisal during the planning application process.  

 

Other identified constraints 

 

Noise 
Noise impact assessment required. Orientation/siting of dwellings and acoustic 
insulation may be required. 
 
Residential Amenity 
There are likely to be strong objections from the residents of the existing dwellings 
situated between this site and Whickham Highway (as local councillors have already 
conveyed). Although there is already reasonable vegetation to the rear of these 
dwellings, councillors have requested if new dwellings could be sited further down the 
slope and a stand-off area or significant buffer zone could perhaps be located in this 
area to the rear of the dwellings. (this might have an impact on the site’s overall 
viability). In general terms, at least standard separation distances should be 
maintained between any new and existing dwellings, ideally maintaining and 
protecting any existing vegetation. 
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Overall Conclusion: Suitable subject to highways issues being resolved. 

 

D. Accessibility 
See Appendix D 

 

E. Deliverability 

Is the site likely to be available for development? 

Site would be available for development, and has been put forward by the landowner 
for potential housing. 

 

Is it likely to generate developer interest? 

Site is located within an area of significant market demand and desirability.  

 

Can the site deliver what the Core Strategy sets out (e.g. housing choice, critical 
mass)? 

The site would be able to deliver housing in a relatively accessible location and in an 
area with the potential for providing more family housing to cater for the identified 
need borough-wide. 

 

Will development, including mitigation and infrastructure requirements, be viable? 

Based on all the information above and subject to detailed investigation of mitigation 
costs and the balance of sites coming forward in the area, it is provisionally concluded 
that the site is viable. 

 

F. Analysis and Conclusions 
A range of issues, raised in consultation and/or identified in the work on suitability and 
potential mitigation reported above, needs to be taken into account to make this site 
appropriate for deletion from the Green Belt and for housing development. In 
particular, mitigation of increased traffic will be necessary, affecting Whickham 
Highway, Lobley Hill Bank (officially part of Lobley Hill Road), and the A1 especially at 
its junctions with the A692 and A184 (where, it is acknowledged, improvements are 
required regardless of additional housing development). Provision of the proposed 
park and ride site at the east of site 62 is likely to form part of this mitigation but other 
road and junction improvements are also likely to be necessary. Funding from this and 
other proposed housing sites at Dunston Hill and Sunniside is unlikely to be sufficient 
to pay for the necessary improvements to the A1 but other sources of funding are 
being sought. 
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Because of its location the site is unlikely to be suitable to be developed on its own 
and it is assessed as appropriate to put forward the area made up by sites 62, 269 
and 270 (a) at Dunston Hill, which would be an attractive location for good-quality 
family homes, and because of the existing landform and landscape features, could be 
well screened from the existing housing areas adjoining. Because of the bend in the 
road and the proximity of other junctions, a road access to the site directly off 
Whickham Highway could not be made and access would have to be from site 269. 
The site boundary has been drawn to exclude the attractive area of woodland 
bordering the site on the south east and separating it from site 269 (at Whickham Hill 
Plantation and around The Mount) and whilst this would also be taken out of the 
Green Belt (assuming that both sites 269 and 270 (a) are retained as housing sites), 
and a road access would need to cross part of it, any development proposals would 
be expected to respect the contribution which this makes to the attractiveness of the 
area.  
 
The possible existence of the Whickham Grand Lease Waggonway on the site could 
affect the development of part of the site.  
 
The Dunston Hill sites would be a highly sustainable location for development in that 
they are located very close to, and within easy travelling time of, central Newcastle 
and Gateshead, the MetroCentre and Team Valley (providing excellent employment 
opportunities) and well-served by public transport. They are therefore more 
sustainably located than any of the other sites preferred in this report. 
 

A new clear and defensible Green Belt boundary would need to be established along 
the southern and south-western edges of sites 62, 269 and 270 (a) and this would be 
required as part of any development. 

A sufficient degree of screening of the houses backing onto the site, on the south side 
of Whickham Highway, would be required, although an abnormal set-back distance 
would unreasonably reduce the capacity of the site. 

Design and layout would need to take account of any visual impact on the Whickham 
Conservation Area. However development would be behind the existing line of 
dwellings and would not project further towards Whickham than the current last house 
along Whickham Highway going towards Dunston. Objections that development of this 
and the proposed adjoining sites would lead to the merging of Whickham and Dunston 
into a single urban area are therefore clearly mistaken.        

�
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SLR Site Assessment Form 

May 2012 

Site: Dunston Hill Refs: 270 (b) 

Address:  

Ownership: Ouston Farms Ltd / Persimmon Homes 

Area: 6.45 ha 

Capacity: 190 

 

A. Consultation responses 
Summarised jointly for the Dunston Hill sites - see above. 

 

B. Strategic Land Review and Green Belt Assessment update 
The site has been added compared to the version published at Stage 1. It was re-
assessed as passing the Green Belt scoring criteria if assessed cumulatively with the 
adjoining sites and has not yet been consulted on, but all identifiable issues have been 
taken into account in the assessment of mitigation needed and the viability of the site.  

 

C. Suitability 
C.1 Physical constraints 

Site topography including slope 

Site slopes towards Watergate Park. 

 

Local character of the site, including landscape value 

Residential units to the north and north east beyond other sites/land. Emmanuel 
College is to the south east of 62 beyond the Tanfield Railway path. Recreation 
pitches (possibly associated with the school) are located to the south. Farm fields to 
the west. The Whickham Highway (B6317) is located to the north beyond site 62 and 
the A692 is located nearby to the south-east. There are a small number of shops and 
services located in the housing estates to the north and to the east.  

 
The site is undulating with gentle slopes. The site slopes downward from north-north-
west to south-south-east. There are other slopes and inclines within the rest of the site 
however. The most significant views are those of the surrounding landscape, 
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particularly to the south and the west, including Watergate Forest Park; given the 
landform, development of this site would be likely to have an unacceptable visual 
impact off the Forest Park. 
 
The surrounding settlements have developed in large clusters over time and in relation 
to this site there is a clear stop in development upon reaching the Whickham Highway. 
Much of the housing to the north of it is 60s/70s and 90s built toward the Whickham 
Highway and older moving north, with some pre-1914 terraces. To the east, beyond 
the school are generally 1930s/50s semis. The majority of the units are set on linear 
streets with back to back gardens and in some cases backing onto shared open 
space. Most units are semi-detached, 2 storey units and as a result are medium 
density. 
 

Traffic management/Access constraints 

Public transport would be at some distance from the site if reliant on walking to bus 
stops on Whickham Highway. There would be no vehicular access to the site without 
the development of a site to the north and based on Green Belt considerations, this 
site would not be allocated for development without the allocation of land linking it to 
Whickham Highway. Site will have an impact on the most congested section of the A1, 
adding to the movement that causes much of the problem.  We have already had 
concerns about sites in this area from the Highways Agency. There will also be a big 
impact on what is a busy part of the local road network – particularly the A692 
between Whickham Highway and the A1, including the junctions at either end. Could 
be Highways Agency objectors and potential high cost road mitigation. Public rights of 
way should be retained and enhanced by the development. 

 

Infrastructure capacity (schools / utilities)  

Provision of Gas and Electricity - The existing networks have capacity, and it is highly 
unlikely that there will be any non-standard issues with connecting to gas and 
electricity networks.  

Telecoms - All relevant requirements can be delivered within 12 months  

Primary Schools - St Marys will have 1% surplus by 2015. Lobley Hill Primary has no 
surplus at present. 

Secondary School – Acceptable impact on Whickham Academy and Kingsmeadow 
School. 

See also Appendix K 

 

Flood risk - surface water drainage scheme would be required 

 

Ecology and habitat values 
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Arable fields with native hedgerows, the site lies within a wildlife corridor.  A public 
right of way runs along the western boundary of the site connecting with Watergate 
Forest Park.  Any application for planning permission would need to be supported by 
an ecological survey, assessment and mitigation report.  �
 

Site designations (e.g. conservation area / Local Wildlife Site) 

Wildlife corridor. Medium landscape sensitivity.  

 

Ground conditions – none identified. 

 

Health, safety and amenity constraints (e.g. presence of pipelines, air quality, ground 
contamination, bad neighbour uses) 

 

Other identified constraints – none identified. 

 

C. 2 Mitigation 

 

Site topography including slope – none required. 

 

Local character of the site, including landscape value – any development would need 
to be designed appropriately taking into account the locality and existing built form. 

 

Traffic management/Access constraints - Access reliant on adjacent sites, there would 
need to be a consideration of neighbouring sites in the locality for access. 

 

Infrastructure capacity (schools / utilities)  

Schools - Cumulative impact would require expansion of primary school. See also 

Appendix K 

 

Flood risk – surface water drainage scheme would be required. 

 

Ecology and habitat values - Significant biodiversity mitigation required.  

 

Site designations (e.g. conservation area / Local Wildlife Site) – appropriate design 
that would not have a detrimental impact on landscape or wildlife quality. 
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Ground conditions – n/a 

 

Health, safety and amenity constraints (e.g. presence of pipelines, air quality, ground 
contamination, bad neighbour uses) – n/a 

 

Other identified constraints – n/a 

 

Overall Conclusion: Unsuitable. 

 

D. Accessibility 

See Appendix D 

 

E. Deliverability 
Is the site likely to be available for development? 

Site would be available for development, and has been put forward by the landowners 
for potential housing. 

 

Is it likely to generate developer interest? 

Site is located within an area of significant market demand and desirability.  

 

Can the site deliver what the Core Strategy sets out (e.g. housing choice, critical 
mass)? 

The site would be able to deliver housing in a relatively accessible location and in an 
area with the potential for providing more family housing to cater for the identified 
need borough-wide. 

 

Will development, including mitigation and infrastructure requirements, be viable? 

Based on all the information above and subject to detailed investigation of mitigation 
costs and the balance of sites coming forward in the area, it is provisionally concluded 
that the site is viable. 

 

F. Analysis and Conclusions 
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Because of its location the site would be unable to be developed on its own, but only 
with at least one site to the north.  
 
Assessment led to the conclusion that this site should not be put forward with the 
other sites at Dunston Hill for the following reasons: 
 
(i) Development would have a significant adverse visual impact on the adjoining 
countryside, especially the Watergate Forest Park. 
 
(ii) Housing on the site would be an unacceptable distance, especially on foot and 
uphill, from local facilities in Lobley Hill and Dunston Hill and from fast public transport 
services along Whickham Highway. The sustainability of the adjoining sites to the 
north would therefore be greatly reduced in the case of this site. 
 
(iii) It would be more difficult to establish a long-term, defensible Green Belt boundary 
around this site because it projects into the countryside.  
 
(iv) Whilst the other Dunston Hill sites are regarded as good sites and the extra 
pressure of the road network should be addressed so as to allow them to go ahead, 
proposing a much less good site which would contribute further to the pressure on the 
road network is not regarded as sensible especially when there is a possibility that the 
additional numbers could disproportionately increase the cost of measures to mitigate 
congestion. 
 

.   

�
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 SLR Site Assessment Form 
SITE 280 

May 2012 

Site: Winlaton Refs: 280 

Address: Land to southeast of Beech House 

Ownership: M. Redshaw (Davis Planning Partnership) 

Area: 7.16 ha 

Capacity: 215 

  

A. Consultation responses 
This site has not yet been subject to consultation. 

 

B. Strategic Land Review and Green Belt Assessment update 
The site was assessed as part of Stage 2 as it was found to have been wrongly 
scored at Stage 1 and should have been found to have exceeded the threshold for 
inclusion at Stage 1. However, the assessment of suitability has found significant 
constraints making the site unsuitable for development. 

  

C. Suitability 
 

C.1 Physical constraints 

  

Steeply sloping site difficult to develop 

 

Local character of the site, including landscape value 

Small site which comprises two fields currently used for grazing.  To the east is a cul 
de sac of detached bungalows on Meadow Close.  To the south at the top of the slope 
are Winlaton and Barlow Lane.  Beyond Barlow Lane there is a large 1970s housing 
estate with properties orientated to take advantage of the views northwards over 
Blaydon Burn.  Any development of this site will have a considerable impact on the 
landscape and longer views towards Winlaton from the north.  This is unlikely to be 
able to be successfully mitigated. 
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Traffic management/Access constraints 

Public Transport accessibility is poor.  Distances to stops are acceptable but the local 
stops only provide an hourly local circular service. Access onto Barlow Lane appears 
feasible with earthworks.  Upgrades to street lighting and footways on Barlow Lane 
would be required. Potential impact on local road network through Winlaton and on to 
Blaydon via Blaydon Bank or A695. Public rights of way should be retained and 
enhanced by the development. It was concluded that mitigation would enable 
development. 

 

Infrastructure capacity (schools / utilities)  

Provision of Gas and Electricity - The existing networks have capacity, and it is highly 
unlikely that there will be any non-standard issues with connecting to gas and 
electricity networks.  

Telecoms - All relevant requirements can be delivered within 12 months  

Primary School – There is surplus at Winlaton West Lane Primary, and new housing 
development would further sustain the school. 
 

Secondary School – Cumulative impact of development in western Gateshead would 
create need to expand Charles Thorp Comprehensive. It will reach capacity by 2017. 
See also Appendix K 

 

Flood risk – no major constraints. 

 

Ecology and habitat values 

The site lies within a wildlife corridor and is located southwest of Blaydon Burn Local 
Wildlife Site and southeast of Barlow Burn East Local Wildlife Site.  The site supports 
improved/semi-improved pasture with post and wire fencing and derelict hedgerows.  
It was concluded that mitigation would enable.�
�
Site designations (e.g. conservation area / Local Wildlife Site) 

 

Ground conditions 

 

Health, safety and amenity constraints (e.g. presence of pipelines, air quality, ground 
contamination, bad neighbour uses) - Pylons over portion of site.�

 

Other identified constraints 
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C. 2 Mitigation 

 

Site topography including slope - stepped development and suitably designed 
scheme, but the distance and gradient from the lower part of the site in particular to 
Barlow Lane, combined with the considerable distance from there to most facilities, 
would discourage the use of sustainable modes of transport (walking, cycling and 
public transport) and hinder integration with the rest of the local community. 

 

Local character of the site, including landscape value 

Design would have to lessen impact on longer landscape views - may not be 
successfully achievable 

 

Traffic management/ Access constraints 

Improved public transport infrastructure and access works 

 

Infrastructure capacity (schools / utilities)  

Schools - There would be a need for additional funding to support Charles Thorp, in 
addition to Priority School Building Programme (PSBP). See also Appendix K 

 

Flood risk - Surface water drainage scheme would be required. 

 

Ecology and habitat values - Any development of the site (including partial) should 
include major green infrastructure and biodiversity enhancements within the strategic 
Blaydon Burn Wildlife Corridor. 

 

Site designations (e.g. conservation area / Local Wildlife Site) 

 

Ground conditions –n/a 

Health, safety and amenity constraints  
(e.g. presence of pipelines, air quality, ground contamination, bad neighbour uses) 

Other identified constraints – n/a 

 

Overall Conclusion – Unsuitable 
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D. Accessibility 
See Appendix D 

 

E. Deliverability 

Is the site likely to be available for development? 

Currently unknown. 

 

Is it likely to generate developer interest? 

Site is located within an area of market demand.  

 

Can the site deliver what the Core Strategy sets out (e.g. housing choice, critical 
mass)? 

The site would be able to deliver housing in a relatively accessible location and in an 
area with the potential for providing more family housing to cater for the identified 
need borough-wide. 

 

Will development, including mitigation and infrastructure requirements, be viable? 

Based on all the information above and subject to detailed investigation of mitigation 
costs and the balance of sites coming forward in the area, it is provisionally concluded 
that the site is viable. 

 

F. Analysis and Conclusions 
�
The site slopes steeply downwards away from the inevitable location for the entrance 
to the site, on Barlow Lane. This is already a considerable distance from the local 
facilities in the centre of Winlaton and public transport is poor. The distance and 
gradient from the lower part of the site in particular to Barlow Lane, combined with the 
considerable distance from there to most facilities, would discourage the use of 
sustainable modes of transport (walking, cycling and public transport) and hinder 
integration with the rest of the local community. There is also concern about the 
impact of the development on longer-distance views. It was concluded that the site is 
unsuitable for development. 
 
 
 
 
 

VILLAGE GROWTH AREAS 
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CHOPWELL 
SUMMARY OF CONSULTATION 

 
Support Object Comment 

6 4 0 
 
Respondents were generally supportive of growth in Chopwell, particularly the 
provision of new family homes to help support local services. It was felt that 
development of site 309 would allow the village to be sustained and supported. In 
contrast, some felt that development of the site would impact negatively upon existing 
infrastructure and services. 
 
However, comments suggested that there are constraints which would make the site 
unsuitable for development, in particular concerns about the local road network, 
difficulties accessing the site in winter and increased flood risk to surrounding areas as 
a result of the development.  
 
It was noted that some objections were on the grounds that there are other more 
suitable and sustainable sites available for development. 
 
Concerns were also raised on the potential impact on horse riders within the area, due 
to the potential increase in traffic. 
 
No comments have been received on site 307(a) as this site was not consulted 
on.  However, it is felt that the site is likely to generate similar comments to 
those on sites 309 and 224, also located within Chopwell. 
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SLR Site Assessment Form 
SITE 224 

April 2012 

Site: Chopwell Refs: 224 

Address: Land North West of Chopwell 

Ownership: Gateshead Council 

Area: 3.0ha (net) 

Capacity: 90 

 

A. Consultation responses 
See above - comments for Chopwell sites taken together. 

 

B. Strategic Land Review and Green Belt Assessment update 
The boundary of this site has been changes significantly since Stage 1 - the site has 
been moved to the south, with the deletion of the northern third for reasons of adverse 
impact on biodiversity, and the addition of land at the southern end bringing it close to 
Derwent Street. The issues raised in response to consultation have been taken into 
account in the assessment of mitigation needed and the viability of the site. 

  

C. Suitability 
C.1 Physical constraints 

 

Site topography including slope 

Site slopes downhill from north to south. A tarmac footpath enters the elevated 
northern end of the site and exits westwards near the prominent Durham Drapes 
building. Another spans from west near the Chopwell Hotel eastward to the SE corner 
of the site. To the south of this path, allotments run parallel for half its length. An 
informal football area occupies the centre of the grassed space. Nearest receptors are 
existing residents in terrace houses to the south on Derwent Street. Distant receptors 
are houses, roads, footpaths occupying elevated positions within the Derwent Valley 
to the south. The main residual impacts would be loss of open space. Woodland to 
north west – buffer between these and any dwellings. It was concluded that mitigation 
would enable. 
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Local character of the site, including landscape value 

This is perhaps the most preferable of the Chopwell sites (following the development 
of the Heartlands), as it is most closely related to the village and its commercial and 
community centre.  
 
Possibly detrimental in the short-term to the viability of the Chopwell JVV Heartlands 
housing site.  However, as part of the regeneration of the Chopwell new family sized 
development is encouraged to support the village and facilities.  New housing should 
be designed to be integral to the village and not turn its back on the village and its 
facilities.�

This site forms an area of land which does little in terms of significantly enhancing the 
appearance or setting of the village given the abundance of other green spaces which 
permeate through and into the village; though this is less true of the southern 
extension of the site now included (after reassessment), around and behind the fire 
station.   

 

Traffic management 

Further assessment of potential impacts required (amber). Transport issues would 
need to be mitigated as part of the plan making process. Need to ensure good quality 
pedestrian and cycle links to Chopwell. The potential access points appear to be in 
logical positions and acceptable. Off site issues would need to be looked at and 
potential mitigation. Moving site south may assist in transport issues.  
 

Access constraints 

Potential impact on access road adjacent to Chopwell Hotel requires consideration. 

 

Infrastructure capacity (schools / utilities)  

Provision of Gas and Electricity - The existing networks have capacity, and it is highly 
unlikely that there will be any non-standard issues with connecting to gas and 
electricity networks.  

Telecoms - All relevant requirements can be delivered within 12 months  

Primary Schools - There is surplus at Chopwell and Rowlands Gill with an expected 
surplus at 2015 of 22.7%. Development would support local schools, address surplus 
and sustain viability of current provision. 

Secondary School – Cumulative impact of development in western Gateshead would 
create need to expand Charles Thorp Comprehensive. It will reach capacity by 2017.  
See also Appendix K. 
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Flood risk 

Flood Zone 1 – low probability. Surface water drainage impact would need to be 
assessed. 

 

Ecology and habitat values 

The site supports a range of habitats including woodland, scrub, semi-improved and 
amenity grassland and allotments.  The area is in large part accessible natural 
greenspace. The northern third of the site as originally drawn includes high quality 
habitat and a small pond. This area should be excluded from the development site. 
Green corridor link of waggonway: this could form the northern boundary of this site. 

 

Site designations (e.g. conservation area/Local Wildlife Site) 

None. 

 

Ground conditions 

The north of the site as originally drawn formerly contained a small area of Chopwell 
Colliery (1766–1966), with the area containing coke ovens and other colliery buildings. 
The mineshaft is not believed to be within the site boundaries. The remainder of the 
site has had no significant commercial / industrial development.  
 
The south west corner of the site was part of a large “refuse heap”. There is no 
available information concerning materials deposited on the site, and no record of 
reclamation/ landscaping of the area prior to its current use as open space.  

 

Health, safety and amenity constraints (e.g. presence of pipelines, air quality, ground 
contamination, bad neighbour uses) 

Gases produced by spoil heaps include carbon monoxide, carbon dioxide, sulphur 
dioxide, hydrogen sulphide. Any made ground in the area may contain colliery spoil 
comprising metal particulates. Colliery spoil is combustible also. 

 

Other identified constraints 

The site consists of open space with informal playing field, rough grassland / shrubs 
and trees. Allotment gardens are situated in the central area of the site.  
 
Refuse heaps – possible informal and uncontrolled tip for general household waste, 
though there is no known information on type and distribution of waste material 
deposited.  
 
Colliery / coke works –  
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The mine shaft capping needs investigating as there is the possibility of gas emissions 
or ground instability.  

 

C. 2 Mitigation 

 

Site topography including slope 

Sympathetic design, stepped development or site levelling. 

 

Local character of the site, including landscape value 

Appropriate design and layout of proposed scheme as part of a wider masterplanning 
exercise. 

 

Traffic management 

Traffic impact assessment and survey may be required. 

 

Access constraints 

The location for access(es) to the site is unclear. Extending the road fronting the 
Chopwell Hotel appears to be the most likely solution. Junction works may be 
required. Preferable if some part of the development could be accessed from the 
south. 

 

Infrastructure capacity (schools / utilities)  

Schools - There would be a need for additional funding to support Charles Thorp, in 
addition to Priority School Building Programme (PSBP). See also Appendix K 

 

Flood risk 

Flood risk assessment may be required 

 

Ecology and habitat values 

Any development would therefore need to: 
 

1. Provide improved green infrastructure links to the surrounding countryside. 
2. Maintain and enhance the biodiversity value of the site, with a particular focus 

on priority habitats and species identified in the Durham Biodiversity Action 
Plan. 
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The potential release of land to the south of this site (wrapping around the fire station), 
to compensate for the potential exclusion of land in the northern part of this site on 
biodiversity grounds, is advised.�

Site designations (e.g. conservation area / Local Wildlife Site) 

None 

 

Ground conditions 

Site investigation will be required to assess potential contamination on the site. 
  
“Made ground” in the north and south west area of the site may require stabilisation 
works to provide a competent load bearing development platform for future housing.  
 
The site is situated within an area believed to contain underground mine workings, 
though there are no known mine shafts with the site boundaries. A mining report 
should be obtained from the Coal Authority which would provide a more accurate 
analysis of potential mining conditions which may affect the proposed development.  

 

Health, safety and amenity constraints (e.g. presence of pipelines, air quality, ground 
contamination, bad neighbour uses) 

Any proposed development will require a full risk assessment and environmental 
appraisal during the planning application process.  

 

Other identified constraints 

The potential level of contamination possibly being a hazard to site operatives and 
future site users is considered to be moderate risk, based on Table 6.6 “Description of 
the classified risks and likely action required” CIRIA C552 “Contaminated Land risk 
assessment – A guide to good practice”. (2001)  
 
�

Overall Conclusion: Suitable on the basis of redrawing to exclude northern part 
and extend to the south 

 

D. Accessibility 
See Appendix D 

 

E. Deliverability 

Is the site likely to be available for development? 

Yes - owned by the Council 
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Is it likely to generate developer interest? 

Site is located within an area of market demand.  

 

Can the site deliver what the Core Strategy sets out (e.g. housing choice, critical 
mass)? 

The site would be able to deliver housing in a relatively accessible location and in an 
area with the potential for providing more family housing to cater for the identified 
need borough-wide. 

 

Will development, including mitigation and infrastructure requirements, be viable? 

Based on all the information above and subject to detailed investigation of mitigation 
costs and the balance of sites coming forward in the area, it is provisionally concluded 
that the site is viable. 

 

F. Analysis and Conclusions 

 
The Council has long been aware of the desirability of regeneration provided through 
additional development in Chopwell - a community of a little over 3000 people with a 
range of basic facilities, but disadvantaged by its somewhat unbalanced housing 
stock, which includes a disproportionate number of small pre-1914 terraced houses, 
unattractive to families and therefore undermining the vitality of the village. Chopwell 
also suffers from relative physical remoteness within Gateshead and from other 
places, and to some extent looks towards Consett rather than Tyneside for those 
facilities, and employment, which cannot be provided within the village. In recent years 
there has been an apparent revival in interest in new housing at Chopwell with the 
completion of an estate of about 60 private houses at the top of the village and some 
smaller developments; prior to this there had been little or no new private 
housebuilding since before the First World War. 
 
The Council has already identified the non-Green Belt (but greenfield) Chopwell 
Heartlands site for development by the Joint Venture vehicle. Whilst additional 
housing, especially family housing, would be beneficial to Chopwell, it needs to be 
borne in mind that delivery of the Heartlands site should not be undermined by the 
availability of other sites, and that allocation of too many sites would probably saturate 
the market. There is no certain way of knowing what the take-up of sites would be as 
Chopwell is unique within Gateshead and the demand impossible to predict 
confidently. Nevertheless the three sites identified are thought to represent a modestly 
optimistic attempt to provide a range of several sites within the village which might all 
appeal to slightly different markets and stand a good chance of being developed over 
the Plan period. More sites were potentially available but were found unsuitable for a 
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variety of reasons - the nature of the sites themselves, or their position projecting into 
the Green Belt. 
 
Site 224(a) is in a very central location in the village with immediate access to shops, 
public transport, the Primary School, and community facilities.  The site is currently 
public open space, but the village is exceptionally well supplies with public open 
space, some of it of higher quality than this site. It is not thought that the loss of the 
public open space will be unacceptable in either visual or recreational terms. 
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SLR Site Assessment Form 
SITE 307(a) 

May 2012 

Site: Chopwell Refs: 307(a) 

Address: Land between Greenhead Road and Ramsay Road Chopwell 

Ownership:  

Area: 3.27 ha 

Capacity: 98 

 

A. Consultation responses 
See above - comments for Chopwell sites taken together. 

 

B. Strategic Land Review and Green Belt Assessment update 
This is a new site not yet consulted on, identified owing to mis-scoring at Stage 1. The 
issues identified in assessing suitability have been taken into account in the 
assessment of mitigation needed and the viability of the site. 

  

B. Strategic Land Review and Green Belt Assessment update 

 

C. Suitability 
C.1 Physical constraints 

Site topography including slope - Slopes from north to south, steep in parts. 

 

Local character of the site, including landscape value 

The site is located between two pockets of terraced housing on the north westerly 
fringes of Chopwell.  The site benefits from an excellent panoramic view.  A road 
crosses the site. Development would connect these two areas of housing and could 
make provide a limited number of homes that could be designed to relate to the 
existing housing either side of the site. It was concluded that mitigation would enable 
development.   
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Traffic management/Access constraints 

Public transport accessibility is good. Access to the site may be difficult.  Access onto 
Greenhead Road could be problematic in terms of the relative levels of road and site, 
visibility constraints and the lack of any street lighting and pedestrian facilities. An 
access onto Ramsay Road would appear to be feasible; however the eastern end 
(beyond the site) is narrow with no footways or obvious scope for improvement; 
pedestrian routes would therefore need further consideration. The Greenhead 
Road/Ramsay Road/Hall Road junction may need to be addressed. Potential impact 
on Glossop Street/B6315 and Armondside/A694 junctions (especially combined with 
other Chopwell sites). 

 

Infrastructure capacity (schools / utilities)  

Provision of Gas and Electricity - The existing networks have capacity, and it is highly 
unlikely that there will be any non-standard issues with connecting to gas and 
electricity networks.  

Telecoms - All relevant requirements can be delivered within 12 months  

Primary Schools - There is surplus at Chopwell and Rowlands Gill with an expected 
surplus at 2015 of 22.7%. Development would support local schools, address surplus 
and sustain viability of current provision. 

Secondary School – Cumulative impact of development in western Gateshead would 
create need to expand Charles Thorp Comprehensive. It will reach capacity by 2017.  
See also Appendix K 

 

Flood risk  

– no flood risk issues identified. 

 

Ecology and habitat values 

The site supports a mix of trees, scrub and various grassland types.  Any application 
for planning permission would need to be supported by an ecological survey, 
assessment and mitigation report.   

 

Site designations (e.g. conservation area / Local Wildlife Site) 

Medium and low landscape sensitivity and borders accessible natural green space 
and public open space to the south. 

 

Ground conditions – none identified. 
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Health, safety and amenity constraints (e.g. presence of pipelines, air quality, ground 
contamination, bad neighbour uses) 

Road that crosses the site has three telephone poles which also act as street lights. 
Element of category 2 contamination in a small area at the southern end of site. 

 

Other identified constraints – none identified. 

 

C. 2 Mitigation 

 

Site topography including slope - Design / positioning of houses & road.  May be 
significant costs due to levels issues. 

 

Local character of the site, including landscape value – appropriate and sympathetic 
design of development. 

 

Traffic management/Access constraints - The Greenhead Road/Ramsay Road/Hall 
Road junction may need to be addressed. Public rights of way should be retained and 
enhanced by the development. Acceptable pedestrian access to the rest of Chopwell 
must be ensured. 

 

Infrastructure capacity (schools / utilities)  

Schools - There would be a need for additional funding to support Charles Thorp, in 
addition to Priority School Building Programme (PSBP).See also Appendix K 

 

Flood risk  

– surface water drainage scheme and the incorporation of sustainable drainage 
systems (SuDs) where appropriate. 

 

Ecology and habitat values 
 - Any development of the site should seek to deliver significant green infrastructure 
and biodiversity enhancements. 

 

Site designations (e.g. conservation area / Local Wildlife Site) 

None.  

 

Ground conditions – n/a 
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Health, safety and amenity constraints  

– small area of potential category 2 contamination in the SW part of the site which 
would need to be addressed  

 

Other identified constraints – n/a 

 

Overall conclusion – suitable subject to appropriate mitigation 

 

D. Accessibility 
See Appendix D 

 

E. Deliverability 
Is the site likely to be available for development? 

Currently unknown. 

 

Is it likely to generate developer interest? 

Site is located within an area of market demand.  

 

Can the site deliver what the Core Strategy sets out (e.g. housing choice, critical 
mass)? 

The site would be able to deliver housing in an area with the potential for providing 
more family housing to cater for the identified need borough-wide. 

 

Will development, including mitigation and infrastructure requirements, be viable? 

Based on all the information above and subject to detailed investigation of mitigation 
costs and the balance of sites coming forward in the area, it is provisionally concluded 
that the site is viable. 

 

F. Analysis and Conclusions 
 
The Council has long been aware of the desirability of regeneration provided through 
additional development in Chopwell - a community of a little over 3000 people with a 
range of basic facilities, but disadvantaged by its somewhat unbalanced housing 
stock, which includes a disproportionate number of small pre-1914 terraced houses, 
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unattractive to families and therefore undermining the vitality of the village. Chopwell 
also suffers from relative physical remoteness within Gateshead and from other 
places, and to some extent looks towards Consett rather than Tyneside for those 
facilities, and employment, which cannot be provided within the village. In recent years 
there has been an apparent revival in interest in new housing at Chopwell with the 
completion of an estate of about 60 private houses at the top of the village and some 
smaller developments; prior to this there had been little or no new private 
housebuilding since before the First World War. 
 
The Council has already identified the non-Green Belt (but greenfield) Chopwell 
Heartlands site for development by the Joint Venture vehicle. Whilst additional 
housing, especially family housing, would be beneficial to Chopwell, it needs to be 
borne in mind that delivery of the Heartlands site should not be undermined by the 
availability of other sites, and that allocation of too many sites would probably saturate 
the market. There is no certain way of knowing what the take-up of sites would be as 
Chopwell is unique within Gateshead and the demand impossible to predict 
confidently. Nevertheless the three sites identified are thought to represent a modestly 
optimistic attempt to provide a range of several sites within the village which might all 
appeal to slightly different markets and stand a good chance of being developed over 
the Plan period. More sites were potentially available but were found unsuitable for a 
variety of reasons - the nature of the sites themselves, or their position projecting into 
the Green Belt. 
 
Site 307 (a) is a potentially slightly difficult site at the top of the village, though with 
stunning panoramic views of the Derwent valley. It would bridge the gap between tow 
separate existing blocks of housing – the housing on Ramsay Road which is an 
integral part of the built-up area of Chopwell, and the separate Terraces (North 
Terrace and Greenhead Terrace) further west which are washed over by the Green 
Belt. There are parts of this site where slop and landform might make development 
difficult, and there is a difficulty to be overcome in providing an acceptable pedestrian 
access to the rest of the village, via Ramsay Road, Greenhead Road, or across the 
public open space to the south. However, subject to further assessment, the site is 
viewed as suitable and deliverable. 
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SLR Site Assessment Form 
SITE 309 

April 2012 

Site: Chopwell Refs: 309 

Address: Land South West of Chopwell 

Ownership: Mr Wilson 

Area: 6.0ha (net) 

Capacity: 181 

 

A. Consultation responses 
See above - comments for Chopwell sites taken together. 

 

B. Strategic Land Review and Green Belt Assessment update 
There has been no change to this proposal as originally put forward in Stage 1 of the 
SLR-GBA. Further investigation and the opportunity for comments to be made have 
maintained the view that this is an excellent site. 

  

C. Suitability 
C.1 Physical constraints 

Site topography including slope 

Site slopes steeply downhill from N to S. Mix of rough pasture and hay crop fields with 
mature hawthorn hedge enclosure, most developed in the southern half of the site. 
Site extends from Runnymede in the south on steepening ground to rough grass at 
Whinney Leas where grades ease at an elevated site opposite Moorland View and 
Pear Tree Terrace.  Nearest receptors are local residents of the housing estate to the 
east. Distant receptors are houses, roads, footpaths occupying elevated positions 
within a wide sweep of the Derwent Valley from southwest through to southeast. The 
main residual impacts would be loss of open space and visual impacts to existing 
residential area. It was concluded that mitigation would enable development. 

 

Local character of the site, including landscape value 
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The possibility of new housing in Chopwell could assist with wider regeneration aims 
for the village. The adjoining housing to the site is low-rise two storey. The site is an 
area of medium landscape sensitivity.   

 

Traffic management 

According to the Highways Agency, there would be more than 30 two way trips on the 
strategic road network - further assessment of potential impacts would be required. 
Transport issues would need to be mitigated as part of the plan making process. 
Suitable road, pedestrian and cycle accesses should be secured. Off site traffic issues 
would need to be looked at and potential mitigation as would be concern about impact 
on local roads and junctions. Depending on the arrangement, there may be issues 
with the capacity of the existing junctions on Mill Road. It was concluded that 
mitigation would enable development. 
�
Access constraints 

The western side of the site may be pushing the limits of public transport accessibility, 
particularly as routes through to Mill Road are unclear. A view would need to be taken 
on the suitability of the interconnecting highway network and any need for 
improvements. It was concluded that mitigation would enable development. 

 

Infrastructure capacity (schools / utilities)  

Provision of Gas and Electricity - The existing networks have capacity, and it is highly 
unlikely that there will be any non-standard issues with connecting to gas and 
electricity networks.  

Telecoms - All relevant requirements can be delivered within 12 months  

Primary Schools - There is surplus at Chopwell and Rowlands Gill with an expected 
surplus at 2015 of 22.7%. Development would support local schools, address surplus 
and sustain viability of current provision. 

Secondary School – Cumulative impact of development in western Gateshead would 
create need to expand Charles Thorp Comprehensive. It will reach capacity by 2017. 
See also Appendix K. 

 

Flood risk 

Flood Zone 1 – low probability. 

 

Ecology and habitat values 

The whole site is of medium landscape sensitivity.  The site approximately comprises 
three fields under grass bounded by native hedgerows. Any development would 
therefore need to maintain and enhance the biodiversity value of the site, with a 
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particular focus on priority habitats and species identified in the Durham Biodiversity 
Action Plan. 
 
It was concluded that mitigation would enable development. 

 

Site designations (e.g. conservation area / Local Wildlife Site) 

None 

 

Ground conditions 

The site is situated within an area believed to contain underground mine workings, 
though there are no known mine shafts with the site boundaries.  Site lies within a 
Coal Mining Referral Area. It was concluded that mitigation would enable 
development. 
 

Health, safety and amenity constraints (e.g. presence of pipelines, air quality, ground 
contamination, bad neighbour uses) 

No significant contamination issues envisaged, contamination possibility being rated 
as low risk. No significant noise impacts or concerns raised. 

 

Other identified constraints 

No known archaeological sites.  
 
Possibly detrimental in the short-term to the viability of the Chopwell JVV housing site.  
Currently low commercial demand for new private housing in Chopwell. However, as 
part of the regeneration of the Chopwell new family sized development is encouraged 
to support the village and facilities.   
 

C. 2 Mitigation 

Site topography including slope 

Stepped development and appropriate design, potential land levelling or other 
measures. 

 

Local character of the site, including landscape value 

Appropriate design of any scheme should incorporate elements of landscape amenity 
value as part of the masterplanning exercise and also look at linkages with the existing 
village centre and associated local services. 

 

Traffic management/ Access constraints 
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Traffic and transport assessment may be required. This would determine likely impact 
on adjacent junctions and optimum location for access – likely to be from Mill Road. 
Enhancement of footpath links across the site may also be beneficial. It should be 
investigated as to whether or not Whinney Leas would be suitable for vehicular 
access, improvements may be required. 
 

Infrastructure capacity (schools / utilities)  

Schools - There would be a need for additional funding to support Charles Thorp, in 
addition to Priority School Building Programme (PSBP). See also Appendix K 

 

Flood risk 

Sustainable Drainage Systems should be incorporated into any development scheme 
that comes forward on this site. 

 

Ecology and habitat values 

Soft edge required to any development. 

 

Site designations (e.g. conservation area/Local Wildlife Site) 

Appropriate design of development taking into account any major ecological issues 
would be appropriate. An ecological survey may be required. 

 

Ground conditions 

Coal Mining Risk Assessment would need to be submitted with any planning 
application. A mining report should be obtained from the Coal Authority which would 
provide a more accurate analysis of potential mining conditions which may affect the 
proposed development. 

 

Health, safety and amenity constraints (e.g. presence of pipelines, air quality, ground 
contamination, bad neighbour uses) 

Intrusive site investigation may be required to assess potential contamination. Any 
proposed development will require a full risk assessment and environmental appraisal 
during the planning application process. 

 

Other identified constraints 

New housing should be designed to be integral to the village and not turn its back on 
the village and its facilities. Archaeological investigation may be required. 
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Overall Conclusion: Suitable 

 

D. Accessibility 
See Appendix D 

 

E. Deliverability 
Is the site likely to be available for development? 

Yes - site put forward by landowner. 

 

Is it likely to generate developer interest? 

Site is located within an area of market demand.  

 

Can the site deliver what the Core Strategy sets out (e.g. housing choice, critical 
mass)? 

The site would be able to deliver housing in a relatively accessible location and in an 
area with the potential for providing more family housing to cater for the identified 
need borough-wide. 

 

Will development, including mitigation and infrastructure requirements, be viable? 

Based on all the information above and subject to detailed investigation of mitigation 
costs and the balance of sites coming forward in the area, it is provisionally concluded 
that the site is viable. 

 

F. Analysis and Conclusions 
The Council has long been aware of the desirability of regeneration provided through 
additional development in Chopwell - a community of a little over 3000 people with a 
range of basic facilities, but disadvantaged by its somewhat unbalanced housing 
stock, which includes a disproportionate number of small pre-1914 terraced houses, 
unattractive to families and therefore undermining the vitality of the village. Chopwell 
also suffers from relative physical remoteness within Gateshead and from other 
places, and to some extent looks towards Consett rather than Tyneside for those 
facilities, and employment, which cannot be provided within the village. In recent years 
there has been an apparent revival in interest in new housing at Chopwell with the 
completion of an estate of about 60 private houses at the top of the village and some 
smaller developments; prior to this there had been little or no new private 
housebuilding since before the First World War. 
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The Council has already identified the non-Green Belt (but greenfield) Chopwell 
Heartlands site for development by the Joint Venture vehicle. Whilst additional 
housing, especially family housing, would be beneficial to Chopwell, it needs to be 
borne in mind that delivery of the Heartlands site should not be undermined by the 
availability of other sites, and that allocation of too many sites would probably saturate 
the market. There is no certain way of knowing what the take-up of sites would be as 
Chopwell is unique within Gateshead and the demand impossible to predict 
confidently. Nevertheless the three sites identified are thought to represent a modestly 
optimistic attempt to provide a range of several sites within the village which might all 
appeal to slightly different markets and stand a good chance of being developed over 
the Plan period. More sites were potentially available but were found unsuitable for a 
variety of reasons - the nature of the sites themselves, or their position projecting into 
the Green Belt. 
 
Site 309 is in an attractive rural location near the south end of Chopwell. It is thought 
that it would be the most attractive of the three preferred Chopwell sites to private 
housebuilder and would therefore help to ensure a range of sites in the village, making 
it more likely that the scale of development envisaged could be achieved within the 
Plan period. There are issues to be resolved concerning the best road access to the 
site, but these are not expected to create significant difficulties.   

  

�
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CRAWCROOK 
SUMMARY OF CONSULTATION 

 
Support Object Comment 

1 82 0 
 
In addition to the 82 written objections, three petitions with 327 signatures were 
submitted objecting to housing growth. These were on the grounds that: 

• The village is currently at 'capacity' and extra housing is not required.  
• Current roads and infrastructure would not tolerate further development.  
• Erosion of the Green Belt and the potential joining to neighbouring villages.  
• Sites are currently used for local recreation and house wildlife and this would 

be put at risk by these proposals.  
 
Petition - 167 Signatures 
 
Express concern at the proposal to allow potential development on two proposed 
Green Belt sites in Crawcrook. We believe Crawcrook is currently at 'capacity' and the 
extra housing is not required in our village. The current roads and infrastructure would 
not allow for further development. We are concerned about the erosion of the Green 
Belt and the potential spread into neighbouring villages. The sites are currently used 
for local recreation and house wildlife and this would be put at risk by these proposals. 
We ask that these proposals are not taken any further. 
 
Survey 1 – 97 Responses 
 

  

Q1: No 
building 

should take 
place in the 
Green Belt - 

Agree 

Q1: No 
building 

should take 
place in the 
Green Belt - 

Disagree 

Q2: 494 
houses is too 

many for 
Crawcrook 

Agree 

Q2: 494 
houses is too 

many for 
Crawcrook - 

Disagree 

TOTAL 95 2 95 2 
% 98 2 98 2 

 
Survey 2 – 104 Responses 
 

 

Q1. I am 
happy with the 

proposal to 
build 494 
houses in 

Green Belt in 
Crawcrook in 

Q2. I do 
not want to 

see any 
houses 

built in the 
Green Belt 

Q3. I am 
happy with 

the number of 
houses 

proposed if 
built on land 
that is not in 

Q4 (a). I 
am not 

happy with 
the number 
proposed - 
there are 
too many 

Q4 (b). I 
am not 

happy with 
the number 
proposed - 
there are 

not enough 
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2030 the Green 
Belt 

TOTAL 6 91 21 38 3 

% 6 88 20 37 3 

A large majority of comments received in relation to site 288, were in objection to 
development due to the negative impact that would be had upon existing infrastructure 
and local services, including the local road network and the potential for a significant 
increase in traffic congestion.  
 
In addition it was noted that development of the site would result in a negative impact 
upon local health and wellbeing, particularly due to the loss of opportunities for 
recreational amenity, through loss of open green space. It was felt that the scale of the 
development proposed was too great. 
 
It was highlighted that constraints to the site make it unsuitable for development. 
Examples highlighted included that the site is affected by mining legacy and lies upon 
an area of defined surface coal resources. In addition, it was suggested that 
development of the site would lead to increased flood risk to the area. 
 
Objections were made on the grounds that there is no requirement for new housing 
within the area, and that where development should occur, this should be prioritised 
on brownfield land. It was felt that development on the Green Belt would be 
detrimental to the development of existing regeneration areas. 
 
The adverse impact that would be had on existing wildlife and their habitats was also 
raised, and the loss of countryside and negative environmental impacts were noted as 
reasons against the development of site 288.  
 
In addition, specific comments raised objection to the development of site 288 at 
Crawcrook on the grounds that development would: 
 

• Lead to loss of village character and identity 
• Lead to loss of views from existing properties 
• Lead to loss of value to existing properties 
• Result in unnecessary urban sprawl 
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No comments have been received on site 292 as this site was not consulted on.  
However, it is felt that the site is likely to generate similar comments to that of 
site 288, also located within Crawcrook. 
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SLR Site Assessment Form 
SITE 288 

April 2012 

Site: Crawcrook Refs: 288 

Address: Site south of Crawcrook 

Ownership: Trustees of Sir JCF Simpson 

Area: 8.3ha (net) 

Capacity: 276 

 

A. Consultation responses 
See above - comments for Crawcrook in general. 

 

B. Strategic Land Review and Green Belt Assessment update 
There has been no change to this proposal as originally put forward in Stage 1 of the 
SLR-GBA, other than correction to the western boundary to exclude the allotments. 
Comments received have been taken into account along with factors affecting the 
suitability of the site and are reflected in the conclusion. 

  

C. Suitability 
C.1 Physical constraints 

 

Site topography including slope 

The semi-enclosed westernmost field is mostly level semi-improved grazing land with 
scattered scrub but with a steep, visually prominent hill (known as Hill 60) to the 
southern side. The remaining three fields are arable, flatter to the northwest, with high 
ground to the south falling gently to the northeast with a more open aspect. The site is 
bounded and internally divided by a mixture of complete and broken hedgerows with 
immature woodland planting occupying an elevated position at easternmost apex of 
site. Site crossed by two public footpaths. It was concluded that appropriate mitigation 
could enable development. 

 

Local character of the site, including landscape value 
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The site is located on the southern edge of Crawcrook between the A695 and the built 
edge of Crawcrook.  Development of this land would be logical in the sense of 
rounding of the settlement boundary for Crawcrook.  It was concluded that appropriate 
mitigation could enable development. 

 

Traffic management 

The Highways Agency estimated the traffic generation at 163 trips in the AM peak and 
174 trips in the PM peak, concluding that 'further assessment of potential impacts (is) 
required'. It was concluded that appropriate mitigation could enable development. 

 

Access constraints 

None identified, however access would need to be appropriate for scale of any 
proposed housing development. Road access would almost certainly need to be from 
the A695, though a second access road may be required. Pedestrian and cycle links 
should be direct to the existing housing areas of Crawcrook and hence to the village 
centre and shops, most likely via Kepier Chare. 

 

Infrastructure capacity (schools / utilities)  

Provision of Gas and Electricity - The existing networks have capacity, and it is highly 
unlikely that there will be any non-standard issues with connecting to gas and 
electricity networks.  

Telecoms - All relevant requirements can be delivered within 12 months  

Primary Schools - Plenty of capacity at Crawcrook Primary, with 20% surplus 
projected by 2015. Development would support local school, address surplus and 
sustain viability of current provision. 
 

Secondary School – Cumulative impact of development in western Gateshead would 
create need to expand Charles Thorp Comprehensive. It will reach capacity by 2017.  
See also Appendix K 

 

Flood risk 

Flood Zone 1 – so protection from fluvial/tidal flooding not required but may need 
measures for drainage of site and flood risk from sewers. It was concluded that 
appropriate mitigation could enable development. 

 

Ecology and habitat values 

The site supports a range of habitats including native hedgerows and individual 
broadleaved trees.  A small area of woodland and scrub habitat occurs at the eastern 
end of the site. Any development would therefore need to maintain and enhance the 
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biodiversity value of the site, with a particular focus on priority habitats and species 
identified in the Durham Biodiversity Action Plan. It was concluded that appropriate 
mitigation could enable development. Pond located in Ryton Woodside Wildlife Site in 
vicinity. Unknown whether this has great crested newts or not. 

 

Site designations (e.g. conservation area/Local Wildlife Site) 

There is a site of potential archaeological importance to the east of the site. The site is 
within an area of medium landscape sensitivity. 

 

Ground conditions 

No major issues or constraints identified. 

 

Health, safety and amenity constraints (e.g. presence of pipelines, air quality, ground 
contamination, bad neighbour uses) 

No issue identified 

 

Other identified constraints 

Opportunities to punch through towards Kepier Chare to create a direct link to the 
Main Street need to be taken, to ensure that the development is not heavily car-
dependent and benefits local shops and services in Crawcrook.  
 
Hill 60 and to a lesser extent perhaps the whole of the field in which it lies, whilst 
privately owned, are understood to have been in unchallenged use by local residents 
for recreational purposes for many years. It is possible that this could be legally 
established and they would be protected from development and retained for 
recreational use, but it would in any case be appropriate to require that land in this 
part of the site, certainly including the hill, was retained as open land as part of the 
development.     
 
C. 2 Mitigation 

 

Site topography including slope 

Retention of hedgerows and vegetation where required. 

 

Local character of the site, including landscape value 

Careful consideration of layout, built materials and landscaping. 
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Traffic management 

Traffic generation would be significant for the local network and we may need to look 
at mitigation at local junctions, including: 
 
• Greenside Road South /A695 
• Greenside Road North/A695 
• Greenside Road/Main Street/Crawcrook Lane 
• A695/Woodside Lane 
 
None of these is likely to prevent development, but any cost will need to be factored 
into later assessments of viability. May require road improvements, particularly near 
new junctions. May require improvements to pedestrian and cycle links. 

 

Access constraints 

No obvious constraints identified. 

 

Infrastructure capacity (schools / utilities)  

There would be a need for additional funding to support Charles Thorp, in addition to 
Priority School Building Programme (PSBP). See also Appendix K 

 

Flood risk 

Sustainable Drainage Systems would need to be incorporated into any proposed 
scheme. A flood risk assessment may also be required. 

 

Ecology and habitat values 

May involve good quality landscaping and planting and where possible retention of 
trees and hedgerows. 

 

Site designations (e.g. conservation area / Local Wildlife Site) 

Preliminary archaeological survey may be required – further investigation 

 

Ground conditions – n/a 

 

Health, safety and amenity constraints (e.g. presence of pipelines, air quality, ground 
contamination, bad neighbour uses) – n/a 

 

Other identified constraints 
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Further investigation of linkages may be required. Retention of Hill 60 and probably 
other land for recreational use. 

 

Overall Conclusion – Suitable subject to appropriate mitigation measures. 

 

D. Accessibility 
See Appendix D 

 

E. Deliverability 
Is the site likely to be available for development? 

Yes, site is available and has been put forward by the landowner/agent for 
development. 

Is it likely to generate developer interest? 

Site is located within an area of market demand.  

Can the site deliver what the Core Strategy sets out (e.g. housing choice, critical 
mass)? 

The site would be able to deliver housing in a relatively accessible location and in an 
area with the potential for providing more family housing to cater for the identified 
need borough-wide. 

Will development, including mitigation and infrastructure requirements, be viable? 

Based on all the information above and subject to detailed investigation of mitigation 
costs and the balance of sites coming forward in the area, it is provisionally concluded 
that the site is viable. 

  

F. Analysis and Conclusions 
Strong views were expressed against the development both of this site in particular 
(especially relating to Hill 60) and of additional development, especially on any scale, 
in Crawcrook. Nevertheless there are several good arguments for development in 
Crawcrook in principle, and of this site in particular. 

With regard to Crawcrook in general, the village is thriving with a good range of 
facilities. Any site would be likely to be popular with builders and readily marketable, 
and attractive to potential residents. Development at any of a number of locations on 
its fringes would provide potentially good access, at least on foot, to facilities in the 
village. However, many locations around the edge of Crawcrook are unsuitable - 
because of close proximity to the quarry; because they would be in the strategic 
Green Belt gap between Crawcrook and Ryton; because in practice there would be 
poor pedestrian routes into the village; because of slope and/or ground conditions; 
and so on.  
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This site allows for ready pedestrian access to the centre of the village and to the 
schools, but would need to be accessed by road from the by-pass. This has the 
advantage that traffic to and from the site when developed would not need to pass 
through the village. A new, defensible and long-term Green Belt boundary is readily 
available in the form of the route of the by-pass, and indeed the development of the 
site would round off the shape of the village on the south side rather than projecting 
into the Green Belt. 

The issue of Hill 60 is referred to above. Part of the context for this is not only its long-
term use by local residents, but the fact that Crawcrook is significantly deficient in local 
public open space according to the Council's numerical standards of the amount of 
open space which should be available locally to communities (currently under review, 
but this review is not likely to change the conclusion that there is a shortage of open 
space in Crawcrook). This also means that additional housing sites would have be 
accompanied by additional open space within them, so that the ratio of open space to 
population was not made worse by the additional housing. The implication of this is 
that significant proportion of site 288 would need to be public open space in any case.  
It is important to retain Hill 60 as a recreational facility for the village but this may be 
achievable by several possible means, including ensuring that it is preserved as open 
space within any development. The accompanying layout for the development, which 
is illustrative only (attached at Appendix J), shows the steep hill section being 
preserved as open space. At this stage the Council has taken this approach rather 
than excluding Hill 60, with or without other adjoining land, from the site.         

�
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SLR Site Assessment Form 
SITE 292 

May 2012 

Site: Crawcrook Refs: 292 

Address: Off Crawcrook Lane 

Ownership:  

Area: 7.6 ha 

Capacity: 200 

 

A. Consultation responses 
See above - comments for Crawcrook in general. This site has been added at Stage 2 
and there are therefore no comments relating to it specifically. 

 

B. Strategic Land Review and Green Belt Assessment update 
This site has been added since Stage 1 since the scoring in Stage 1 has been 
corrected and it has been found suitable in other respects. General factors raised in 
comments on development in Crawcrook have been considered along with identified 
issues affecting the suitability of the site.  

  

C. Suitability 
C.1 Physical constraints 

Site topography including slope - Slopes from the south northwards to wards the 
football ground. 

 

Local character of the site, including landscape value 

To the north of Crawcrook this site gently slopes towards northwards towards Clara 
Vale and the River Tyne.  The site has good views northwards across and up the Tyne 
Valley.  The southern perimeter of the site is flanked by rear gardens on the Garden 
House estate.  There are no obvious opportunities for direct pedestrian linkages to the 
south.  The properties on the Garden House estate form semi detached hipped roof 
dwellings circa 1950 (?). To the north of the site is Ryton Football Ground and a series 
of detached bungalows on Stannerford Road.  Access to the site would be from 
Crawcrook Lane.    
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Traffic management/Access constraints 

Public transport accessibility is poor.  There is a limited service on Crawcrook Lane 
and long walking distances to the better services on Main Road. Access onto 
Crawcrook Lane appears feasible. Potential impact on the Crawcrook Lane/Main 
Road and Greenside Road/Main Street junctions.  Also potential impact on Blaydon 
Roundabout and onward to A1. 

 

Infrastructure capacity (schools / utilities)  

Provision of Gas and Electricity - The existing networks have capacity, and it is highly 
unlikely that there will be any non-standard issues with connecting to gas and 
electricity networks.  

Telecoms - All relevant requirements can be delivered within 12 months  

Primary Schools - Plenty of capacity at Crawcrook Primary, with 20% surplus 
projected by 2015. Development would support local school, address surplus and 
sustain viability of current provision. 
 

Secondary School – Cumulative impact of development in western Gateshead would 
create need to expand Charles Thorp Comprehensive. It will reach capacity by 2017. 
See also Appendix K 

 

Flood risk  

– surface water drainage scheme may be required. 

 

Ecology and habitat values 

The site appears to comprise a large arable field with a small area of former 
allotments towards the south western corner of the site.  There are some remnant 
hedgerows around the boundary of the site.  Development of the site is unlikely to 
have a significant adverse impact on ecology. It was concluded that any such impact 
could be mitigated to enable development. 

 

Site designations (e.g. conservation area / Local Wildlife Site) 

Flood map for surface water 1 in 200 year rainfall. Medium landscape sensitivity. 
�

Ground conditions  

– there may be issues relating to ground stability and former mine workings. 
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Health, safety and amenity constraints (e.g. presence of pipelines, air quality, ground 
contamination, bad neighbour uses)  
- Potential bad neighbours: Football ground and nearby quarry. Crawcrook Quarry 
does have the potential to be a bad neighbour to residential development. Planning 
permission has been granted in the past to allow landfilling of the site, however this 
consent has now lapsed so this use, should it be proposed at the site again, would be 
subject to a new planning application. The local planning authority (the Council) would 
therefore retain some control over the restoration proposal, which may include an 
element of landfill, through appropriate conditions should planning permission be 
granted, but the impact on nearby housing areas would be a key consideration to take 
into account. 

Other identified constraints – n/a 

 

C. 2 Mitigation 

 

Site topography including slope – none required 

 

Local character of the site, including landscape value -  

 

Traffic management/Access constraints 

Street lighting should be upgraded.  Pedestrian and cycle links into Garden House 
Estate should be established if possible as routes to the school and Main Road. Public 
rights of way should be retained and enhanced by the development.�

 

Infrastructure capacity (schools / utilities)  

There would be a need for additional funding to support Charles Thorp, in addition to 
Priority School Building Programme (PSBP).See also Appendix K 

 

Flood risk – surface water drainage scheme would be required 

 

Ecology and habitat values - any planning application would need to be supported by 
an ecological survey, assessment and mitigation report, and would be expected to 
deliver enhancements for both biodiversity and green infrastructure. 

 

Site designations (e.g. conservation area / Local Wildlife Site) 

None 

 



 100 

Ground conditions – ground investigations would be required in relation to ground 
stability and former mine workings. 

 

Health, safety and amenity constraints (e.g. presence of pipelines, air quality, ground 
contamination, bad neighbour uses) 

Football ground - would need investigation as part of developing a detailed masterplan 
for the site. Quarry - see above, section C1. 

 

Other identified constraints – none required. 

 

Overall Conclusion – suitable subject to further ground work investigations 

 

D. Accessibility 
See Appendix D 

 

E. Deliverability 
Is the site likely to be available for development? 

Yes, site put forward by landowner. 

 

Is it likely to generate developer interest? 

Site is located within an area of market demand.  

 

Can the site deliver what the Core Strategy sets out (e.g. housing choice, critical 
mass)? 

The site would be able to deliver housing in a relatively accessible location and in an 
area with the potential for providing more family housing to cater for the identified 
need borough-wide. 

 

Will development, including mitigation and infrastructure requirements, be viable? 

Based on all the information above and subject to detailed investigation of mitigation 
costs and the balance of sites coming forward in the area, it is provisionally concluded 
that the site is viable. 
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F. Analysis and Conclusions 
This site was assessed according to the agreed method as having capacity for 288 
dwellings. However this has been reduced to 200 to mitigate its impact and in view of 
the issues summarised below. This may mean that part of the site does not need to be 
developed. 

Strong views were expressed against additional development, especially on any scale, 
in Crawcrook. Nevertheless there are several good arguments for development in 
Crawcrook in principle. 

With regard to Crawcrook in general, the village is thriving with a good range of 
facilities. Any site would be likely to be popular with builders and readily marketable, 
and attractive to potential residents. Development at any of a number of locations on 
its fringes would provide potentially good access, at least on foot, to facilities in the 
village. However, many locations around the edge of Crawcrook are unsuitable - 
because of close proximity to the quarry; because they would be in the strategic 
Green Belt gap between Crawcrook and Ryton; because in practice there would be 
poor pedestrian routes into the village; because of slope and/or ground conditions; 
and so on.  

This site allows for ready pedestrian access to the centre of the village via Crawcrook 
Lane, although this is less direct than might be desired to the shops and schools and 
involves a route along what is relatively a main road. The geography of the north side 
of Crawcrook is not very conducive to providing alternative pedestrian/cycle routes 
into the village, via the Garden House Estate. Road traffic into and out of the estate 
would also in most cases pass along Crawcrook Lane and through the village, then via 
either Main Street or Greenside Road in most cases. Further investigation would need 
to be carried out of how to mitigate the effects of this increase in traffic.  

There may also be ground conditions issues, again subject to further investigation. 

A fairly clear new, defensible and long-term Green Belt boundary could readily be 
established using existing features. 

This is probably the less good of the two preferred Crawcrook sites, but subject to 
further comment, is thought to be a suitable and appropriate site for housing 
development to meet the Borough-wide requirement and contribute to a range of sites 
whilst not having an unacceptable impact on the purposes of the Green Belt.   
�
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HIGHFIELD 
SUMMARY OF CONSULTATION 

  

Support Object Comment 
4 18 0 

 
The consultation events showed that there was a mix of feelings about the proposals; 
however, there were more submissions of objection than support. 
 
It was accepted that the village needs new housing for local young people – to rent 
and for first time buyers. However, there was concern that the character of the village 
would be lost if the scale and design was not appropriate.  
 
Many comments suggest respondents were concerned about the roads and local 
schools not having the capacity for new housing development. Issues of flooding, 
public rights of way and accessibility to the site were raised, as well as concerns 
around a significant increase in traffic and congestion. 
 
It was generally felt that brownfield sites should be prioritised for development, and 
that development of site 305 would result in an adverse impact on wildlife and 
habitats. 
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SLR Site Assessment Form 
SITE 305 

April 2012 

Site: Highfield  Refs: 305 

Address: Land West of Highfield 

Ownership: Several different ownerships 

Area: 5.2ha (net) 

Capacity: 125 

 

A. Consultation responses 
See above - comments for Highfield in general. 

 

B. Strategic Land Review and Green Belt Assessment update 
There has been no change to this proposal as originally put forward in Stage 1 of the 
SLR-GBA. Comments received have been taken into account along with factors 
affecting the suitability of the site and are reflected in the conclusion. 

 

C. Suitability 
C.1 Physical constraints 

Site topography including slope 

Fairly steeply sloping site. Telegraph line crosses. Rough grassland. Gorse. Trees 

 

Local character of the site, including landscape value 

Mix of birch woodland, birch and gorse scrub on rough grassland, interspersed with 
dog rose, hawthorn, broom, and other deciduous tree species, indicative of earlier 
tree and shrub planting.  Wet grassland occurs on some steep slopes. The site 
extends from its lowest southern point at Glencoe Rise off Highfield Road and rises 
fairly steeply as it widens to meet the B6315 at its highest point. Views to the south 
are wide and rural in contrast to views to looking towards terraced housing to the 
north. Birch woodland, birch and gorse scrub occupy the lower slopes on the 
narrowing section of the site and are conspicuous from residential areas to the east 
near Wellfield and Highfield Road. A footpath follows the highest, western edge of 
the site and has fine views across the Derwent Valley. Visually detracting elements 



 104 

are: an electricity sub-station on B6315 connecting to overhead cables that cross the 
site and existing plastic coated wire mesh fencing following the path. 
 
Nearest receptors are existing residents at Hill Croft Terraces and houses along 
B6315 and Highfield Road. Distant receptors are houses, roads, footpaths occupying 
elevated positions within the Derwent Valley such as Whickham and Burnopfield. 
There are excellent views of the Derwent Valley and hills to the south of this 
particularly from the northern end of the site.  There are few notable built landmarks 
other than St. Joseph's Catholic School and various pockets of terraced housing. 
Highfield forms a small settlement adjacent to Rowlands Gill and High Spen.  Much 
of the housing is pre- and post-war former/present council housing and is typical of 
housing from this period in terms of design and appearance.  Along Smailes Lane 
are runs of terraced housing which is orientated to take advantage of the views 
southwards.  
 

Traffic management 

There would be more than thirty two way trips on the strategic road network and 
further assessment of potential impacts would be required. There could also be 
potential issues at the Highfield Road/Smailes Lane junction. It was concluded that 
mitigation would enable development. 
 

Access constraints 

Vehicular access to the site would be difficult. The safest location would be from 
Smailes Lane, but significant differences in level between the site and the road would 
be difficult to overcome or would result in a highly engineered solution. Access 
midway down the site onto Highfield Road would be onto a downhill bend in the road, 
with little visibility, and would exacerbate existing congestion problems at the poor 
Highfield Road/Smailes Lane junction. The southern end of the site will push the 
limits of public transport accessibility from the main services on Smailes Lane.  
Accessibility could be improved slightly by providing linkages to Highfield Road, 
although the bus service there is limited and linkages may be difficult to achieve. 
Other improvements to public transport provision may need to be sought, wherever 
practical and economically viable. It was concluded that mitigation would enable 
development. 
 

  Infrastructure capacity (schools / utilities)  

 Provision of Gas and Electricity - The existing networks have capacity, and it is 
 highly    unlikely that there will be any non-standard issues with connecting to gas 
 and electricity networks.  

 Telecoms - All relevant requirements can be delivered within 12 months  

 Primary School - If development were to occur, Highfield Community Primary would 
 reach capacity by 2015. However demand would be facilitated at High Spen subject 
 to extension. There will be difficulties if development at High Spen doesn’t go ahead, 
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 as Highfield would use surplus from High Spen. There is an issue with capacity at 
 Highfield at present, but this isn’t significant due to the surplus at High Spen. 
 

Secondary School – Cumulative impact of development in western Gateshead would 
create need to expand Charles Thorp Comprehensive. It will reach capacity by 2017. 
See also Appendix K 

 

Flood risk 

Flood Zone 1 – low probability. Concluded that mitigation would enable development.�

 

Ecology and habitat values 

This site has a shared boundary with the Beda Hills Local Wildlife Site (formerly 
SNCI) Gat 18, and Strother Hills Local Wildlife Site, Gat 5.  The impact on the Beda 
Hills LWS is potentially the most significant adverse nature conservation impact of 
any of the SLR sites. The site supports an extensive area of semi-improved 
grassland, scrub and woodland habitat, and given its size and spatial relationship 
with Beda Hills and Strother Hills is likely to be of considerable ecological value. A 
public right of way passes along the western and southern boundary of the site. 
Other desire lines cross the site, and provide connectivity with the adjacent public 
open space/accessible natural greenspace and nature sites. The site is of medium 
landscape sensitivity.  It was concluded that mitigation would enable development. 
 
Site designations (e.g. conservation area / Local Wildlife Site) 

Adjacent to designated open space. The site is within an area of medium landscape 
sensitivity. 

 

Ground conditions 

None identified 

 

Health, safety and amenity constraints (e.g. presence of pipelines, air quality, ground 
contamination, bad neighbour uses) 

The main residual impacts would be visual. Visual impact in the wider landscape 
could be significant. 

 

Other identified constraints 

The site consists of open land with rough grassland, shrubs and trees. Agricultural 
land. The extreme north western corner of the site contains a mounded area (with a 
small building in the central area) which first appeared on the 1932 O.S. map edition. 
This is probably imported made ground of unknown composition.  
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The extreme south eastern corner of the site contains two small infilled sand pits 
containing unknown fill material. No significant contamination issues envisaged apart 
from potentially at the made ground within the extreme north western and south 
eastern corners of the site. No known previous investigations undertaken within the 
area. 

 

C. 2 Mitigation 

 

Site topography including slope 

Stepped development and appropriate design 

 

Local character of the site, including landscape value 

Housing on this sloping site may be visually prominent in the wider landscape. A 
Visual Impact Assessment would therefore be recommended.  

 

Traffic management 

Good design and traffic monitoring. 

 

Access constraints 

Engineered design for site access(es). 

 

 Infrastructure capacity (schools / utilities)  

 Schools - There would be a need for additional funding to support Charles Thorp, in 
 addition to Priority School Building Programme (PSBP). see also Appendix K 

 

Flood risk 

Surface water drainage scheme 

 

Ecology and habitat values 

Any development would therefore need to: 
1. Maintain and enhance the recreational amenity of the adjacent public rights of 

way. 
2. Provide improved green infrastructure links to the wider countryside. 
3. Maintain or enhance the ecological interest of the Beda Hills LWS and Strother 

Hills LWS, possibly through a Section 106 agreement. 
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4. Maintain and enhance the biodiversity value of the site, with a particular focus on 
priority habitats and species identified in the Durham Biodiversity Action Plan. 

 
The level of mitigation/compensation necessary to offset the likely impact on the 
ecological interest of the site and the adjacent Beda Hills and Strother Hills sites may 
be high. 

 

Site designations (e.g. conservation area / Local Wildlife Site) 

None 

 

Ground conditions – n/a  

 

Health, safety and amenity constraints (e.g. presence of pipelines, air quality, ground 
contamination, bad neighbour uses) 

 – Carry out a visual impact assessment. 

 

Other identified constraints 

The site is situated within an area which has had coal mining activity in the vicinity. A 
mining report should be obtained from the Coal Authority which would provide a more 
accurate analysis of potential mining conditions which may affect the proposed 
development.  
 
Intrusive site investigation will be required to assess potential contamination on the 
site if changes to landform or land use take place.  
 
“Made ground” in the south eastern corner of the site may require stabilisation works 
to provide a competent load bearing development platform for future housing. Any 
proposed development will require a full risk assessment and environmental 
appraisal during the planning application process.  
 
The potential level of contamination possibly being a hazard to site operatives and 
future site users is considered to below risk.�
�

Overall Conclusion: Suitable 

 

D. Accessibility 
See Appendix D 
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E. Deliverability 
Is the site likely to be available for development? 

On landowner, of the upper part of the site, put forward by landowner. There is more 
doubt about the remaining parts of the site as contact with owners has so far been 
inconclusive. 

 

Is it likely to generate developer interest? 

Site is located within an area of market demand.  

 

Can the site deliver what the Core Strategy sets out (e.g. housing choice, critical 
mass)? 

The site would be able to deliver housing in a relatively accessible location and in an 
area with the potential for providing more family housing to cater for the identified 
need borough-wide. 

 

Will development, including mitigation and infrastructure requirements, be viable? 

Based on all the information above and subject to detailed investigation of mitigation 
costs and the balance of sites coming forward in the area, it is provisionally concluded 
that the site is viable. 

  

F. Analysis and Conclusions 
Whilst a number of issues of mitigation have been referred to in section C2 above, no 
issue have emerged that would make the site unsuitable for development. Issues such 
as access, and visual impact of development on the site, would have to be carefully 
considered and an appropriate design and layout arrived at. 

It remains to be show that the site as a whole will be available, since it is in several 
different landownerships. There is little doubt about the northernmost section since 
there is active interest by the landowner, but further south there are other ownerships 
and the situation is less clear. If the northern part only is developed at first, this should 
be designed to ensure that the southern part can be developed at a later date, 
particularly in terms of road access as this may not be practical from any other 
direction. However, pedestrian access directly to the east would be highly desirable to 
avoid a longer and steeper route to the main part of the village, especially the schools. 

Development of the southern part of the site would need to have careful regard to the 
proximity of nearby wildlife sites. 

As indicated above additional primary age pupils might need to be accommodated in 
High Spen rather than Highfield, and this in turn would only be feasible if there is an 
expansion of school facilities there accompanying the housing site also proposed at 
High Spen. It is preferable for primary school children to attend school in their home 
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village, but there are other locations in the Borough where this is not possible either 
because of capacity issues, or because there is no school, in the village concerned. 

Despite the above points this modest-scale development at Highfield would be on 
attractive site, would help to support village facilities and, it is believed, would be in 
keeping with the likely level of demand over the Plan period.    
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HIGH SPEN 
SUMMARY OF CONSULTATION 

 

Support Object Comment 
4 18 0 

 
The consultation events showed that there was a mix of feelings about the proposals; 
however, there were more submissions of objection than support. 
 
There was some support for High Spen being identified as a growth area. It was 
accepted that the village needs new housing for local young people – to rent and for 
first time buyers, but it was felt that there needs to be a greater understanding of the 
housing required within the area. In addition, there was some support on the grounds 
that development would allow for the village to be sustained and supported. However, 
there was concern that the character of the village would be lost if the scale and 
design was not appropriate.  
 
Many comments suggest respondents were concerned about the roads and local 
schools not having the capacity for new housing development. In addition, access 
issues were noted as a potential constraint to the development of at least one site, as 
well as access to public rights of way. 
 
Further objections were made on the grounds of increased risk of flooding if 
development were to occur.  Some felt that the population projections used to base 
the expected requirement for new housing on are incorrect and therefore unrealistic. 
 
Concerns were raised that development on the Green Belt would be detrimental to the 
development of existing regeneration areas, as well as having an adverse impact 
upon the countryside and impacting negatively on the environment. Development was 
also felt to adversely impact upon wildlife and their habitats, as well as result in the 
loss of valuable open green space with the likelihood of reducing recreational amenity 
opportunities. 
 
It was also felt that development would lead to loss of views from existing properties. 
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SLR Site Assessment Form 
SITE 301 

April 2012 

Site: High Spen  Refs: 301 

Address: Land north of High Spen 

Ownership: J.W. Stokoe 

Area: 5.1ha (net) 

Capacity: 154 

 

A. Consultation responses 
See above - comments for High Spen in general. 

 

B. Strategic Land Review and Green Belt Assessment update 
There has been no change to this proposal as originally put forward in Stage 1 of the 
SLR-GBA. Comments received have been taken into account along with factors 
affecting the suitability of the site and are reflected in the conclusion. 

 

C. Suitability 
C.1 Physical constraints 

Site topography including slope 

Land slopes reasonably significantly from east to west and levels where it meets 
Watson Street. Arable land contained by mature hedges to east of the B6315 
Collingdon Road. Land rises to a mature tree lined hedgerow on crest of hill 
overlooking residential areas – Collingdon Green to the west of Collingdon Road. 
Allotments at the north west corner are excluded from the site, separating the site 
from existing terraced houses at Watson Street. 
 

Local character of the site, including landscape value 

Could appear as extension to High Spen. Traditional style housing to blend with 
vernacular would be recommended. Located on land of medium landscape 
sensitivity.  
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Traffic management 

No local highway constraints identified 

 

Access constraints 

No local access constraints identified 

 

       Infrastructure capacity (schools / utilities)  

 Provision of Gas and Electricity - The existing networks have capacity, and it is 
 highly unlikely that there will be any non-standard issues with connecting to gas 
 and electricity networks.  

 Telecoms - All relevant requirements can be delivered within 12 months  

Primary Schools - As a result of development and feed in to High Spen Primary 
school, there would be no capacity from 2017. 

Secondary School – Cumulative impact of development in western Gateshead 
would create need to expand Charles Thorp Comprehensive. It will reach capacity 
by 2017.  

See also Appendix K 

 

Flood risk 

Flood risk assessment would be required as the site measures over 1 hectare in 
area. 

 

Ecology and habitat values 

Most of the site is within an area of medium landscape sensitivity.  The site 
consists of two large arable fields bound by native hedgerows. 

 

Site designations (e.g. conservation area / Local Wildlife Site) 

None 

 

Ground conditions 

The site is situated within an area believed to contain underground mine 
workings, and there are two known mine shafts in the vicinity of the site 
boundaries  

 

Health, safety and amenity constraints (e.g. presence of pipelines, air quality, 
ground contamination, bad neighbour uses) 
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The potential level of contamination possibly being a hazard to site operatives 
and future site users is considered to be low risk. 

 

Other identified constraints 

None 

 

C. 2 Mitigation 

 

Site topography including slope 

No significant land moving would be recommended. Development needs to 
address topography of land. 

 

Local character of the site, including landscape value 

Appropriate and high quality design. Sensitivity to landscape given sloping nature 
of land. Design to take account of sloping ground and impact on high landscape 
value.  Design should take account of Aged Miners' Cottages - should not be 
dwarfed by new housing. 

 

Traffic management 

No local highway constraints identified 

 

Access constraints 

No local access constraints identified 

 

       Infrastructure capacity (schools / utilities)  

Schools - need for new build extension at High Spen Primary School from 1 form 
to 2 forms in longer term. There would be a need for additional funding to support 
Charles Thorp, in addition to Priority School Building Programme (PSBP). See 
also Appendix K 

 

Flood risk 

Over 1 hectare so would require a flood risk assessment. 

 

Ecology and habitat values 

Any development would need to: 
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1.Provide improved green infrastructure links to the surrounding countryside. 

2.Maintain and enhance the biodiversity value of the site, with a particular focus 
on priority habitats and species identified in the Durham Biodiversity Action Plan. 

 

Site designations (e.g. conservation area / Local Wildlife Site) 

n/a 

 

Ground conditions 

A mining report should be obtained from the Coal Authority which would provide a 
more accurate analysis of potential mining conditions which may affect the 
proposed development. “Made ground” on the site, if present, may require 
stabilisation works to provide a competent load bearing development platform for 
future housing.  Potential need for land stabilisation due to the presence of ‘made 
ground’ 

 

Health, safety and amenity constraints (e.g. presence of pipelines, air quality, 
ground contamination, bad neighbour uses) 

Any proposed development will require a full risk assessment and environmental 
appraisal during the planning application process.  

 

Other identified constraints 

None. 

 

Overall Conclusion: Suitable 

 

D. Accessibility 
See Appendix D 

 

E. Deliverability 
Is the site likely to be available for development? 

Yes, the site has been put forward by the landowner/agent for potential development. 

Is it likely to generate developer interest? 

Site is located within an area of market demand.  
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Can the site deliver what the Core Strategy sets out (e.g. housing choice, critical 
mass)? 

The site would be able to deliver housing in a relatively accessible location and in an 
area with the potential for providing more family housing to cater for the identified 
need borough-wide. 

Will development, including mitigation and infrastructure requirements, be viable? 

Based on all the information above and subject to detailed investigation of mitigation 
costs and the balance of sites coming forward in the area, it is provisionally concluded 
that the site is viable. 

 

F. Analysis and Conclusions 
With the reduction in proposed sites at High Spen to two, site 301 constitutes the large 
majority of the proposed additional housing in the village. High Spen is an attractive 
village which has been a popular location for new housing over the last thirty years. To 
a limited extent additional housing could help to support village facilities, although the 
poor range of shops and the limited health facilities currently available could not be 
guaranteed to improve except on the basis of a scale of development way beyond 
what is proposed, and which would change the character of the village beyond 
recognition. It should however be borne in mind that while the site of the former 
Hookergate School is no longer included in this review (since it could not be proposed 
for removal from the Green Belt unless connected by other development sites with the 
rest of the village, and the owners of those other potential sites have said they do not 
wan to sell them for development), the Hookergate School site could still be developed 
for housing in principle as a brownfield site within the Green Belt, adding further to the 
potential additional population of the village. 
 
There are no significant difficulties with the development of site 301. However, the 
slope of the land downwards to the west and its consequent visibility from, and 
overlooking of, parts of the village, need to be handled particularly sensitively in terms 
of design and layout.  
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SLR Site Assessment Form 
SITE 322 

April 2012 

Site: High Spen Refs: 322 

Address: Land North West of High Spen 

Ownership: Garesfield Golf Club / Gateshead Council 

Area: 1.4ha (net) 

Capacity: 43 

 

A. Consultation responses 
See above - comments for High Spen in general. 

 

B. Strategic Land Review and Green Belt Assessment update 
There has been no change to this proposal as originally put forward in Stage 1 of the 
SLR-GBA. Comments received have been taken into account along with factors 
affecting the suitability of the site and are reflected in the conclusion. 

  

C. Suitability 
 The following factors will be assessed for each site, to establish with reasonable 

certainty that the site can deliver the required outcomes within the plan period.  
The methodology is in line with the National Planning Policy Framework and the 
considerations applied through our Strategic Housing Land Availability 
Assessment.  

 

C.1 Physical constraints 

  

Site topography including slope 

The site slopes relatively steeply from north to south. 

 

Local character of the site, including landscape value 

Surrounding development is sporadic, with clusters of different styles and ages. 
Most common are terraced, 2 storey properties and newer semi-detached 2 
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storey homes. There are also groupings of bungalows. The largest concentration 
of housing is located to the south-east of the site around Hugar Road. The 
majority of these units are 2 storey, though there is a large amount of 
bungalows. Semis and terraces are most common. Any development at the site 
would have to reflect the character and style of existing properties. The site also 
projects into the countryside. 

 

Traffic management 

There are no anticipated issues with development of the site for residential 
purposes. 

 

Access constraints 

Access into the site, not clear that satisfactory access can be achieved. 

 

         Infrastructure capacity (schools / utilities)  

        Infrastructure capacity (schools / utilities)  

 Provision of Gas and Electricity - The existing networks have capacity, and it is 
 highly unlikely that there will be any non-standard issues with connecting to gas 
 and electricity networks.  

 Telecoms - All relevant requirements can be delivered within 12 months  

Primary Schools - As a result of development and feed in to High Spen Primary   
school, there would be no capacity from 2017. 

Secondary School – Cumulative impact of development in western Gateshead 
would create need to expand Charles Thorp Comprehensive. It will reach 
capacity by 2017.  

See also Appendix K 

 

Flood risk 

Flood Zone 1 – Low probability 

 

Ecology and habitat values 

Site is of medium landscape sensitivity. The site supports a mosaic of habitats 
including unimproved/semi-improved grassland, scrub and maturing woodland 
and as such is likely to support significant biodiversity interest including priority 
habitats. Possible candidate as a Local Wildlife Site (LWS). It was concluded 
that mitigation could enable development. 

 



 118 

Site designations (e.g. conservation area / Local Wildlife Site) 

n/a 

 

Ground conditions 

Land stability and contamination issues given the site is situated within an area 
which contains underground mine workings 

 

Health, safety and amenity constraints (e.g. presence of pipelines, air quality, 
ground contamination, bad neighbour uses) 

Amenity of other dwellings, loss of allotments 

 

Other identified constraints 

None 

 

C. 2 Mitigation 

 

Site topography including slope 

Engineering works/ land levels accommodated within any proposed layout and 
retaining walls probably necessary. 

 

Local character of the site, including landscape value 

High quality design and planning of overall scheme. 

 

Traffic management 

None 

 

Access constraints 

Careful consideration of appropriate access requirements. 

 

           Infrastructure capacity (schools / utilities)  

 Schools need for new build extension at High Spen Primary School from 1 form 
 to 2 forms in longer term. There would be a need for additional funding to 
 support Charles Thorp, in addition to Priority School Building Programme 
 (PSBP). See also Appendix K 
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Flood risk 

Incorporate Sustainable Drainage Systems where appropriate and feasible. 

 

Ecology and habitat values 

The level of mitigation/compensation necessary to offset the likely impact on the 
ecological interest of the site may be high. There would be a need to maintain 
and enhance the biodiversity value of the site, with particular focus on priority 
habitats and species identified in the Durham Biodiversity Action Plan. 

 

Site designations (e.g. conservation area / Local Wildlife Site) 

None 

 

Ground conditions 

Intrusive site investigation is required as is a Coal Mining Risk Assessment, 
therefore potential mitigation in unknown at this stage. 

 

Health, safety and amenity constraints (e.g. presence of pipelines, air quality, 
ground contamination, bad neighbour uses) 

Careful layout of development preventing impact on residential amenity. 

 

Other identified constraints 

None 

�
 Overall Conclusion: Suitable 
 
D. Accessibility 
See Appendix D 

 

E. Deliverability 
Is the site likely to be available for development? 

Yes, the land has been put forward for potential development by the landowner of the 
western part (Garesfield Golf Club). The Council is interested in disposing of the land 
it owns (the eas5tern part) for housing). 
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Is it likely to generate developer interest? 

Site is located within an area of market demand.  

 

Can the site deliver what the Core Strategy sets out (e.g. housing choice, critical 
mass)? 

The site would be able to deliver housing in a relatively accessible location and in an 
area with the potential for providing more family housing to cater for the identified 
need borough-wide. 

 

Will development, including mitigation and infrastructure requirements, be viable? 

Based on all the information above and subject to detailed investigation of mitigation 
costs and the balance of sites coming forward in the area, it is provisionally concluded 
that the site is viable. 

 

F. Analysis and Conclusions 
High Spen is an attractive village which has been a popular location for new housing 
over the last thirty years. To a limited extent additional housing could help to support 
village facilities, although the poor range of shops and the limited health facilities 
currently available could not be guaranteed to improve except on the basis of a scale 
of development way beyond what is proposed, and which would change the character 
of the village beyond recognition. It should however be borne in mind that while the 
site of the former Hookergate School is no longer included in this review (since it could 
not be proposed for removal from the Green Belt unless connected by other 
development sites with the rest of the village, and the owners of those other potential 
sites have said they do not wan to sell them for development), the Hookergate School 
site could still be developed for housing in principle as a brownfield site within the 
Green Belt, adding further to the potential additional population of the village. 
 
This small site on the west edge of the village is suitable for development, but the 
biodiversity interest of the southern part of the site, and the existence of the active 
allotment site on the east side, may reduce the number of homes which can be built 
below the total assumed so far. 

  

 

�
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KIBBLESWORTH 
SUMMARY OF CONSULTATION 

 

Support Object Comment 
5 12 0 

 
The scale of development proposed, compared to the size of the village, was viewed 
negatively, and it was noted that previous attempts to develop Kibblesworth have 
been unsuccessful. It was also felt that development would mean loss of views from 
existing properties.  
 
Objections were made to development on the sites on the grounds of there being 
constraints to development. This included the fact that site 263 was previously an 
open cast mining site, approximately 20 years ago, and now is waterlogged, flooding 
often. In addition, both sites were noted to lie on defined areas of surface coal 
resources and are affected by mining legacy. 
 
It was felt that development of the sites would lead to increased risk of flooding, and 
there are other alternative, more suitable sites available for development. In addition, it 
was felt that brownfield sites should be prioritised, as development of sites 43 and 263 
would result in urban sprawl. 
 
Further objections were made in relation to the impact upon local infrastructure, 
services and facilities, the potential increase in traffic and congestion and the increase 
in levels of pollution. Two thirds of the objections quoted problems with traffic, 
congestion and local infrastructure. 
 
Concerns were raised over the adverse environmental impacts, and the negative 
effect on wildlife. There were also objections on the grounds of loss of countryside, 
open and green space and also agricultural land. 
 
The Parish Council have objected to development and referred to alternative sites 
(south of the Bowes Railway), which however were found to be unsuitable. They 
indicated that they would like to be involved in future meetings relating to the sites. 
 
Interestingly, an objection was raised on the grounds that a higher proportion of 
homes should be provided within Kibblesworth. Other support was noted as it was felt 
that development will positively impact upon local infrastructure and services, helping 
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to sustain and support the village. It was also felt by some that development would 
assist in maintaining the character and identity of the area. 
 
Additional support was noted as it was felt that development would mean that traffic 
and flooding issues are more likely to be addressed as a result. 
 
No comments have been received on sites 261 and 264 as these sites were not 
consulted on. However, it is felt that the site is likely to generate similar 
comments to that of sites 43 and 263, also located within Kibblesworth. 
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SLR Site Assessment Form 
SITE 43 

April 2012 

Site: Kibblesworth Refs: 43 

Address: Kibblesworth 1 

Ownership: Taylor Wimpey 

 

Area: 7.2ha (net) 

Capacity: 162 

 

A. Consultation responses 
See above - comments for Kibblesworth in general. 

 

B. Strategic Land Review and Green Belt Assessment update 
There has been no change to this proposal as originally put forward in Stage 1 of the 
SLR-GBA. Comments received have been taken into account along with factors 
affecting the suitability of the site and are reflected in the conclusion  
 

C. Suitability 
C.1 Physical constraints 

 

Site topography including slope - Land slopes generally downwards west to east 

 

Local character of the site, including landscape value 

This site is closely related to Kibblesworth 263 and 264.  These sites are located on 
the western edge of Kibblesworth overlooking the village.  This site is separated from 
the other two sites by Kibblesworth Bank.  From a strategic perspective Kibblesworth 
is relatively close to the urban core and already has a role as an attractive commuter 
village.  The opportunity for new housing and to expand the village could help sustain 
local facilities whilst providing additional housing in an attractive setting which it is 
anticipated would be popular with those working in the urban core and other urban 
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areas outside NewcastleGateshead.  The three sites combined if developed would 
increase the size of the village by 89%.   

 

Traffic management 

The Highways Agency traffic figures show that there will be additional traffic generated 
on the strategic road network by developing this site for housing – 121 additional 
vehicle trips in the morning peak time and 129 additional vehicle trips in the evening 
peak time, with the greatest impacts being to the A1 and A167.  Further assessment 
of potential impacts is required. Site may be quite car dependant due to the furthest 
reaches of the site being inaccessible from public transport. If the Birklands opencast 
mining development goes ahead there is likely to be an increase in HGV movements 
in the area. It was concluded that mitigation would enable development. 

 

Access constraints - A crossroads/roundabout would be required to access the site 
from Kibblesworth Bank. 

 

Infrastructure capacity (schools / utilities)  

Provision of Gas and Electricity - The existing networks have capacity, and it is highly 
unlikely that there will be any non-standard issues with connecting to gas and 
electricity networks.  

Telecoms - All relevant requirements can be delivered within 12 months  

Primary School - At present school has surplus, and it was previously downsized from 
210 pupils to 120. By 2015, the school would be 20% over capacity.  

Secondary School – Acceptable impact on Lord Lawson of Beamish School 

See also Appendix K 

 

Flood risk - Flood Zone 1 – Low probability of flood risk. 

 

Ecology and habitat values 

The site lies within an area of medium landscape sensitivity, and supports a range of 
habitats including native hedgerows, semi-improved grassland and individual/small 
copses of broadleaved trees/scrub. There are no specific designations within or 
immediately adjacent to the site. It was concluded that mitigation would enable 
development. 

 

Site designations (e.g. conservation area / Local Wildlife Site) - None 
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Ground conditions 

The site is situated within an area believed to contain underground mine workings 
(possibly shallow), though there are no known mine shafts with the site boundaries. A 
mining report should be obtained from the Coal Authority which would provide a more 
accurate analysis of potential mining conditions which may affect the proposed 
development. Neither issue is expected to prevent development but further 
investigation is obviously required. 

 

Health, safety and amenity constraints  (e.g. presence of pipelines, air quality, ground 
contamination, bad neighbour uses) 

Farm yards and agricultural buildings could have been used for bulk storage of 
petroleum fuels, insecticide, herbicides which can be harmful to human health. 

 

Other identified constraints 

Rights of Way 
A footpath runs north/south through the eastern half of the site and another runs along 
the eastern boundary, adjacent to the allotments.  These would need to be maintained 
or diverted. 
 
Overhead power-lines 
These are likely to have easement area that could prevent development.  There are 
cost implications if cables are to be buried.  Further investigation is required to 
understand whether the developable area would be affected. 
 
If an easement exists, this will either limit the developable area or the cables would 
have to be rerouted and/or relocated e.g. underground. 
 
Archaeology 
Possible early colliery waggonway running through the site, however, it is not 
anticipated that this would prevent development. 

 

C. 2 Mitigation 
 

Site topography including slope - Engineering solutions may be required to take 
account of landfall in places 

 

Local character of the site, including landscape value – Appropriate design and layout. 

 

Traffic management 
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A crossroads/roundabout would be required to access the site on Kibblesworth Bank. 
There is a potential need to increase the capacity/size of the roundabout in Lamesley 
– this might be difficult and costly due to land ownership issues including Church 
grounds and/or impact on the Conservation Area. 

 

Access constraints - Construction of roundabout / signalised junction on Kibblesworth 
Bank. 

 

Infrastructure capacity (schools / utilities)  

Schools - 1 form expansion of Kibblesworth Primary School will be needed in any 
case. This may increase as a result of development of area. 

see also Appendix K 

 

Flood risk – Incorporate Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDs) as appropriate 

 

Ecology and habitat values 

Any development would need to:  
 
- Provide improved green infrastructure links to the Bowes Railway Path, the Bowes 
Valley Nature Reserve and Hedley Hall Wood. 

- Maintain and enhance the biodiversity value of the site, with a particular focus on 
priority habitats and species identified in the Durham Biodiversity Action Plan. 

 

Site designations (e.g. conservation area/Local Wildlife Site) - None 

 

Ground conditions – Ground workings survey 

 

Health, safety and amenity constraints (e.g. presence of pipelines, air quality, ground 
contamination, bad neighbour uses) – Environmental impact survey required 

 

Other identified constraints – None required 

 

Overall Conclusion: Suitable 

 

D. Accessibility 
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See Appendix D 

 

E. Deliverability 
Is the site likely to be available for development? 

Yes, site would be available and has been put forward by the landowner/agent for 
potential housing development. 

 

Is it likely to generate developer interest? 

Site is located within an area of market demand.  

 

Can the site deliver what the Core Strategy sets out (e.g. housing choice, critical 
mass)? 

The site would be able to deliver housing in a relatively accessible location and in an 
area with the potential for providing more family housing to cater for the identified 
need borough-wide. 

 

Will development, including mitigation and infrastructure requirements, be viable? 

Based on all the information above and subject to detailed investigation of mitigation 
costs and the balance of sites coming forward in the area, it is provisionally concluded 
that the site is viable. 

 

F. Analysis and Conclusions 
Kibblesworth is too small village to support a wide range of facilities but does have a 
primary school and a few other basic facilities; the Council has long sought to 
safeguard these by allowing for an increase in the size of the village and has in the 
past been prevented from doing so by the tightly-drawn Green Belt boundary around 
the village. The Strategic Land Review and Green Belt Assessment provides the 
opportunity to do so whilst contributing to the range of sites and locations providing for 
additional housing over the Plan period. It is likely to prove an attractive and popular 
location, and the consultation responses have shown a proportion of residents actively 
welcoming the idea of additional housing. 

However, this has been accompanied by a range of views of what scale of 
development is desirable. The four sites assessed in Stage 2 of the SLR-GBA would 
have added up to nearly 500 homes, which would have more than doubled the 
population of the village. This would have changed its character radically and 
unacceptably, yet still not provided the critical mass of population for extra village 
facilities. A more proportionate approach was seen as being an increase in the region 
of 225 homes. The most suitable sites to develop to reach this total were 43 and 263 
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which would form an extension to the village to the west on either side of Kibblesworth 
Bank.  
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SLR Site Assessment Form 

SITE 261 

May 2012 

Site: Kibblesworth Refs: 261 

Address: East Kibblesworth 

Ownership: Appletons (agent) 

Area: 1.87 ha 

Capacity: 56 

 

A. Consultation responses 
See above - comments for Kibblesworth in general. This site was not proposed at 
Stage 1 and therefore has not been consulted on individually.  

 

B. Strategic Land Review and Green Belt Assessment update 
This site was wrongly scored at Stage 1 and hence assessed at Stage 2; however, 
although found suitable in itself, it was less so than other Kibblesworth sites and is not 
being put forward as a preferred site. 

  

C. Suitability 
The following factors will be assessed for each site, to establish with reasonable 
certainty that the site can deliver the required outcomes within the plan period.  The 
methodology is in line with the National Planning Policy Framework and the 
considerations applied through our Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment.  

 

C.1 Physical constraints  

Site topography including slope 

Site gently slopes from west to east towards Greenford Lane. It was concluded that 
mitigation would enable development. 

 

Local character of the site, including landscape value 

The site is located to the east of Kibblesworth and forms an area of agricultural land. 
The opportunity for new housing and to expand the village could help sustain local 
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facilities whilst providing additional housing in an attractive setting which it is 
anticipated would be popular with those working in the urban core and other urban 
areas outside NewcastleGateshead.   
 
Context  
 

� Kibblesworth has a school and a village shop both of which are within walking 
distance of the site.   

 
Landscape Character  
 

� The site is bounded on 3 sides by well established hedgerows and occasional 
trees on the perimeter. 

 
Views and Vistas 
 

� There are good views eastwards towards Birtley and to the north east towards 
the main Gateshead conurbation. Prominent landmarks include the tower 
blocks at Harlow Green. 

 
Built form 
 

� Housing to the west on Hollydene is 2 storey suburban housing with rear 
gardens that back onto the site.  

� Housing further W beyond this (Ouselaw) is 1950s but currently being partly 
redeveloped by Gateshead Housing Company and Keepmoat.  

 
Movement 
 

� There is a public footpath running along the western boundary of the site and 
the former Bowes Railway Line to the south which is a multi user route 

� The nearest bus stops are on The Crescent, the main route running through 
Kibblesworth.�

� Good access to cycle routes�
Traffic management/Access constraints 

Reasonable bus service on The Crescent, but some parts of the site will be pushing 
the public transport accessibility limits due to walking distance. Access onto Moormill 
Lane appears to be feasible. Potential impact on the A1 and the local road network 
around Lamesley. Public rights of way should be retained and enhanced by the 
development. It was concluded that mitigation would enable development. 

 

Infrastructure capacity (schools / utilities)  
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Provision of Gas and Electricity - The existing networks have capacity, and it is highly 
unlikely that there will be any non-standard issues with connecting to gas and 
electricity networks.  

Telecoms - All relevant requirements can be delivered within 12 months  

Primary School - At present school has surplus, and it was previously downsized from 
210 pupils to 120. By 2015, the school would be 20% over capacity.  

Secondary School – Acceptable impact on Lord Lawson of Beamish School 

See also Appendix K 

 

Flood risk 

Surface water drainage scheme would be required. 

 

Ecology and habitat values 

The site is predominately an arable field bound by native hedgerows with hedgerow 
trees.  A public right of way runs along the western boundary of the site connecting 
with the Bowes Railway Path.  It was concluded that mitigation would enable 
development.�
 

Site designations (e.g. conservation area / Local Wildlife Site) 

Medium landscape sensitivity, Sites and Areas of archaeological importance, also 
fairly close to a wildlife corridor. 

 

Ground conditions – near to a reclaimed landfill site. 

Health, safety and amenity constraints (e.g. presence of pipelines, air quality, ground 
contamination, bad neighbour uses) - Adjacent to site reclaimed from former use as a 
landfill site. 

 

Other identified constraints – none 

 

C. 2 Mitigation 

Site topography including slope – stepped development and suitably designed 
scheme 

 

Local character of the site, including landscape value – development scheme design 
and density would need to be appropriate. 
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Traffic management & Access constraints – Traffic management plan would be 
required. 

 

Infrastructure capacity (schools / utilities)  

Schools - 1 form expansion of Kibblesworth Primary School will be needed in any 
case. This may increase as a result of development of area. 

see also Appendix K 

 

Flood risk – The incorporation of Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDs). 

 

Ecology and habitat values 

Any application for planning permission would need to be supported by an ecological 
survey, assessment and mitigation report.  Any development of the site should deliver 
green infrastructure and biodiversity enhancements. 

 

Site designations (e.g. conservation area / Local Wildlife Site) 

 

Ground conditions – further site investigations if necessary. 

 

Health, safety and amenity constraints (e.g. presence of pipelines, air quality, ground 
contamination, bad neighbour uses) - contamination survey may be required 

 

Other identified constraints – n/a 

 

Overall conclusion – Suitable 

 

D. Accessibility 
See Appendix D 

 

E. Deliverability 
Is the site likely to be available for development? 

Yes, site would be available and has been put forward by the landowner/agent for 
potential housing development. 
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Is it likely to generate developer interest? 

Site is located within an area of market demand.  

 

Can the site deliver what the Core Strategy sets out (e.g. housing choice, critical 
mass)? 

The site would be able to deliver housing in a relatively accessible location and in an 
area with the potential for providing more family housing to cater for the identified 
need borough-wide. 

 

Will development, including mitigation and infrastructure requirements, be viable? 

Based on all the information above and subject to detailed investigation of mitigation 
costs and the balance of sites coming forward in the area, it is provisionally concluded 
that the site is viable. 

 

F. Analysis and Conclusions 
Kibblesworth is too small village to support a wide range of facilities but does have a 
primary school and a few other basic facilities; the Council has long sought to 
safeguard these by allowing for an increase in the size of the village and has in the 
past been prevented from doing so by the tightly-drawn Green Belt boundary around 
the village. The Strategic Land Review and Green Belt Assessment provides the 
opportunity to do so whilst contributing to the range of sites and locations providing for 
additional housing over the Plan period. It is likely to prove an attractive and popular 
location, and the consultation responses have shown a proportion of residents actively 
welcoming the idea of additional housing. 

However, this has been accompanied by a range of views of what scale of 
development is desirable. The four sites assessed in Stage 2 of the SLR-GBA would 
have added up to nearly 500 homes, which would have more than doubled the 
population of the village. This would have changed its character radically and 
unacceptably whilst yet still not providing the critical mass of population for extra 
village facilities. A more proportionate approach was seen as being an increase in the 
region of 225 homes. The most suitable sites to develop to reach this total were 43 
and 263 which would form an extension to the village to the west on either side of 
Kibblesworth Bank. Site 261 is small, visually prominent, downhill from the village, and  
in particular, awkwardly shaped, so that the number of homes which could be built 
would be relatively few for the amount of land lost to the Green Belt.
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SLR Site Assessment Form 
SITE 263 

April 2012 

Site: Kibblesworth Refs: 263 

Address: Kibblesworth 2 

Ownership: Taylor Wimpey 

Area: 2.8ha (net) 

Capacity: 63 

 

A. Consultation responses 
See above - comments for Kibblesworth in general. 

 

B. Strategic Land Review and Green Belt Assessment update 
There has been no change to this proposal as originally put forward in Stage 1 of the 
SLR-GBA. Comments received have been taken into account along with factors 
affecting the suitability of the site and are reflected in the conclusion.  

  

C. Suitability 
The following factors will be assessed for each site, to establish with reasonable 
certainty that the site can deliver the required outcomes within the plan period.  The 
methodology is in line with the National Planning Policy Framework and the 
considerations applied through our Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment.  

 

C.1 Physical constraints 
 

Site topography including slope 

Land rises to the south of Kibblesworth Bank, sloping generally downwards west to 
east. It was concluded that mitigation would enable development. 

 

Local character of the site, including landscape value 
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This site is closely related to Kibblesworth 43.  Both of these sites are located on the 
western edge of Kibblesworth overlooking the village.  The two sites are separated by 
Kibblesworth Bank but are adjacent to one another.  Site 264 is to the south west of 
this site and if developed would form an extension of it. From a strategic perspective 
Kibblesworth is relatively close to the urban core and already has a role as an 
attractive rural commuter village.  The opportunity for new housing and to expand the 
village could help sustain local facilities whilst providing additional housing in an 
attractive setting which it is anticipated would be popular with those working in the 
urban core and other urban areas outside NewcastleGateshead.  The three sites 
combined if developed in their entirety would almost double the size of the village.   

 

Traffic management 

The Highways Agency traffic figures show that there will be additional traffic generated 
on the strategic road network by developing this site for housing – 47 additional 
vehicle trips in the morning peak time and 51 additional vehicle trips in the evening 
peak time, with the greatest impacts being to the A1 and A167.  Further assessment 
of potential impacts is required. The site may be quite car dependant due to the 
furthest reaches of the site being inaccessible from public transport. If the Birklands 
Opencast mining development goes ahead there is likely to be an increase in HGV 
movements in the area. It was concluded that mitigation would enable development.  

 

Access constraints – Access would be required on Kibblesworth Bank. It was 
concluded that mitigation would enable development. 

 

Infrastructure capacity (schools / utilities)  

Provision of Gas and Electricity - The existing networks have capacity, and it is highly 
unlikely that there will be any non-standard issues with connecting to gas and 
electricity networks.  

Telecoms - All relevant requirements can be delivered within 12 months  

Primary School - At present school has surplus, and it was previously downsized from 
210 pupils to 120. By 2015, the school would be 20% over capacity.  

Secondary School – Acceptable impact on Lord Lawson of Beamish School 

See also Appendix K 

 

Flood risk - Flood Zone 1, low probability of flooding.�

 

Ecology and habitat values 

The site lies within an area of medium landscape sensitivity, and supports a range of 
habitats including native hedgerows, semi-improved grassland and individual/small 
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copses of broadleaved trees/scrub. The Bowes Railway Path runs along the southern 
boundary of the site linking it with the nearby Bowes Valley Nature Reserve Local 
Wildlife Site (LWS) and Hedley Hall Wood LWS. There are no specific designations 
within or immediately adjacent to the site. 

 

Site designations (e.g. conservation area / Local Wildlife Site) 

Bowes Valley Nature Reserve Local Wildlife Site (LWS) and Hedley Hall Wood LWS 
are nearby. Medium landscape sensitivity. 

 

Ground conditions 

The site is situated within an area believed to contain underground mine workings 
(possibly shallow), though there are no known mine shafts with the site boundaries. A 
mining report should be obtained from the Coal Authority which would provide a more 
accurate analysis of potential mining conditions which may affect the proposed 
development. Neither issue is expected to prevent development but further 
investigation is obviously required. 

 

Health, safety and amenity constraints (e.g. presence of pipelines, air quality, ground 
contamination, bad neighbour uses) 

No issues known 

 

Other identified constraints 

Overhead power lines - these are likely to have easement areas that could prevent 
development.   
 
Archaeology 
Possible early colliery waggonway running through the site, however, it is not 
anticipated that this would prevent development. 
 
Rights of Way 
A footpath runs through the northwest corner of the site.  This would need to be 
maintained or diverted. 

 

C. 2 Mitigation 
Site topography including slope – None required. 

 

Local character of the site, including landscape value – High design standards, 
landscaping etc. 
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Traffic management 

A crossroads or roundabout on Kibblesworth Bank would be required to access the 
site. There is a potential need to increase the capacity/size of the roundabout in 
Lamesley – this might be difficult and costly due to land ownership issues including 
church grounds and/or impact on the Conservation Area. 

 

Access constraints 

A crossroads or roundabout on Kibblesworth Bank would be required to access the 
site. 

 

Infrastructure capacity (schools / utilities)  

Schools - 1 form expansion of Kibblesworth Primary School will be needed in any 
case. This may increase as a result of development of area. 

See also Appendix K. 

 

Flood risk – Incorporation of Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDs) 

 

Ecology and habitat values 

Any development would need to:  
- Maintain and enhance the recreational amenity of the Bowes Railway Path. 
- Provide improved green infrastructure links to the Bowes Railway Path, the Bowes 
Valley Nature Reserve and Hedley Hall Wood. 

- Maintain and enhance the biodiversity value of the site, with a particular focus on 
priority habitats and species identified in the Durham Biodiversity Action Plan. 

 

Site designations (e.g. conservation area/Local Wildlife Site) 

None 

 

Ground conditions  

– further site investigations as necessary. 

 

Health, safety and amenity constraints (e.g. presence of pipelines, air quality, ground 
contamination, bad neighbour uses) 

 

Other identified constraints 
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Overhead power lines - there are cost implications if cables are to be buried.  Further 
investigation is required to understand whether the developable area would be 
affected. If an easement exists, this will either limit the developable area or the cables 
would have to be rerouted and/or relocated e.g. underground. 

 

Overall Conclusion: Suitable 

 

D. Accessibility 
See Appendix D 

 

E. Deliverability 
Is the site likely to be available for development? 

Yes, site would be available and has been put forward by the landowner/agent for 
potential housing development. 

 

Is it likely to generate developer interest? 

Site is located within an area of market demand.  

 

Can the site deliver what the Core Strategy sets out (e.g. housing choice, critical 
mass)? 

The site would be able to deliver housing in a relatively accessible location and in an 
area with the potential for providing more family housing to cater for the identified 
need borough-wide. 

 

Will development, including mitigation and infrastructure requirements, be viable? 

Based on all the information above and subject to detailed investigation of mitigation 
costs and the balance of sites coming forward in the area, it is provisionally concluded 
that the site is viable. 

  

F. Analysis and Conclusions 
Kibblesworth is too small village to support a wide range of facilities but does have a 
primary school and a few other basic facilities; the Council has long sought to 
safeguard these by allowing for an increase in the size of the village and has in the 
past been prevented from doing so by the tightly-drawn Green Belt boundary around 
the village. The Strategic Land Review and Green Belt Assessment provides the 
opportunity to do so whilst contributing to the range of sites and locations providing for 
additional housing over the Plan period. It is likely to prove an attractive and popular 
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location, and the consultation responses have shown a proportion of residents actively 
welcoming the idea of additional housing. 

However, this has been accompanied by a range of views of what scale of 
development is desirable. The four sites assessed in Stage 2 of the SLR-GBA would 
have added up to nearly 500 homes, which would have more than doubled the 
population of the village. This would have changed its character radically and 
unacceptably whilst yet still not providing the critical mass of population for extra 
village facilities. A more proportionate approach was seen as being an increase in the 
region of 225 homes. The most suitable sites to develop to reach this total were 43 
and 263 which would form an extension to the village to the west on either side of 
Kibblesworth Bank. Subject to taking account of the needs for mitigation referred to 
above, the site is suitable for development, with the need to establish a new 
defensible Green Belt boundary along its south west boundary.  �
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SLR Site Assessment Form 
SITE 264 

May 2012 

Site: Kibblesworth Refs: 264 

Address: Southwest of Kibblesworth Bank 

Ownership: Graham Askew – (Taylor Wimpey representing) 

Area: 4.76 ha 

Capacity: 140 

 

A. Consultation responses 
See above - comments for Kibblesworth in general. 

 

B. Strategic Land Review and Green Belt Assessment update 
This site was incorrectly scored at Stage 1 of the SLR-GBA and was therefore 
reconsidered at Stage 2, passing the threshold for scoring acceptably on impact on 
the Green Belt if treated cumulatively with site 263. However it is not being put forward 
as a preferred site at this stage. Comments received on development at Kibblesworth 
have been taken into account along with factors affecting the suitability of the site and 
are reflected in the conclusion.  

 

C. Suitability 
The following factors will be assessed for each site, to establish with reasonable 
certainty that the site can deliver the required outcomes within the plan period.  The 
methodology is in line with the National Planning Policy Framework and the 
considerations applied through our Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment.  

 

C.1 Physical constraints 

Site topography including slope 

Site slopes and undulates from west to east 

 

Local character of the site, including landscape value 
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Development could work as an extensions to Kibblesworth if adjacent sites came 
forward (e.g. the land to the east).    
 
Context  

� The land is currently in use as agricultural farmland.   
� To the east (beyond site 263) is Kibblesworth village which is dominated by 

medium density housing.  There is an area of allotments east of the site.   
� There is little if any infrastructure although there are overhead cables cutting 

across the site which would need to be given consideration in terms of design 
solutions. These are likely to have an easement area preventing any 
development.  Undergrounding cables is notoriously expensive and if deemed 
necessary may have a significant impact on land values.   Kibblesworth Bank is 
the main piece of road infrastructure although there is also a narrow country 
lane (Ouslaw Lane) which flanks the western boundary of site 43. 

� There are a community centre and a primary school within Kibblesworth which 
are within 750 m of the site.  There are several bus stops located along 
Kibblesworth Bank. 

 
Landscape Character  
 

� The site slopes west to east.  The topography will present some (not 
insurmountable design challenges to any developer – land falls on some parts 
of the site are more significant than others) 

� There are hedgerows on either side of Kibblesworth Bank but few hedgerows 
within the fields. 

 
Views and Vistas 
 

� There are excellent views towards Gateshead (Harlow Green, Beacon Lough 
and Low Fell).  These panoramic views offer tremendous potential in terms of 
orientation of any development.   

� Notable landmarks outside the site include St John's Church spire and the 
tower blocks at Beacon Lough and Harlow Green.  There are no particularly 
prominent landmarks within Kibblesworth which are visible partially reflecting 
the generally low scale of development within the village.   

 
Built form 
 

� Kibblesworth was a mainly agricultural community until the development of the 
pit and brickworks which resulted in a significant increase in population.  

� The housing to the east of both sites is varied in age; Grange Terrace is a small 
estate of 1980s housing.  There is a mix of housing along Kibblesworth Bank 
which reflects the age these properties were built.  West Farm and the 
associated barn buildings pre date the village.   

� For further details of the village, patterns of built form etc refer to the urban 
character assessment. 
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� The village has a generally low scale of development with 1 and 2 storey 
properties.  Densities are low to medium with semi detached, terraced and 
some detached housing.  

 
 
Movement 
 

� There are a series of informal footpaths which dissect the site, and one public 
right of way, which will be potentially important in terms of any future 
development and ensuring appropriate linkages with the village.  The main 
means of vehicular access is via Kibblesworth Bank. 

� There are several bus stops along Kibblesworth Bank  
� Bowes railway line to the south – multi user route  

 

Traffic management/ Access constraints 

Long walking distance to the existing public transport terminus, may need to consider 
providing facility to extend and turn bus routes. Access onto Kibblesworth Bank 
appears feasible. Potential impact on the A1 and the local road network around 
Lamesley. Public rights of way should be retained and enhanced by the development. 
It was concluded that mitigation would enable. 

 

Infrastructure capacity (schools / utilities)  

Provision of Gas and Electricity - The existing networks have capacity, and it is highly 
unlikely that there will be any non-standard issues with connecting to gas and 
electricity networks.  

Telecoms - All relevant requirements can be delivered within 12 months  

Primary School - At present school has surplus, and it was previously downsized from 
210 pupils to 120. By 2015, the school would be 20% over capacity.  

Secondary School – Acceptable impact on Lord Lawson of Beamish School 

See also Appendix K 

 

Flood risk – surface water drainage scheme would be required. 

 

Ecology and habitat values 

The site is dominated by agriculturally improved pasture and is therefore of limited 
ecological value.  The Bowes Railway Path runs along the southern boundary of the 
site and any development would require generous buffering of this feature.  Good 
opportunity to deliver on/off site green infrastructure and biodiversity enhancements.�
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Site designations (e.g. conservation area / Local Wildlife Site) - Medium landscape 
sensitivity. 

 

Ground conditions – none identified 

Health, safety and amenity constraints (e.g. presence of pipelines, air quality, ground 
contamination, bad neighbour uses) – Electricity pylons on site. Farm to north of site 
(odour) if site 43 or that part of it is not developed. 

 

Other identified constraints – none identified. 

 

C. 2 Mitigation 

 

Site topography including slope – stepped development and suitably designed 
scheme 

 

Local character of the site, including landscape value – development scheme design 
and density would need to be appropriate. 

 

Traffic management & Access constraints – Traffic management plan would be 
required. 

 

Infrastructure capacity (schools / utilities)  

Schools - 1 form expansion of Kibblesworth Primary School will be needed in any 
case. This may increase as a result of development of area. 

See also Appendix K 

 

Flood risk – The incorporation of Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDs). 

 

Ecology and habitat values 

Any application for planning permission would need to be supported by an ecological 
survey, assessment and mitigation report.  Any development of the site could deliver 
green infrastructure and biodiversity enhancements. 

 

Site designations (e.g. conservation area / Local Wildlife Site) 
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Ground conditions – further site investigations if necessary. 

 

Health, safety and amenity constraints (e.g. presence of pipelines, air quality, ground 
contamination, bad neighbour uses) - contamination survey may be required 

 

Other identified constraints – n/a 

 

Overall conclusion - suitable, though only in conjunction with site 263. 

 

D. Accessibility 
See Appendix D 

 

E. Deliverability 
Is the site likely to be available for development? 

Yes, site would be available and has been put forward by the landowner/agent for 
potential housing development. 

 

Is it likely to generate developer interest? 

Site is located within an area of market demand.  

 

Can the site deliver what the Core Strategy sets out (e.g. housing choice, critical 
mass)? 

The site would be able to deliver housing in a relatively accessible location and in an 
area with the potential for providing more family housing to cater for the identified 
need borough-wide. 

 

Will development, including mitigation and infrastructure requirements, be viable? 

Based on all the information above and subject to detailed investigation of mitigation 
costs and the balance of sites coming forward in the area, it is provisionally concluded 
that the site is viable. 

 

F. Analysis and Conclusions 
Kibblesworth is too small village to support a wide range of facilities but does have a 
primary school and a few other basic facilities; the Council has long sought to 
safeguard these by allowing for an increase in the size of the village and has in the 
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past been prevented from doing so by the tightly-drawn Green Belt boundary around 
the village. The Strategic Land Review and Green Belt Assessment provides the 
opportunity to do so whilst contributing to the range of sites and locations providing for 
additional housing over the Plan period. It is likely to prove an attractive and popular 
location, and the consultation responses have shown a proportion of residents actively 
welcoming the idea of additional housing. 

However, this has been accompanied by a range of views of what scale of 
development is desirable. The four sites assessed in Stage 2 of the SLR-GBA would 
have added up to nearly 500 homes, which would have more than doubled the 
population of the village. This would have changed its character radically and 
unacceptably whilst yet still not providing the critical mass of population for extra 
village facilities. A more proportionate approach was seen as being an increase in the 
region of 225 homes. The most suitable sites to develop to reach this total were 43 
and 263 which would form an extension to the village to the west on either side of 
Kibblesworth Bank. Subject to taking account of the needs for mitigation referred to 
above, the site is suitable in principle for development, but would project further into 
the Green Belt, be further from the village and its facilities, and be more visually 
prominent given its position further up the hillside, and it is logical to exclude it given 
the overall conclusion on the appropriate scale of development at Kibblesworth.  

�
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RYTON 
SUMMARY OF CONSULTATION 

 

Support Object Comment 
0 27 0 

 
 
Alongside the written objections received, surveys undertaken demonstrate the 
volume of objection to the proposed use of Green Belt land at Ryton for housing 
development. 
 
Survey 1 – 150 Responses 
 

 

Q1: I am happy with 
the proposal to build 
505 houses in Green 
Belt in Ryton by 
2030 

Q2: I do not 
want to see any 
houses built in 
the Green Belt 

Q3: I am happy with 
the number of houses 
proposed if built on 
land that is not in the 
Green Belt 

Q4: I am not 
happy with the 
number 
proposed - there 
are too many 

TOTAL 5 129 34 60 

% 3 86 23 40 

 
Survey 2 – 53 Responses 
 

 

Q1: No building 
should take place 
in the Green Belt - 
Agree 

Q1: No building 
should take place in 
the Green Belt - 
Disagree 

Q2: 505 
houses is too 
many for Ryton 
- Agree 

Q2: 505 houses 
is too many for 
Ryton - Disagree 

TOTAL 49 4 49 3 

% 92 8 92 6 

 
 
Comments recognised that there is a requirement for more new affordable housing, 
for rental and first time buyers, within Ryton to support a younger population and 
prevent out-migration. It was also recognised by some that housing development at 
Ryton would enable regeneration of Ryton and maintain its viability. 
 
However, the majority of respondents’ objections quoted problems with traffic, 
congestion and local infrastructure, in particular the schools. In addition, the loss of 
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village character was a major issue for many people alongside the notion that 
Brownfield sites should be prioritised over Green Belt sites. 
 
It was also noted that some respondents had concerns around Gateshead’s 
population growth assumptions as well as there being constraints such as mining 
issues which would make the site unsuitable. There were also objections on the 
grounds that such development at Ryton would be at too great a scale than 
appropriate. 
 
Some of the objections received were due to the potential loss of recreational amenity, 
loss of countryside and open space, resulting in a detrimental impact on local health 
and wellbeing in the area. Concerns were also raised around the impact development 
on the sites would have upon wildlife and their habitats. 
 
Some objections received were due to the potential for the area to be in danger of 
increased flood risk as a result of further development. Others were concerned about 
the loss of views from existing properties, and the development proposals meaning 
loss of agricultural land. 
 
No comments have been received on site 287 as this site was not consulted on.  
However, it is felt that the site is likely to generate similar comments to that of 
site 285, also located within Ryton. 
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SLR Site Assessment Form 
SITE 285 

April 2012 

Site: Ryton Refs: 285 

Address: Site south of Ryton 

Ownership: Tarmac Ltd 

Area: 15.1ha (net) 

Capacity: 454 

 

A. Consultation responses 
See above - comments for Ryton in general. 

 

B. Strategic Land Review and Green Belt Assessment update 
This site, proposed and consulted on as part of Stage 1, is being retained as a 
preferred site for the next round of consultation. However the need for a buffer on the 
side of the site bordering the by-pass has been taken into account and the estimated 
capacity of the site is 454 homes, not 505 as -previously suggested. Comments 
received on development at Ryton have been taken into account along with factors 
affecting the suitability of the site and are reflected in the conclusion.  

 

C. Suitability 
 The following factors will be assessed for each site, to establish with reasonable 

certainty that the site can deliver the required outcomes within the plan period.  
The methodology is in line with the National Planning Policy Framework and the 
considerations applied through our Strategic Housing Land Availability 
Assessment.  

 

C.1 Physical constraints 

 

Site topography including slope 

 
Open site comprising larger intensive arable fields divided by fences and 
hedgerows crossed by several public footpaths. More enclosed field of semi-
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improved pasture forms the southeast corner. The site is generally level but with 
gentle slopes to the eastern boundary and steeper slopes within the north-
western corner. It was concluded that mitigation would enable development. 
 
Local character of the site, including landscape value 
 
The site is located on the south boundary of the settlement.  The site forms open 
farmland and is bounded to the south by the Towneley Main Waggonway and 
A695.  The existing settlement and properties to the north beyond Cushycow 
Lane define the northern extent of the site.  To the east is a residential estate 
(Bishops' Park) and Stargate Industrial Estate.  From strategic urban design 
perspective the site is relatively close to Ryton town centre and there are 
opportunities to create and reinforce connections northwards towards local 
services and facilities via Cushycow Lane. The site is of medium landscape 
sensitivity. It was concluded that mitigation would enable development. 

 
Traffic management 
 
Highways Agency estimated the traffic generation at 298 trips in the AM peak and 
318 in the PM peak.  This was assessed by them as a "red" site where 'mitigation 
might be required (subject to further assessment)'.  It was concluded that 
appropriate mitigation could enable development. 

 

Access constraints 

There is no service for the western side of the site. Means of access is unclear 
and the various options, comprising Grange Drive, Cushycow Lane, or the A695 
should be investigated (see above). It was concluded that appropriate mitigation 
could enable development. 
 

       Infrastructure capacity (schools / utilities)  

 Provision of Gas and Electricity - The existing networks have capacity, and it is 
 highly unlikely that there will be any non-standard issues with connecting to gas 
 and electricity networks.  

 Telecoms - All relevant requirements can be delivered within 12 months  

 Primary School - Surplus capacity at Ryton Community Junior and Crookhill 
 Primary. Development would support local school, address surplus and sustain 
 viability of current provision. 
 

Secondary School – Cumulative impact of development in western Gateshead 
would create need to expand Charles Thorp Comprehensive. It will reach capacity 
by 2017. See also Appendix K 
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Flood risk 

Flood Zone 1 – so protection from fluvial/tidal flooding not required but may need 
measures for drainage of site and flood risk from sewers. 

 

 Ecology and habitat values 

The site as a whole supports a range of habitats including native hedgerows and 
other small areas of tree cover, it was concluded that appropriate mitigation would 
enable development. 

 

Site designations (e.g. conservation area / Local Wildlife Site) 

None 

 

Ground conditions 

No obvious constraints or issues 

 

Health, safety and amenity constraints (e.g. presence of pipelines, air quality, 
ground contamination, bad neighbour uses) 

No obvious constraints or issues 

 

Other identified constraints 

None 

 

C. 2 Mitigation 

Noise 

Noise mitigation from bypass and adjacent industrial units. This may result in a 
reduction in the developable area of the site. 

 
Traffic Congestion 
Traffic level of generation would have a significant impact on the local network and 
consideration will need to be given to mitigation at local junctions, including: 
 

• Cushycow Lane/Grange Drive 
• Cushycow Lane/Main Road 
• Cushycow Lane/Stargate Lane 
• Stargate Lane/A695 
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None of which is likely to prevent development, but any cost will need to be factored 
into later assessments of viability. May require road improvements, particularly near 
new junctions. May require improvements to pedestrian and cycle links.  

 

Access 

Where the opportunity exists, good pedestrian/cycle links should be made with the 
neighbouring estate. Public rights of way should be retained and enhanced by the 
development. 

 

Infrastructure capacity (schools / utilities)  

Schools - There would be a need for additional funding to support Charles Thorp, in 
addition to Priority School Building Programme (PSBP). See also Appendix K 

 

Flood Risk 

The incorporation of Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) within the design of any 
scheme that comes forward. 

 

Ecology 

Any development would therefore need to maintain and enhance the biodiversity value 
of the site, with a particular focus on priority habitats and species identified in the 
Durham Biodiversity Action Plan. May also involve good quality landscaping and 
planting and where possible retention of trees and hedgerows. 

 

Local character of the site, including landscape value 

Careful consideration of layout, connections to nearby areas, built materials and 
landscaping. 

 

Overall conclusion: Suitable subject to appropriate mitigation. 

 

D. Accessibility 
See Appendix D 

 

E. Deliverability 
Is the site likely to be available for development? 

Yes, site would be available and has been put forward by the landowner/agent for 
potential housing development. 
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Is it likely to generate developer interest? 

Site is located within an area of market demand.  

 

Can the site deliver what the Core Strategy sets out (e.g. housing choice, critical 
mass)? 

The site would be able to deliver housing in a relatively accessible location and in an 
area with the potential for providing more family housing to cater for the identified 
need borough-wide. 

 

Will development, including mitigation and infrastructure requirements, be viable? 

Based on all the information above and subject to detailed investigation of mitigation 
costs and the balance of sites coming forward in the area, it is provisionally concluded 
that the site is viable. 

 

F. Analysis and Conclusions 
Ryton (including Crookhill and Stargate) is a substantial settlement of over 9,000 
people, with a good range of facilities, including not only primary schools but a 
secondary school within walking distance; though still with the feel of a village rather 
than a small town, and commonly described as a village by its residents. It is 
accessibly located and attractive to potential residents. The proposed site occupies 
relatively featureless countryside between the edge of the village and the by-pass, and 
development of this site (though not the adjoining site 287, which is also now 
proposed) would "round off" the Green Belt boundary. Road access is readily obtained 
via Cushycow Lane which has the capacity to carry increased public transport 
services. Extra traffic resulting from the development could reach the by-pass easily 
and avoid having to travel through the centre of Ryton, or through Crookhill, 
Hedgefield and Stella, in most cases, although as detailed above traffic mitigation 
issues would need to be addressed. 

The proposed development would form a relatively modest proportional increase in 
the population of Ryton. It is also proposed to put forward the adjoining site to the 
west, site 287, which could form a single development, with an additional traffic 
access onto Woodside Lane. Whilst the theoretical total capacity of these two sites 
together was additionally estimated at in the region of 900 homes, we have now 
estimated this as 554, based on reducing site 287 to a capacity of only 100 homes. 
This takes account of the considerable biodiversity significance of much of the site.   

 

    

�
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SLR Site Assessment Form 
SITE 287 

May 2012 

Site: Ryton Refs: 287 

Address: East of Woodside Lane 

Ownership:  

Area: 15.38 ha 

Capacity: 100 

 

A. Consultation responses 
See above - comments for Ryton in general. This site was not separately consulted on 
at Stage 1. 

 

B. Strategic Land Review and Green Belt Assessment update 
This site was not proposed or consulted on as part of Stage 1 but has been assessed 
following a recognition that it would pass the Green Belt threshold score, and that it 
was realistic to take account of the assumption that site 285 might be developed in 
recalculating that score. However the initial assessment of site capacity, based on the 
standard calculation taking account of the site size, has been scaled back very 
markedly to take account of the assessment of the biodiversity of the site (see section 
C). The site boundary has also been slightly changed to exclude the wetland 
(reservoir) on the west edge of the site and to round the south west corner to avoid a 
sharp projection into the Green Belt.   

 

C. Suitability 
The following factors will be assessed for each site, to establish with reasonable 
certainty that the site can deliver the required outcomes within the plan period.  The 
methodology is in line with the National Planning Policy Framework and the 
considerations applied through our Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment.  

 

C.1 Physical constraints 

Site topography including slope - Gentle slope from A695 towards Grange Drive 
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Local character of the site, including landscape value 

Site overlooks Ryton and is currently in use for agricultural land.  To the south the 
A695 forms a natural boundary to the site.  Housing to the north is a mixture of semi 
detached bungalows and semi detached 2 storey dwellings.  The site could make a 
positive contribution to Ryton Pedestrian route to north of site (former waggonway). 
There may be issues with regard to vehicular access.   

 

Traffic management/ Access constraints 

Public transport accessibility is poor. Services are limited on Woodside Lane, large 
parts of the site will exceed the distance criteria for the better services on Main Road. 
Road access to Woodside Lane and A695 appear feasible, with a strong preference 
for Woodside Lane.   

 

Infrastructure capacity (schools / utilities)  

Provision of Gas and Electricity - The existing networks have capacity, and it is highly 
unlikely that there will be any non-standard issues with connecting to gas  and 
electricity networks.  

Telecoms - All relevant requirements can be delivered within 12 months  

Primary School - Surplus capacity at Ryton Community Junior and Crookhill Primary. 
Development would support local school, address surplus and sustain  viability of 
current provision. 
 

Secondary School – Cumulative impact of development in western Gateshead would 
create need to expand Charles Thorp Comprehensive. It will reach capacity by 2017. 
See also Appendix K. 

 

Flood risk – n/a 

 

Ecology and habitat values 

The site comprises two arable fields, native hedgerows, woodland, semi-improved 
grassland and is bordered on the west by a wetland (reservoir).  Whist the site is not 
subject to any nature conservation designation some areas are likely to support 
considerable biodiversity interest including Biodiversity Action Plan priority habitats 
and statutorily protected/priority species.  This is likely to significantly reduce the 
developable area of the site and impose the need for an appropriate level of 
mitigation/compensation/enhancement to offset any ecological impacts.   
 
 
Site designations (e.g. conservation area / Local Wildlife Site)�
Medium landscape sensitivity. 
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Ground conditions – no issues identified. 

 

Health, safety and amenity constraints (e.g. presence of pipelines, air quality, ground 
contamination, bad neighbour uses)  

- no known issues  

 

Other identified constraints - To the west of the site, across Woodside Lane, is a site 
of archaeological importance. 

 

C. 2 Mitigation 

 

Site topography including slope  

– none required 

 

Local character of the site, including landscape value 

 – high design standards and appropriate vehicular access would be required as part 
of any development. 

 

Traffic management/Access constraints 

Public transport should be improved if possible. Extent of 30mph speed limit on 
Woodside Lane should be extended to encompass any new access.  Pedestrian and 
cycle accesses to The Ridge and Grange View should be provided. Potential impact 
on the Woodside Lane/A695 and Woodside Lane/Main Road junctions.  Also potential 
impact on Blaydon Roundabout and onward to A1. Public rights of way should be 
retained and enhanced by the development. 

 

Infrastructure capacity (schools / utilities)  

Schools - There would be a need for additional funding to support Charles Thorp, in 
addition to Priority School Building Programme (PSBP). See also Appendix K 

 

Flood risk  

– surface water drainage scheme may be required. 

 

Ecology and habitat values 
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Any development of the site should also seek to deliver significant green infrastructure 
enhancements. Retaining and where possible enhancing the following features: the 
public footpath to the north and east of the site, within a landscaped corridor; the area 
of scrub connected to the south east end of this path; other existing hedgerows; a 
planting block to the north west; a buffer along the bypass; and the area around and 
including the reservoir to the west.  The public footpath also provides an important link 
with a number of Council owned and managed countryside sites, including Stargate 
Ponds and Blaydon Burn. 

Any planning application for the site must be accompanied by an ecological survey, 
assessment and mitigation report, undertaken by a qualified ecologist in line with 
current good practice guidelines. 

 

Site designations (e.g. conservation area / Local Wildlife Site) 

None 

 

Ground conditions  

No known issues 

 

Health, safety and amenity constraints (e.g. presence of pipelines, air quality, ground 
contamination, bad neighbour uses)  

None identified 

 

Other identified constraints  

– archaeological survey may be required. 

 

Overall Conclusion - Suitable subject to mitigation, particularly of biodiversity 
issues 

 

D. Accessibility 
See Appendix D 

 

E. Deliverability 
Is the site likely to be available for development? 

Currently unknown. 
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Is it likely to generate developer interest? 

Site is located within an area of market demand.  

Can the site deliver what the Core Strategy sets out (e.g. housing choice, critical 
mass)? 

The site would be able to deliver housing in a relatively accessible location and in an 
area with the potential for providing more family housing to cater for the identified 
need borough-wide. 

Will development, including mitigation and infrastructure requirements, be viable? 

Based on all the information above and subject to detailed investigation of mitigation 
costs and the balance of sites coming forward in the area, it is provisionally concluded 
that the site is viable. 

  

F. Analysis and Conclusions 
Ryton (including Crookhill and Stargate) is a substantial settlement of over 9,000 
people, with a good range of facilities, including not only primary schools but a 
secondary school within walking distance; though still with the feel of a village rather 
than a small town, and commonly described as a village by its residents. It is 
accessibly located and attractive to potential residents. The proposed site occupies 
countryside between the edge of the village, and the Towneley Main waggonway route 
which runs along the border with site 285, and the by-pass, and development of this 
site could only take place in conjunction with site 285, allowing a new defensible long-
term Green Belt boundary to be established, mostly along the by-pass. Road access 
is readily obtained via Woodside Lane, and site 285 would be expected to have an 
access onto Cushycow Lane, although whether there should be a through road 
crossing both sites and linking Woodside and Cushycow Lanes is a matter for further 
investigation.  Extra traffic resulting from the development could reach the by-pass 
easily and avoid having to travel through the centre of Ryton, or through Crookhill, 
Hedgefield and Stella, in most cases, although as detailed above traffic mitigation 
issues would need to be addressed. 

The proposed development would form part of a relatively modest proportional 
increase in the population of Ryton. Whilst the theoretical total capacity of these two 
sites together was additionally estimated at in the region of 900 homes, we have now 
estimated this as 554, based on reducing site 287 to a capacity of only 100 homes. 
This takes account of the considerable biodiversity significance of much of the site. 
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SUNNISIDE 
SUMMARY OF CONSULTATION 

 
Support Object Comment 

3 58 0 
 
Survey - 337 Responses 
 

 

Q1. I oppose 
proposals to 
allow house 
building in 
Sunniside/ 
Streetgate 

Q2. I would support 
house building plans 

in Sunniside/ 
Streetgate if roads in 

the area were 
improved 

Q3. I oppose 750 
houses being built 

in Sunniside/ 
Streetgate but 
would accept a 
smaller number 

Q4. I support 
proposals for 
750 houses to 

be built in 
Sunniside/ 
Streetgate 

Q5. 
Don't 
Know 

TOTAL 193 93 53 23 0 

% 57 28 16 7 0 

 
 
A significant proportion of residents are against the potential development of sites 65 
and 268 and future growth of Sunniside. Over 90% of the objections cited impact on 
wildlife and habitats, loss of recreational amenity, traffic problems and insufficient local 
infrastructure. 
 
In addition, it was felt that development of the sites would have a detrimental impact 
upon the health and wellbeing of local residents, as well as development leading to 
loss of views from existing properties. Some objections indicated that the existing 
Tanfield Railway should be considered further in relation to proposals. 
 
Objections were put forwards on the grounds that brownfield sites should be 
developed as priority over Green Belt sites, as concerns were also highlighted over 
the potential loss of countryside and the adverse environmental impacts that would 
result from development of the site. Others simply felt that the scale of the proposed 
development was too great and that development would see the loss of the village 
character and local identity. 
 
In contrast, there was some support for the development of the sites, with the 
condition that a bypass is developed to ease the current traffic congestion and support 
an increase in traffic. 
 
No comments have been received on sites 357, 358, 363 or 364 as these sites 
were not consulted on.  However, it is felt that they are likely to generate similar 
comments to that of sites 65, 268 and 310, also located within Sunniside. 
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SLR Site Assessment Form 
SITE 65 

April 2012 

Site: Sunniside Refs: 65 

Address: Sunniside 2 

Ownership: S Douglas 

Area: 10.8ha (net) 

Capacity: 361 

 

A. Consultation responses 
See above - comments for Sunniside in general, including this site.  

 

B. Strategic Land Review and Green Belt Assessment update 
This site was retained after Stage 1 and fully assessed, and the conclusion reached 
that in itself it was suitable for development. However, because of the location and 
scale of this site and the possible scale of development at Sunniside overall, and the 
view taken that this was not appropriate, the site is not being put forward as a 
preferred site.  

 

C. Suitability 

C.1 Physical constraints 
 

Site topography including slope 

Land falls relatively gently from south east to northwest towards the settlement of 
Sunniside 

• Immediately next to Tree Preservation Orders land to the west. 
• Hedgerows are located across the site, marking separation of fields. Hedges 

also mark the boundaries of the site. 

It was concluded that site topography would be no obstacle to development. 

 

Local character of the site, including landscape value 
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The topography and position of this site means it could potentially have a significant 
impact on the setting of, and views into and out of, Ravensworth Conservation Area.  
Design will therefore be a critical issue. As part of the site abuts the former Tanfield 
Railway, further advice will be required from Jennifer Morrison, the Tyne and Wear 
Archaeology Officer. 
 
The north-western boundary is formed by the Tanfield Railway Bridleway which has a 
fairly continuous belt of mature deciduous trees along it. To the east is pasture with 
woodland beyond. To the west is woodland, and to south pasture and arable land. The 
grazing appears to be for horses, and there are a number of stable units. A public 
footpath crosses the site connecting with the Tanfield Railway Bridleway and other 
paths. The site is visible from Pennyfine Road to the south and from surrounding land 
and public rights of way, and Streetgate (Shepton Cottages) to the north. The existing 
settlement of Streetgate is relatively invisible from this surrounding land because it is 
set down in the landform and screened by existing trees and woodland. The site would 
be visible from urban areas of Gateshead to the north-east. The southern and eastern 
boundaries of the site are not strong landscape features, so a potential defensible 
Green Belt boundary would need to be established. Also there are plots to the south-
west along Pennyfine Road where infill development would probably be sought. 
 
The main residual impacts would be loss of open countryside, recreational amenity, 
and urbanisation of the countryside.�

 

Traffic management 

• A small access road (gated) is found at the south west corner of the site, which 
is one of the likely access points for any vehicular traffic. This is currently a 
small road that would need to be widened if made a main access. 

• The Tanfield Railway line footpath and bridleway runs north east and south 
west along the north western boundary. 

• Tracks are also evident along the majority of the eastern edge. 
• The most significant vehicular route would be the A692 (Gateshead Rd), which 

runs south west to north east just beyond the north of the site. 
• Potential vehicular access would most likely be from Pennyfine Road on the 

west or from the north. There is limited access here, but there is a small access 
point at Streetgate Park that might be an optional route, though significant 
changes will most likely be needed and it would need to cross the Tanfield 
Railway. There is some danger that the site would be effectively "landlocked". 

It was concluded that mitigation would enable development 

 

Access constraints 

Accesses off Pennyfine Road in close proximity to other accesses currently 
substandard. It was concluded that mitigation could enable. 
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Infrastructure capacity (schools / utilities)  

Provision of Gas and Electricity - The existing networks have capacity, and it is highly 
unlikely that there will be any non-standard issues with connecting to gas and 
electricity networks.  

Telecoms - All relevant requirements can be delivered within 12 months  

Primary School – Limited surplus in schools in Whickham area.  

Secondary School -  Acceptable impact on Whickham and Kingsmeadow Schools. 

See also Appendix K  

 

Flood risk 

As the development site is located in Zone 1, and is a considerable distance from any 
significant watercourse the fluvial flood risk is considered to be negligible.  

Ecology and habitat values 

The site supports a range of habitats including a native hedgerow network and 
individual broadleaved trees.  The Tanfield Railway Path passes along the north 
western edge of the site, along a wooded corridor bounded by mature trees. 
 
The large and strategically significant Ravensworth Ponds and Wood Local Wildlife 
Site (Gat 82) and Ravensworth Conservation Area, partly also a Wildlife Corridor, lie 
to the east and north east of the site.  
 

Site designations (e.g. conservation area / Local Wildlife Site) 

The site is in a Wildlife Corridor but it is considered that a development could be 
designed to take account of this. The links to the site may prove problematic as it is 
not known how this could be achieved. The former Tanfield Railway provides an 
excellent opportunity to connect to cycleways.��
�

Ground conditions - None 

 

Health, safety and amenity constraints (e.g. presence of pipelines, air quality, ground 
contamination, bad neighbour uses) - None 

 

Other identified constraints – None. 

 

C. 2 Mitigation 

Site topography including slope – None required. 
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Local character of the site, including landscape value – Good layout and design 
standards. 

 

Traffic management 

A692 is well served by public transport, but a significant proportion of the site would 
exceed accessibility criteria. 
 
The site appears to have no established vehicular access point (see above) and it is 
likely that further third-party land would be required to serve the development site. 
 
Public rights of way should be retained and enhanced by the development, particularly 
the Tanfield Railway Path.  
 
There is a risk that, given their location and potential access points, the site could end 
up effectively facing away from the community it is supposed to form a part of. This 
will need particular attention to pedestrian/cycle routes. The site looks problematic in 
terms of how public transport services might be provided to and through it.   
 
For the Sunniside sites consideration should be given to a contribution from these to 
Lobley Hill park and ride, as this serves this corridor; 
 
Also for the Sunniside sites the Sunniside bypass scheme has been proposed. This 
was last costed at £20 million plus in 2007. If investment on this scale were to be 
considered, it should not be assumed that construction of the by-pass is the ‘default’ 
option.  More limited investment in the immediate area coupled with contributions to 
facilities such as Lobley Hill park and ride, Team Valley North or A1/Lobley Hill may be 
more appropriate as the A692 feeds directly to all of these. There is an existing 
congestion problem in Sunniside.  This site in isolation could not be addressed other 
than through a by-pass but the impact of a by pass on the openness of the Green Belt 
may be unacceptable. 

 

Infrastructure capacity (schools / utilities)  

Schools - see Appendix K 

 

Flood risk – Incorporation of Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) where 
appropriate. 

 

Ecology and habitat values 

Any development would therefore need to:  
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1. Maintain and enhance the recreational and amenity value of the Tanfield 
Railway Path, and provide improved green infrastructure links to this strategic 
route. 

2. Maintain and enhance the biodiversity value of the site, with a particular focus 
on priority habitats and species identified in the Durham Biodiversity Action 
Plan. 

3. Provide a woodland margin on its eastern boundary to minimise impact on the 
countryside here, and specifically on the setting of the Ravensworth 
Conservation Area. 

 

Site designations (e.g. conservation area/Local Wildlife Site) - None 

 

Ground conditions - None 

 

Health, safety and amenity constraints (e.g. presence of pipelines, air quality, ground 
contamination, bad neighbour uses) - None 

 

Other identified constraints – None 

 

Overall Conclusion: Suitable subject to mitigation and the identification of an 
acceptable road access. 

 

D. Accessibility 
See Appendix D 

 

E. Deliverability 
Is the site likely to be available for development? 

Yes, site would be available and has been put forward by the landowner/agent for 
potential housing development. 

 

Is it likely to generate developer interest? 

Site is located within an area of market demand.  

 

Can the site deliver what the Core Strategy sets out (e.g. housing choice, critical 
mass)? 
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The site would be able to deliver housing in a relatively accessible location and in an 
area with the potential for providing more family housing to cater for the identified 
need borough-wide. 

 

Will development, including mitigation and infrastructure requirements, be viable? 

Based on all the information above and subject to detailed investigation of mitigation 
costs and the balance of sites coming forward in the area, it is provisionally concluded 
that the site is viable. 

 

F. Analysis and Conclusions 
As indicated above, this site was found suitable for development in principle, but we 
have concluded that it should not be put forward as a preferred site. 

Sunniside (including Streetgate) is a large village of over 3,000 inhabitants with a good 
range of shops, but no school, and is reliant on schools in Whickham which cannot 
reasonably be reached on foot from the village. It also has a significant traffic 
congestion problem, especially on the central stretch of the A692 through the village 
(between the junction with the Stanley road and the junction with Sunniside Road, 
leading to Whickham). Gateshead Road leading through Streetgate also suffers from 
a high level of commuter traffic, which feeds onto Lobley Hill Bank after the junction 
with Whickham Highway. It has been identified from comments received that traffic 
congestion in Sunniside itself is a significant problem which would be likely to be 
exacerbated by existing development. It has also been identified by the Highways 
Agency that development in Sunniside, particularly on a large scale, would increase 
the necessity for improvements to the A1  especially at its junctions with the A692 and 
A184 (where, it is acknowledged, improvements are required regardless of additional 
housing development). Provision of the proposed park and ride site at Dunston Hill is 
likely to form part of the required mitigation but other road and junction improvements 
are also likely to be necessary. Funding from this and other proposed housing sites at 
Dunston Hill and Sunniside is unlikely to be sufficient to pay for the necessary 
improvements to the A1 but other sources of funding are being sought. It is thought 
that funding would be very difficult to obtain for a full by-pass for Sunniside/Streetgate, 
which could not be installed simply through inclusion in development of all the sites 
along its potential route. 
 
The implication is that large-scale development at both Sunniside and Dunston Hill 
increases the risk that the necessary mitigation of traffic impacts would not be 
achievable. Sunniside is clearly the less sustainable of the two locations given its 
greater distance from the centre of Tyneside and important concentrations of 
employment, and its relative lack of local facilities, especially schools within walking 
distance. However, we have had regard to the detailed qualities of particular sites by 
excluding a less appropriate site (270 (b)) at Dunston Hill, and including some smaller 
sites at Sunniside, in the preferred sites. This also has the merit of increasing the 
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range of sites and locations and therefore the likelihood of the required amounts of 
housing being developed within the Plan period.  
 
Site 65 is a large site which would project significantly into the countryside and be a 
greater distance than any of the other sites assessed at Sunniside/Streetgate from the 
facilities in the centre of the village. It would be relatively difficult to establish a clear 
and defensible long-term Green Belt boundary around it because of its shape. There 
are also doubts about whether a suitable road access could be achieved, since this 
would either have to cross other land to access the site from Pennyfine Road or from 
Gateshead Road; the latter would also involve a road crossing of the Tanfield Railway 
path. Taking all these factors into account, including the relatively small scale of 
development which is thought to be acceptable at Sunniside, this site was the least 
appropriate site to put forward at Sunniside out of those assessed, and it is not 
proposed to take it forward as a preferred site.      
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SLR Site Assessment Form 
SITE 268 

April 2012 

Site: Sunniside Refs: 268 

Address: Sunniside 1 

Ownership: Banks Group 

Area: 10.3ha (net) 

Capacity: 345 

 

A. Consultation responses 
See above - comments for Sunniside in general, including this site.  

 

B. Strategic Land Review and Green Belt Assessment update 
This site was retained after Stage 1 and fully assessed, and the conclusion reached 
that in itself it was suitable for development. However, because of the scale of this site 
and the possible scale of development at Sunniside overall, and the view taken that 
this was not appropriate, the site is not being put forward as a preferred site.  
 

C. Suitability 

 

C.1 Physical constraints 
 

Site topography including slope 

Land falls from southeast to north west towards Sunniside. It was concluded that 
topography would not present an obstacle to development. 

 

Local character of the site, including landscape value 

This site is located adjoining the southern edge of the village. The development of this 
site would expand the population of Sunniside/Streetgate by 23% although it would 
only make sense to develop it in conjunction with the adjoining small sites to the east, 
357, 358 and 363, which would result in a total increase of 34% . The extension 
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appears reasonable in its location and the southern boundary line appears a natural 
stop to development. 

Predominantly pasture in small enclosures on rolling, occasionally steep landform. 
The western field has been subdivided into closely grazed horse paddocks. The south 
eastern field has significant encroachment of gorse scrub. The field boundaries are 
mainly well-established deciduous hedges with some gaps and some fenced sections. 
The northwestern boundary is formed by the Tanfield Railway bridleway which has a 
fairly continuous belt of mature deciduous trees along it. Along the southern edge of 
the site are overhead electric cables. The site is crossed by two well-used public rights 
of way. The site is mainly of attractive rural character, used for recreational routes by 
the residents, and from the village is beyond the existing landscape barrier of the 
Tanfield Railway bridleway. Housing development would be visible from land, roads 
(Birklands Lane & Pennyfine Road) and public rights of way to the south, east and 
west, and from Sunniside (Bowes Close, Starling Walk, Burdon Lodge). There are 
fields/plots between the eastern edge of the site and Pennyfine Road (sites 357, 358 
and 363 which could be identified for development as part of this Review or where infill 
development would probably be sought. 
 
The main residual impacts would be loss of open countryside, loss of recreational 
amenity, and urbanisation of the countryside.�

It was concluded that mitigation would enable development. 

 

Traffic management 

• The main vehicular links for the site would be the A692 which runs through the 
high street at the north and the A6076 which runs north south past the western 
boundary of the site. 

• Pennyfine Road runs past the east of the site, running north south. 
• Tanfield Railway path and bridleway runs past the northern boundary of the site 

and will need to be retained and protected. 
 
A692 is well served by public transport. A6076 is served by express services with (at 
present) no bus stops.  A significant proportion of the site would exceed accessibility 
criteria. 
 
For the Sunniside sites consideration should be given to a contribution from these to 
Lobley Hill park and ride, as this serves this corridor. 
 
Also a Sunniside bypass scheme has previously been proposed. This was last costed 
at £20 million plus in 2007. If investment on this scale were to be considered, it should 
not be assumed that construction of the by-pass is the ‘default’ option.  More limited 
investment in the immediate area coupled with contributions to facilities such as 
Lobley Hill park and ride, Team Valley North or A1/Lobley Hill may be more 
appropriate as the A692 feeds directly to all of these. 

It was concluded that mitigation would enable development. 
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Access constraints 

Potential accesses onto the A6076 and Pennyfine Road have a number of 
shortcomings. The latter may not be practically achievable due to the main road 
geometry and difficulty in establishing a suitable visibility splay. 
 
Public rights of way should be retained and enhanced by the development. 
 
There is a risk that, given its location and potential access points, the site could end 
up effectively facing away from the community it is supposed to form a part of, since 
the Tanfield Railway route forms a barrier as well as a potential link. This will need 
particular attention to pedestrian/cycle routes. In addition there will be a need to look 
at how public transport services might be provided to/through the site.   

It was concluded that mitigation would enable development. 

 

Infrastructure capacity (schools / utilities)  

Provision of Gas and Electricity - The existing networks have capacity, and it is highly 
unlikely that there will be any non-standard issues with connecting to gas and 
electricity networks.  

Telecoms - All relevant requirements can be delivered within 12 months  

Primary School – Limited surplus in schools in Whickham area.  

Secondary School -  Acceptable impact on Whickham and Kingsmeadow Schools. 

See also Appendix K 

 

Flood risk 

As the development site is located in Zone 1, and is a considerable distance from any 
significant watercourse the fluvial flood risk is considered to be negligible.  

 

Ecology and habitat values 

The site lies within an area of medium landscape sensitivity, whilst adjoining a site of 
high landscape sensitivity immediately to the east, and supports a range of habitats 
including a native hedgerow network, areas of scrub and individual broadleaved trees.   
The Tanfield Railway path passes along the north western edge of the site, along a 
wooded corridor bounded by mature trees. It was concluded that mitigation would 
enable development. 

Site designations (e.g. conservation area / Local Wildlife Site) 

Tanfield Railway – archaeological interest (adjoining).  
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Ground conditions - None 

 

Health, safety and amenity constraints (e.g. presence of pipelines, air quality, ground 
contamination, bad neighbour uses) 

Road noise may require consideration. Also with regard to the sites immediately to the 
east (357, 358 and 363 in this Review), whilst the nursery should not cause amenity 
issues, there would need to clarification/possible noise assessment of usage on the 
Carraig Thura site.�

 

Other identified constraints 

As part of the site would abut the former Tanfield Railway further advice may be 
required from Jennifer Morrison, the Tyne and Wear Archaeology Officer. There may 
be a stand off distance required to nearby pylons which may reduce the amount of 
development that can be accommodated. 

 

C. 2 Mitigation 
 

Site topography including slope – No mitigation required. 

 

Local character of the site, including landscape value 

Deep buffers on site to screen development, particularly important to have a buffer 
along the line of the Tanfield Railway. 

 

Traffic management 

There is an existing problem in Sunniside.  This site in isolation may be addressed 
through junction improvements. However, if it is brought forward with site 65 a by-pass 
has been proposed which may address the traffic congestion concerns however, the 
impact of a by- pass on the openness of the Green Belt may be unacceptable. 

 

Access constraints 

Improve access off Pennyfine Road in close proximity to other junctions. 

 

Infrastructure capacity (schools / utilities)  

Schools - see Appendix K 
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Flood risk – Incorporation of Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDs) where 
appropriate. 

 

Ecology and habitat values 

Any development would therefore need to: 
 

1. Maintain and enhance the recreation and amenity value of the Tanfield Railway 
Path, and provide improved green infrastructure links to this strategic route. 

2. Maintain and enhance the biodiversity value of the site, with a particular focus 
on priority habitats and species identified in the Durham Biodiversity Action 
Plan. 

 

Site designations (e.g. conservation area/Local Wildlife Site) – High quality design to 
limit impact on landscape quality and wildlife corridor. 

 

Ground conditions – None required. 

 

Health, safety and amenity constraints  (e.g. presence of pipelines, air quality, ground 
contamination, bad neighbour uses) - Noise survey and impact assessment required. 

 

Other identified constraints - Potential Archaeological assessment required. 

 

Overall Conclusion: Suitable 

 

D. Accessibility 
See Appendix D 

 

E. Deliverability 

Is the site likely to be available for development? 

Yes, site would be available and has been put forward by the landowner/agent for 
potential housing development. 

 

Is it likely to generate developer interest? 

Site is located within an area of market demand.  
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Can the site deliver what the Core Strategy sets out (e.g. housing choice, critical 
mass)? 

The site would be able to deliver housing in a relatively accessible location and in an 
area with the potential for providing more family housing to cater for the identified 
need borough-wide. 

 

Will development, including mitigation and infrastructure requirements, be viable? 

Based on all the information above and subject to detailed investigation of mitigation 
costs and the balance of sites coming forward in the area, it is provisionally concluded 
that the site is viable. 

 

F. Analysis and Conclusions 
As indicated above, this site was found suitable for development in principle, but we 
have concluded that it should not be put forward as a preferred site. 

Sunniside (including Streetgate) is a large village of over 3,000 inhabitants with a good 
range of shops, but no school, and is reliant on schools in Whickham which cannot 
reasonably be reached on foot from the village. It also has a significant traffic 
congestion problem, especially on the central stretch of the A692 through the village 
(between the junction with the Stanley road and the junction with Sunniside Road, 
leading to Whickham). Gateshead Road leading through Streetgate also suffers from 
a high level of commuter traffic, which feeds onto Lobley Hill Bank after the junction 
with Whickham Highway. It has been identified from comments received that traffic 
congestion in Sunniside itself is a significant problem which would be likely to be 
exacerbated by existing development. It has also been identified by the Highways 
Agency that development in Sunniside, particularly on a large scale, would increase 
the necessity for improvements to the A1  especially at its junctions with the A692 and 
A184 (where, it is acknowledged, improvements are required regardless of additional 
housing development). Provision of the proposed park and ride site at Dunston Hill is 
likely to form part of the required mitigation but other road and junction improvements 
are also likely to be necessary. Funding from this and other proposed housing sites at 
Dunston Hill and Sunniside is unlikely to be sufficient to pay for the necessary 
improvements to the A1 but other sources of funding are being sought. It is thought 
that funding would be very difficult to obtain for a full by-pass for Sunniside/Streetgate, 
which could not be installed simply through inclusion in development of all the sites 
along its potential route. 
 
The implication is that large-scale development at both Sunniside and Dunston Hill 
increases the risk that the necessary mitigation of traffic impacts would not be 
achievable. Sunniside is clearly the less sustainable of the two locations given its 
greater distance from the centre of Tyneside and important concentrations of 
employment, and its relative lack of local facilities, especially schools within walking 
distance. However, we have had regard to the detailed qualities of particular sites by 
excluding a less appropriate site (270 (b)) at Dunston Hill, and including some smaller 
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sites at Sunniside, in the preferred sites. This also has the merit of increasing the 
range of sites and locations and therefore the likelihood of the required amounts of 
housing being developed within the Plan period.  
 

Site 268 is a large site which would have a considerable impact on attractive 
countryside which is clearly valued by local residents. It would represent a substantial 
incursion into the countryside. Development of this site would inevitable lead to the 
development of sites 357, 358 and 363, which would then have the character of infill 
between two areas of housing. Whilst this is acceptable in itself (indeed those three 
sites are identified as preferred sites by this report) this would further increase the total 
size of the increase in the size of Sunniside, to a scale which is considered unsuitable 
in the light of the wider considerations described above.     

�
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SLR Site Assessment Form 
SITE 312 

April 2012 

Site: Sunniside Refs: 312 

Address: Sunniside 3 

Ownership: Dutch Haddrieck Hall Estates 

Area: 0.6ha (net) 

Capacity: 18 

 

A. Consultation responses 
See above - comments for Sunniside in general, including this site.  

 

B. Strategic Land Review and Green Belt Assessment update 
This site was retained after Stage 1 and fully assessed, and the conclusion reached 
that it is suitable for development.  
 

C. Suitability 
The following factors will be assessed for each site, to establish with reasonable 
certainty that the site can deliver the required outcomes within the plan period.  The 
methodology is in line with the National Planning Policy Framework and the 
considerations applied through our Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment.  

 

C.1 Physical constraints 
 

Site topography including slope 

No issue. 

 

Local character of the site, including landscape value 

The site is occupied by Cheviot View Nurseries. It is adjacent to Lottie’s Wood, a 
Woodland Trust site extensively planted around 1995. There are old greenhouses in 
the southern part of the site, and rough pasture, trees and scrub elsewhere. The site is 
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screened by adjacent housing to the south and is open onto horse pasture to the east 
with a public right of way beyond. The main residual impacts would be upon the 
adjacent properties.  

 

Traffic management 

Traffic likely to be generated however mitigation would enable development. 

 

Access constraints 

Public transport accessibility ok. Only access to the site appears to be a lane which 
would be unsuitable to serve any significant scale of development. It was concluded 
that mitigation would enable development, if achievable - a route through from the 
main road would have to be secured, possibly via the adjoining site 364 to the east 
and/or by property acquisition with the consent of the owner(s). It is not yet known 
whether this can be achieved. 

 

Infrastructure capacity (schools / utilities)  

Provision of Gas and Electricity - The existing networks have capacity, and it is highly 
unlikely that there will be any non-standard issues with connecting to gas and 
electricity networks.  

Telecoms - All relevant requirements can be delivered within 12 months  

Primary School – Limited surplus in schools in Whickham area.  

Secondary School -  Acceptable impact on Whickham and Kingsmeadow Schools. 

See also Appendix K 

 

Flood risk 

As the development site is located in Zone 1, and is a considerable distance from any 
significant watercourse the fluvial flood risk is considered to be negligible.  

 

Ecology and habitat values 

The site supports a range of habitats, including mature trees and scrub.   It also has a 
shared boundary with the Woodland Trust’s Lottie’s Wood, an Area of Accessible 
Natural Greenspace, planted as part of the Great North Forest. It was concluded that 
mitigation would enable development. 

 

Site designations (e.g. conservation area / Local Wildlife Site) 

None 
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Ground conditions 

The site is situated within an area believed to contain underground mine workings 
(possibly shallow). A mining report should be obtained from the Coal Authority which 
would provide a more accurate analysis of potential mining conditions which may 
affect the proposed development. 

 

Health, safety and amenity constraints  (e.g. presence of pipelines, air quality, ground 
contamination, bad neighbour uses) 

The potential level of contamination possibly being a hazard to site operatives and 
future site users is considered to below risk. 

 

Other identified constraints 

 

C. 2 Mitigation 
 

Site topography including slope – None required. 

 

Local character of the site, including landscape value -  

 

Traffic management and Access constraints -  

• A small access road feeding north off the A692 (Gateshead Road), if it can be 
created, is the only feasible access to the site.. 

 
For the Sunniside sites consideration should be given to a contribution from these to 
Lobley Hill park and ride, as this serves this corridor; 
 
There is an existing traffic congestion problem in Sunniside, although this is one of the 
smaller sites and its contribution to the problem would be limited, additionally because 
it is on the Gateshead side of Sunniside. The Sunniside bypass scheme has been 
proposed. This was last costed at £20 million plus in 2007. If large scale development 
at Sunniside were to be considered, it should not be assumed that construction of the 
by-pass is the ‘default’ option.  More limited investment in the immediate area coupled 
with contributions to facilities such as Lobley Hill park and ride, Team Valley North or 
A1/Lobley Hill may be more appropriate as the A692 feeds directly to all of these. 
�
. 

Infrastructure capacity (schools / utilities)  
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Schools - The cumulative impact of development at sites in Sunniside could require 1 
form expansion of local primary school. See also Appendix K. 

 

Flood risk – Incorporate Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDs) where appropriate. 

 

Ecology and habitat values 

Any development would therefore need to:  
 

1. Maintain and enhance the biodiversity value of the site, with a particular focus 
on priority habitats and species identified in the Durham Biodiversity Action 
Plan. 

2. Ensure that there are no adverse impacts on the adjacent Lottie’s Wood site. 
The Lottie's Wood Woodland Trust site, which is now a Local Wildlife Site.   

3. Provide improved green infrastructure links with Lottie’s Wood. 

 

Site designations (e.g. conservation area/Local Wildlife Site) 

None 

 

Ground conditions 

Intrusive site investigation will be required to assess potential contamination on the 
site if changes to landform or land use take place.  

 

Health, safety and amenity constraints (e.g. presence of pipelines, air quality, ground 
contamination, bad neighbour uses) 

Any proposed development will require a full risk assessment and environmental 
appraisal during the planning application process. 

 

Other identified constraints – None 

 

Overall Conclusion – Suitable subject to access issues being 
resolved. 

 

D. Accessibility 
See Appendix D 
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E. Deliverability 
Is the site likely to be available for development? 

Yes, site would be available and has been put forward by the landowner for potential 
housing development. 

Is it likely to generate developer interest? 

Site is located within an area of market demand.  

Can the site deliver what the Core Strategy sets out (e.g. housing choice, critical 
mass)? 

The site would be able to deliver housing in a relatively accessible location and in an 
area with the potential for providing more family housing to cater for the identified 
need borough-wide. 

Will development, including mitigation and infrastructure requirements, be viable? 

Based on all the information above and subject to detailed investigation of mitigation 
costs and the balance of sites coming forward in the area, it is provisionally concluded 
that the site is viable. 

 

F. Analysis and Conclusions 
This site is suitable for development subject to appropriate mitigation, and is put 
forward as a preferred site, though there are access issues to be resolved. 

Sunniside (including Streetgate) is a large village of over 3,000 inhabitants with a good 
range of shops, but no school, and is reliant on schools in Whickham which cannot 
reasonably be reached on foot from the village. It also has a significant traffic 
congestion problem, especially on the central stretch of the A692 through the village 
(between the junction with the Stanley road and the junction with Sunniside Road, 
leading to Whickham). Gateshead Road leading through Streetgate also suffers from 
a high level of commuter traffic, which feeds onto Lobley Hill Bank after the junction 
with Whickham Highway. It has been identified from comments received that traffic 
congestion in Sunniside itself is a significant problem which would be likely to be 
exacerbated by existing development. It has also been identified by the Highways 
Agency that development in Sunniside, particularly on a large scale, would increase 
the necessity for improvements to the A1  especially at its junctions with the A692 and 
A184 (where, it is acknowledged, improvements are required regardless of additional 
housing development). Provision of the proposed park and ride site at Dunston Hill is 
likely to form part of the required mitigation but other road and junction improvements 
are also likely to be necessary. Funding from this and other proposed housing sites at 
Dunston Hill and Sunniside is unlikely to be sufficient to pay for the necessary 
improvements to the A1 but other sources of funding are being sought. It is thought 
that funding would be very difficult to obtain for a full by-pass for Sunniside/Streetgate, 
which could not be installed simply through inclusion in development of all the sites 
along its potential route. 
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The implication is that large-scale development at both Sunniside and Dunston Hill 
increases the risk that the necessary mitigation of traffic impacts would not be 
achievable. Sunniside is clearly the less sustainable of the two locations given its 
greater distance from the centre of Tyneside and important concentrations of 
employment, and its relative lack of local facilities, especially schools within walking 
distance. However, we have had regard to the detailed qualities of particular sites by 
excluding a less appropriate site (270 (b)) at Dunston Hill, and including some smaller 
sites at Sunniside, in the preferred sites. This also has the merit of increasing the 
range of sites and locations and therefore the likelihood of the required amounts of 
housing being developed within the Plan period.  
 

This is one of the smaller sites at Sunniside/Streetgate which are being retained for 
further consultation as preferred sites. At the time of writing, and to the best of the 
Council's knowledge, there is an unresolved issue in that no acceptable potential road 
or pedestrian access to the site has been identified. This will have to come about 
either in conjunction with an access to the site to the east, 364, which is newly 
proposed at Stage 2; or by some other means involving property acquisition, to be 
pursued by the relevant private landowners. In the event that no such access can be 
secured, the site could not come forward. However, as it is a small site, the overall 
impact on delivery of the total number of new homes needed Borough-wide would be 
small, and within the margin of error in estimating the capacity of various sites; 
therefore the site is retained as a preferred site at this stage awaiting the outcome of 
further work on the access issues.    

�
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SLR Site Assessment Form 
SITE 357 

February 2012 

Site: Sunniside Refs: 357 

Address: Land to north west of Carraig Thura,  Pennyfine Road 

Ownership: Douglas Bros. 

Area: 1.65 ha. 

Capacity: 50 

 

A. Consultation responses 
See above - comments for Sunniside in general. This site has come forward since 
Stage 1 and has not been individually consulted on.  

 

B. Strategic Land Review and Green Belt Assessment update 
This site was not assessed at Stage 1 because it was included in site 66 which was 
considered to be already developed, consisting largely of the buildings along 
Pennyfine Road, but in fact includes a significant proportion of open land. It was 
therefore assessed at Stage 2 and found suitable, and together with sites 358 and 363 
to the south is put forward as a preferred site. 

 

C. Suitability 
C.1 Physical constraints 

Site topography including slope - Relatively flat site. 

 

Local character of the site, including landscape value 

The site is currently in use for agriculture.   There is an area of woodland on the 
northern corner and eastern side of the site. A mature hedge forms the southern 
boundary. In character terms would not require 363 and 358 to be included. This site 
could be developed in isolation.   

 

Traffic management & Access constraints 
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A692 is well served by public transport. Access onto Pennyfine Road appears 
feasible, but may require some footway improvement. Potential impact on Pennyfine 
Road/A692 junction.  Also site may have some impact on the most congested section 
of the A1, adding to the movement that causes much of the problem.  There will also 
be an impact on what is a busy part of the local road network between Whickham 
Highway and the A1, including the junctions at either end. Public rights of way should 
be retained and enhanced by the development. It was concluded that mitigation would 
enable. 

 

Infrastructure capacity (schools / utilities)  

Provision of Gas and Electricity - The existing networks have capacity, and it is highly 
unlikely that there will be any non-standard issues with connecting to gas and 
electricity networks.  

Telecoms - All relevant requirements can be delivered within 12 months  

Primary School – Limited surplus in schools in Whickham area.  

Secondary School -  Acceptable impact on Whickham and Kingsmeadow Schools. 

See also Appendix K 

 

Flood risk – no identified issue 

 

Ecology and habitat values 

The site supports various semi-natural habitats inc. grassland, mature hedgerows, 
woodland, individual trees and scrub. The Tanfield Railway Path runs along the north-
west boundary of the site.  The ecological constraints associated with the site may 
reduce the developable area.   

 

Site designations (e.g. conservation area / Local Wildlife Site) - High landscape 
sensitivity site  

 

Ground conditions  

– no identified issues 

 

Health, safety and amenity constraints  

– no identified issues 
 

Other identified constraints 
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Tanfield Railway and the general area are part of Strategic Green Infrastructure 
network identified in Core Strategy Policy CS19. Footpath crosses site diagonally from 
east to west 

 

C. 2 Mitigation 

Site topography including slope 

 

Local character of the site, including landscape value 

 

Traffic management & Access constraints 

Needs discussion with Highways Agency and local access upgrades. 

 

Infrastructure capacity (schools / utilities)  

Schools - The cumulative impact of development at sites in Sunniside could require 1 
form expansion of local primary school. See also Appendix K  

 

Flood risk  

– Surface water drainage scheme would be required. 

 

Ecology and habitat values  
- Recommend that the site be buffered from Tanfield Railway route and that mature 
hedge and trees on boundaries be retained. 

 

Site designations  

– none  

 

Ground conditions  

– no issue identified 

 

Health, safety and amenity constraints  

– n/a 
 

Other identified constraints 

Design in buffer to separate development from Tanfield Railway. Incorporate or divert 
existing footpath that crosses site. 
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Overall conclusion: Suitable with appropriate mitigation 

 

D. Accessibility 
See Appendix D 

 

E. Deliverability 
Is the site likely to be available for development? 

Site has been put forward by the landowner for development. 

 

Is it likely to generate developer interest? 

Site is located within an area of market demand.  

 

Can the site deliver what the Core Strategy sets out (e.g. housing choice, critical 
mass)? 

The site would be able to deliver housing in a relatively accessible location and in an 
area with the potential for providing more family housing to cater for the identified 
need borough-wide. 

 

Will development, including mitigation and infrastructure requirements, be viable? 

Based on all the information above and subject to detailed investigation of mitigation 
costs and the balance of sites coming forward in the area, it is provisionally concluded 
that the site is viable. 

  

F. Analysis and Conclusions 
This site is suitable for development subject to appropriate mitigation, especially 
relating to protecting the biodiversity and recreational roles of the adjoining Tanfield 
Railway route, and is put forward as a preferred site. 

Sunniside (including Streetgate) is a large village of over 3,000 inhabitants with a good 
range of shops, but no school, and is reliant on schools in Whickham which cannot 
reasonably be reached on foot from the village. It also has a significant traffic 
congestion problem, especially on the central stretch of the A692 through the village 
(between the junction with the Stanley road and the junction with Sunniside Road, 
leading to Whickham). Gateshead Road leading through Streetgate also suffers from 
a high level of commuter traffic, which feeds onto Lobley Hill Bank after the junction 
with Whickham Highway. It has been identified from comments received that traffic 
congestion in Sunniside itself is a significant problem which would be likely to be 
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exacerbated by existing development. It has also been identified by the Highways 
Agency that development in Sunniside, particularly on a large scale, would increase 
the necessity for improvements to the A1  especially at its junctions with the A692 and 
A184 (where, it is acknowledged, improvements are required regardless of additional 
housing development). Provision of the proposed park and ride site at Dunston Hill is 
likely to form part of the required mitigation but other road and junction improvements 
are also likely to be necessary. Funding from this and other proposed housing sites at 
Dunston Hill and Sunniside is unlikely to be sufficient to pay for the necessary 
improvements to the A1 but other sources of funding are being sought. It is thought 
that funding would be very difficult to obtain for a full by-pass for Sunniside/Streetgate, 
which could not be installed simply through inclusion in development of all the sites 
along its potential route. 
 
The implication is that large-scale development at both Sunniside and Dunston Hill 
increases the risk that the necessary mitigation of traffic impacts would not be 
achievable. Sunniside is clearly the less sustainable of the two locations given its 
greater distance from the centre of Tyneside and important concentrations of 
employment, and its relative lack of local facilities, especially schools within walking 
distance. However, we have had regard to the detailed qualities of particular sites by 
excluding a less appropriate site (270 (b)) at Dunston Hill, and including some smaller 
sites at Sunniside, in the preferred sites. This also has the merit of increasing the 
range of sites and locations and therefore the likelihood of the required amounts of 
housing being developed within the Plan period.  
 

This is one of the smaller sites at Sunniside/Streetgate which are being retained for 
further consultation as preferred sites. Together with sites 358 and 363, and the 
existing development along Pennyfine Road, it would, on the map, form a salient 
extending Streetgate southwards into the Green Belt. Normally this would not be 
appropriate, but is acceptable because of the amount of existing development along 
and near Pennyfine Road. In practice development of this site would have more the 
character of infill, especially given that there are a number of buildings already on the 
site immediately to the south.  

�
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SLR Site Assessment Form 

May 2012 

Site: Sunniside Refs: 358 

Address: Garden Centre, Pennyfine Road 

Ownership: Douglas Bros. 

Area: 1.78 ha 

Capacity: 50 

 

A. Consultation responses 
See above - comments for Sunniside in general. This site has come forward since 
Stage 1 and has not been individually consulted on.  

 

B. Strategic Land Review and Green Belt Assessment update 
This site was not assessed at Stage 1 because it was included in site 66 which was 
considered to be already developed, consisting largely of the buildings along 
Pennyfine Road, and is itself largely developed, though in the Green Belt. It was 
therefore assessed at Stage 2 and found suitable, and together with sites 357 and 363 
to the north is put forward as a preferred site. 

 

C. Suitability 
C.1 Physical constraints 

Site topography including slope - Relatively flat. 

 

Local character of the site, including landscape value 

The site is currently in use as a nursery.  The nursery use is confined to the southern 
part of the site.  There is an area of woodland on the western side of the site with a 
small enclosed rough grazing area north of this.  

 

Traffic management/Access constraints 

A692 is well served by public transport. A significant proportion of the site would push 
the limits of public transport accessibility criteria. Access onto Pennyfine Road 
appears feasible, but may require some footway improvement. Potential impact on 
Pennyfine Road/A692 junction.  Also site may have some impact on the most 
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congested section of the A1, adding to the movement that causes much of the 
problem.  There will also be an impact on what is a busy part of the local road network 
between Whickham Highway and the A1, including the junctions at either end. Public 
rights of way should be retained and enhanced by the development.  

 

Infrastructure capacity (schools / utilities)  

Provision of Gas and Electricity - The existing networks have capacity, and it is highly 
unlikely that there will be any non-standard issues with connecting to gas and 
electricity networks.  

Telecoms - All relevant requirements can be delivered within 12 months  

Primary School – Limited surplus in schools in Whickham area.  

Secondary School -  Acceptable impact on Whickham and Kingsmeadow Schools. 

See also Appendix K 

 

Flood risk  

No significant issues identified. 

 

Ecology and habitat values 

The site supports various semi-natural habitats inc. grassland, mature hedgerows, 
woodland, individual trees and scrub. It was concluded that mitigation could enable 
development. 

 

Site designations (e.g. conservation area / Local Wildlife Site)  

- none 

 

Ground conditions  

- no known issues 

 

Health, safety and amenity constraints (e.g. presence of pipelines, air quality, ground 
contamination, bad neighbour uses) 

 - no known issues 

 

Other identified constraints  

– none. 
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C. 2 Mitigation 

 

Site topography including slope – n/a 

 

Local character of the site, including landscape value – n/a 

 

Traffic management/Access constraints  

Access/junction upgrades would require funding and discussion with the Highways 
Agency. A contribution to the park and ride scheme at Lobley Hill might also be 
appropriate. The impact of this site on its own, as it is quite small, would be limited but 
it is most unlikely to be developed without other adjoining sites. 

 

Infrastructure capacity (schools / utilities)  

Schools - The cumulative impact of development at sites in Sunniside could require 1 
form expansion of local primary school. See also Appendix K  

 

Flood risk  

– no identified issues 

 

Ecology and habitat values 

 – no known issues 

 

Site designations – n/a 

 

Ground conditions 

- no known issues 

 

Health, safety and amenity constraints 

- no known issues  
 

Other identified constraints –  

- no known issues 

 

Overall conclusion: suitable subject to mitigation. 
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D. Accessibility 
See Appendix D 

 

E. Deliverability 
Is the site likely to be available for development? 

Site has been put forward by the landowner for development. 

 

Is it likely to generate developer interest? 

Site is located within an area of market demand.  

 

Can the site deliver what the Core Strategy sets out (e.g. housing choice, critical 
mass)? 

The site would be able to deliver housing in a relatively accessible location and in an 
area with the potential for providing more family housing to cater for the identified 
need borough-wide. 

 

Will development, including mitigation and infrastructure requirements, be viable? 

Based on all the information above and subject to detailed investigation of mitigation 
costs and the balance of sites coming forward in the area, it is provisionally concluded 
that the site is viable. 

 

F. Analysis and Conclusions 
This site is suitable for development subject to appropriate mitigation, and is put 
forward as a preferred site. 

Sunniside (including Streetgate) is a large village of over 3,000 inhabitants with a good 
range of shops, but no school, and is reliant on schools in Whickham which cannot 
reasonably be reached on foot from the village. It also has a significant traffic 
congestion problem, especially on the central stretch of the A692 through the village 
(between the junction with the Stanley road and the junction with Sunniside Road, 
leading to Whickham). Gateshead Road leading through Streetgate also suffers from 
a high level of commuter traffic, which feeds onto Lobley Hill Bank after the junction 
with Whickham Highway. It has been identified from comments received that traffic 
congestion in Sunniside itself is a significant problem which would be likely to be 
exacerbated by existing development. It has also been identified by the Highways 
Agency that development in Sunniside, particularly on a large scale, would increase 
the necessity for improvements to the A1  especially at its junctions with the A692 and 
A184 (where, it is acknowledged, improvements are required regardless of additional 
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housing development). Provision of the proposed park and ride site at Dunston Hill is 
likely to form part of the required mitigation but other road and junction improvements 
are also likely to be necessary. Funding from this and other proposed housing sites at 
Dunston Hill and Sunniside is unlikely to be sufficient to pay for the necessary 
improvements to the A1 but other sources of funding are being sought. It is thought 
that funding would be very difficult to obtain for a full by-pass for Sunniside/Streetgate, 
which could not be installed simply through inclusion in development of all the sites 
along its potential route. 
 
The implication is that large-scale development at both Sunniside and Dunston Hill 
increases the risk that the necessary mitigation of traffic impacts would not be 
achievable. Sunniside is clearly the less sustainable of the two locations given its 
greater distance from the centre of Tyneside and important concentrations of 
employment, and its relative lack of local facilities, especially schools within walking 
distance. However, we have had regard to the detailed qualities of particular sites by 
excluding a less appropriate site (270 (b)) at Dunston Hill, and including some smaller 
sites at Sunniside, in the preferred sites. This also has the merit of increasing the 
range of sites and locations and therefore the likelihood of the required amounts of 
housing being developed within the Plan period.  
 

This is one of the smaller sites at Sunniside/Streetgate which are being retained for 
further consultation as preferred sites. Together with sites 357 and 363 to the north, 
and the existing development along Pennyfine Road, it would, on the map, form a 
salient extending Streetgate southwards into the Green Belt. Normally this would not 
be appropriate, but is acceptable because of the amount of existing development 
along and near Pennyfine Road. In practice development of this site would have more 
the character of infill, especially given that a large proportion of the site is already 
developed with nursery buildings.  

�
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SLR Site Assessment Form 
SITE 363 

February 2012 

Site: Sunniside  Refs: 363 

Address: Carraig Thura, garden to south and cleared land to rear  
Pennyfine Road  

Ownership:  

Area: 1.27 ha 

Capacity: 37 

 

A. Consultation responses 
See above - comments for Sunniside in general. This site has come forward since 
Stage 1 and has not been individually consulted on.  

 

B. Strategic Land Review and Green Belt Assessment update 
This site was not assessed at Stage 1 because it was included in site 66 which was 
considered to be already developed, consisting largely of the buildings along 
Pennyfine Road, and is itself largely developed, though in the Green Belt. It was 
therefore assessed at Stage 2 and found suitable, and together with sites 357 to the 
north and 358 to the south is put forward as a preferred site. 

 

C. Suitability 
 C.1 Physical constraints 

Site topography including slope  

- Relatively flat site. 

 

Local character of the site, including landscape value 

The site is currently partly in residential use with an area to the rear which 
formerly accommodated sheds. There is a substantial hedge that forms the 
residential boundary treatment, and a mature hedge to the north and west 
boundaries. In character terms would require 357 to be included - this site could 
not be developed in isolation.   
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Traffic management/Access constraints 

A692 is well served by public transport. A significant proportion of the site would 
push the limits of accessibility criteria. Access onto Pennyfine Road appears 
feasible, but may require some footway improvement. Potential impact on 
Pennyfine Road/A692 junction.  Also site may have some impact on the most 
congested section of the A1, adding to the movement that causes much of the 
problem.  There will also be an impact on what is a busy part of the local road 
network between Whickham Highway and the A1, including the junctions at either 
end. It was concluded that mitigation would enable development. 

 

        Infrastructure capacity (schools / utilities)  

 Provision of Gas and Electricity - The existing networks have capacity, and it is 
 highly unlikely that there will be any non-standard issues with connecting to gas 
 and electricity networks.  

 Telecoms - All relevant requirements can be delivered within 12 months  

 Primary School – Limited surplus in schools in Whickham area.  

 Secondary School -  Acceptable impact on Whickham and Kingsmeadow 
 Schools. 

See also Appendix K 

 

Flood risk  

no major constraints. 

 

Ecology and habitat values 

There does not appear to be any significant ecological value on this site with the 
possible exception of the hedge on the north west boundary.  
 
Site designations – High landscape sensitivity 
 

Ground conditions  

– n/a 

 

Health, safety and amenity constraints  

– n/a 
 

Other identified constraints 
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Tanfield Railway and general area – part of Strategic Green Infrastructure 
network identified in Core Strategy Policy CS19.  

 

C. 2 Mitigation 

 

Site topography including slope  

– n/a 

 

Local character of the site, including landscape value 

 

Traffic management/ Access constraints 

Needs discussion with Highways Agency and local access upgrades  

 

       Infrastructure capacity (schools / utilities)  

Schools - The cumulative impact of development at sites in Sunniside could 
require 1 form expansion of local primary school. See also Appendix K  

 

Flood risk  

– surface water drainage scheme required 

 

Ecology and habitat values  

- Recommend that mature hedge and trees on boundaries be retained. 

 

Site designations – n/a 

 

Ground conditions – n/a 

 

Health, safety and amenity constraints- n/a 
 

Other identified constraints 

 

Overall conclusion:  suitable 
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D. Accessibility 
See Appendix D 

 

E. Deliverability 
Is the site likely to be available for development? 

Site has been put forward for development by the landowner. 

 

Is it likely to generate developer interest? 

Site is located within an area of market demand.  

 

Can the site deliver what the Core Strategy sets out (e.g. housing choice, critical 
mass)? 

The site would be able to deliver housing in a relatively accessible location and in an 
area with the potential for providing more family housing to cater for the identified 
need borough-wide. 

 

Will development, including mitigation and infrastructure requirements, be viable? 

Based on all the information above and subject to detailed investigation of mitigation 
costs and the balance of sites coming forward in the area, it is provisionally concluded 
that the site is viable. 

 

F. Analysis and Conclusions 
This site is suitable for development subject to appropriate mitigation, and is put 
forward as a preferred site. 

Sunniside (including Streetgate) is a large village of over 3,000 inhabitants with a good 
range of shops, but no school, and is reliant on schools in Whickham which cannot 
reasonably be reached on foot from the village. It also has a significant traffic 
congestion problem, especially on the central stretch of the A692 through the village 
(between the junction with the Stanley road and the junction with Sunniside Road, 
leading to Whickham). Gateshead Road leading through Streetgate also suffers from 
a high level of commuter traffic, which feeds onto Lobley Hill Bank after the junction 
with Whickham Highway. It has been identified from comments received that traffic 
congestion in Sunniside itself is a significant problem which would be likely to be 
exacerbated by existing development. It has also been identified by the Highways 
Agency that development in Sunniside, particularly on a large scale, would increase 
the necessity for improvements to the A1  especially at its junctions with the A692 and 
A184 (where, it is acknowledged, improvements are required regardless of additional 
housing development). Provision of the proposed park and ride site at Dunston Hill is 
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likely to form part of the required mitigation but other road and junction improvements 
are also likely to be necessary. Funding from this and other proposed housing sites at 
Dunston Hill and Sunniside is unlikely to be sufficient to pay for the necessary 
improvements to the A1 but other sources of funding are being sought. It is thought 
that funding would be very difficult to obtain for a full by-pass for Sunniside/Streetgate, 
which could not be installed simply through inclusion in development of all the sites 
along its potential route. 
 
The implication is that large-scale development at both Sunniside and Dunston Hill 
increases the risk that the necessary mitigation of traffic impacts would not be 
achievable. Sunniside is clearly the less sustainable of the two locations given its 
greater distance from the centre of Tyneside and important concentrations of 
employment, and its relative lack of local facilities, especially schools within walking 
distance. However, we have had regard to the detailed qualities of particular sites by 
excluding a less appropriate site (270 (b)) at Dunston Hill, and including some smaller 
sites at Sunniside, in the preferred sites. This also has the merit of increasing the 
range of sites and locations and therefore the likelihood of the required amounts of 
housing being developed within the Plan period.  
 

This is one of the smaller sites at Sunniside/Streetgate which are being retained for 
further consultation as preferred sites. Together with sites 357 to the north and 363 to 
the south, and the existing development along Pennyfine Road, it would, on the map, 
form a salient extending Streetgate southwards into the Green Belt. Normally this 
would not be appropriate, but is acceptable because of the amount of existing 
development along and near Pennyfine Road. In practice development of this site 
would have more the character of infill, especially given that a large proportion of the 
site is already developed with commercial buildings. �
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SLR Site Assessment Form 
SITE 364 

May 2012 

Site: Sunniside Refs: 364 

Address: Land to the rear of The Cottages, Gateshead Road, Sunniside 

 

Ownership: Various 

 

Area: 0.9 ha. 

Capacity: 30 

 

A. Consultation responses 
See above - comments for Sunniside in general. This site has come forward since 
Stage 1 and has not been individually consulted on.  

 

B. Strategic Land Review and Green Belt Assessment update 
This site was not assessed at Stage 1 because it was subsequently submitted by a 
landowner. It was therefore assessed at Stage 2 and found suitable, and together with 
site 312 to the west is put forward as a preferred site. 

 

C. Suitability 
C.1 Physical constraints 

  

Site topography including slope – relatively flat site. 

 

Local character of the site, including landscape value 

Currently in a mixture of uses - residential, garden space including for some of the 
properties on Gateshead Road, and ?horse-related, with a scatter of buildings.  
Development on this site would have an impact on the edge of Streetgate and the 
properties that currently flank either side of Gateshead Road however the size of the 
site is such that it is likely to be a relatively modest impact. Well landscaped site where 
would wish to retain hedgerows fruit trees not able to protect.  
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Traffic management/Access constraints 

Public transport accessibility is good. The existing accesses to the site are unsuitable 
for two way traffic and would require property purchase, with the consent of the 
owner(s), to allow construction of anything suitable.  A new access onto the A692 at 
the eastern end of the site appears to be feasible. The site may have some impact on 
the most congested section of the A1, adding to the movement that causes much of 
the problem.  There will also be an impact on what is a busy part of the local road 
network between Whickham Highway and the A1, including the junctions at either end.  

 

Infrastructure capacity (schools / utilities)  

Provision of Gas and Electricity - The existing networks have capacity, and it is highly 
unlikely that there will be any non-standard issues with connecting to gas and 
electricity networks.  

Telecoms - All relevant requirements can be delivered within 12 months  

Primary School – Limited surplus in schools in Whickham area.  

Secondary School -  Acceptable impact on Whickham and Kingsmeadow Schools. 

See also Appendix K 

 

Flood risk  

No significant issues. 

 

Ecology and habitat values 

No identified issues.  �
 

Site designations (e.g. conservation area / Local Wildlife Site)  

– none identified. 

 

Ground conditions 

No identified issues 

 

Health, safety and amenity constraints (e.g. presence of pipelines, air quality, ground 
contamination, bad neighbour uses) 

No identified issues 
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Other identified constraints  
– None�

 

C. 2 Mitigation 

 

Site topography including slope 

 

Local character of the site, including landscape value  

– sensitive and appropriate design. 

 

Traffic management/Access constraints  

- Public rights of way should be retained and enhanced by the development. An 
acceptable road access might require property purchase, with owner's consent, either 
from the A692 to the south of the site, or through site 312 to the west if that can be 
achieved, or directly from the A692 near the east end of the site. 

 

Infrastructure capacity (schools / utilities)  

Schools - The cumulative impact of development at sites in Sunniside could require 1 
form expansion of local primary school. See also Appendix K 

 

Flood risk  

– surface water drainage scheme may be required. 

 

Ecology and habitat values 

Any application for planning permission would need to be supported by an ecological 
survey, assessment and mitigation report.  Any development of the site would have to 
include an adequate buffer where it adjoins Lottie's Wood and seek to deliver on/off 
site green infrastructure and biodiversity enhancements.�
 

Site designations (e.g. conservation area / Local Wildlife Site) 

None 

 

Ground conditions 

No known issues 
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Health, safety and amenity constraints  

No known issues 
 

Other identified constraints 

None known 

 

Overall conclusion: suitable subject to access issues being resolved. 

 

D. Accessibility 
See Appendix D 

 

E. Deliverability 
Is the site likely to be available for development? 

Site has been put forward for housing by the owner of the west part. Currently 
unknown with regard to the east part. 

 

Is it likely to generate developer interest? 

Site is located within an area of market demand.  

 

Can the site deliver what the Core Strategy sets out (e.g. housing choice, critical 
mass)? 

The site would be able to deliver housing in a relatively accessible location and in an 
area with the potential for providing more family housing to cater for the identified 
need borough-wide. 

 

Will development, including mitigation and infrastructure requirements, be viable? 

Based on all the information above and subject to detailed investigation of mitigation 
costs and the balance of sites coming forward in the area, it is provisionally concluded 
that the site is viable. 

 

F. Analysis and Conclusions 
This site is suitable for development subject to appropriate mitigation, and is put 
forward as a preferred site, though there are access issues to be resolved. 

Sunniside (including Streetgate) is a large village of over 3,000 inhabitants with a good 
range of shops, but no school and is reliant on schools in Whickham which cannot 
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reasonably be reached on foot from the village. It also has a significant traffic 
congestion problem, especially on the central stretch of the A692 through the village 
(between the junction with the Stanley road and the junction with Sunniside Road, 
leading to Whickham). Gateshead Road leading through Streetgate also suffers from 
a high level of commuter traffic, which feeds onto Lobley Hill Bank after the junction 
with Whickham Highway. It has been identified from comments received that traffic 
congestion in Sunniside itself is a significant problem which would be likely to be 
exacerbated by existing development. It has also been identified by the Highways 
Agency that development in Sunniside, particularly on a large scale, would increase 
the necessity for improvements to the A1  especially at its junctions with the A692 and 
A184 (where, it is acknowledged, improvements are required regardless of additional 
housing development). Provision of the proposed park and ride site at Dunston Hill is 
likely to form part of the required mitigation but other road and junction improvements 
are also likely to be necessary. Funding from this and other proposed housing sites at 
Dunston Hill and Sunniside is unlikely to be sufficient to pay for the necessary 
improvements to the A1 but other sources of funding are being sought. It is thought 
that funding would be very difficult to obtain for a full by-pass for Sunniside/Streetgate, 
which could not be installed simply through inclusion in development of all the sites 
along its potential route. 
 
The implication is that large-scale development at both Sunniside and Dunston Hill 
increases the risk that the necessary mitigation of traffic impacts would not be 
achievable. Sunniside is clearly the less sustainable of the two locations given its 
greater distance from the centre of Tyneside and important concentrations of 
employment, and its relative lack of local facilities, especially schools within walking 
distance. However, we have had regard to the detailed qualities of particular sites by 
excluding a less appropriate site (270 (b)) at Dunston Hill, and including some smaller 
sites at Sunniside, in the preferred sites. This also has the merit of increasing the 
range of sites and locations and therefore the likelihood of the required amounts of 
housing being developed within the Plan period.  
 

This is one of the smaller sites at Sunniside/Streetgate which are being retained for 
further consultation as preferred sites. The western part of this site was put forward 
after Stage 1 by the owners of Monaville; the eastern part was added by the Council to 
straighten out the resulting Green Belt boundary, although this would require the 
creation of a new defensible long-term Green Belt boundary cutting across the existing 
parcels of land. At the time of writing, and to the best of the Council's knowledge, 
there is an unresolved issue in that no acceptable potential road or pedestrian access 
to the site has been identified. Access off the A692 would be feasible if this part of the 
site comes forward for development, but if not, an access further west would have to 
be found. This will have to come about either in conjunction with an access to the site 
to the west, 312, or by some other means involving property acquisition, to be pursued 
by the relevant private landowners. In the event that no such access can be secured, 
the site could not come forward. However, as it is a small site, the overall impact on 
delivery of the total number of new homes needed Borough-wide would be small, and 
within the margin of error in estimating the capacity of various sites; therefore the site 
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is retained as a preferred site at this stage awaiting the outcome of further work on the 
access issues. �
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Appendix F 
 
Map of all preferred sites 
 
- See map attached as a separate document  
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Appendix G 
 
Individual maps of preferred sites 
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Appendix H 
 
Individual maps of sites not preferred at Stage 2 
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Strategic Land Review 
Sites Not Preferred 
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Strategic Land Review 
Sites Not Preferred 
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Strategic Land Review 
Sites Not Preferred 
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Strategic Land Review 
Sites Not Preferred 
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Strategic Land Review 
Sites Not Preferred 
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Strategic Land Review 
Sites Not Preferred 
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Appendix I  
 
Green Belt scoring for preferred sites 
 
Dunston Hill  
 

Dunston Hill  Site 62 

Consideration Score (total 22) 

Coalescence 5 

Countryside encroachment 4 

Urban regeneration 5 

Historic Towns 5 

Urban Sprawl 3 

 

Dunston Hill  Site 269 

Consideration Score (total 21) 

Coalescence 5 

Countryside encroachment 3 

Urban regeneration 5 

Historic Towns 5 

Urban Sprawl 3 
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Dunston Hill  Site 270 (a) 

Consideration Score (total 20) 

Coalescence 5 

Countryside encroachment 3 

Urban regeneration 5 

Historic Towns 5 

Urban Sprawl 2 

 
 
Chopwell  
 

Chopwell Site 224 

Consideration Score (total 23) 

Coalescence 5 

Countryside encroachment 3 

Urban regeneration 5 

Historic Towns 5 

Urban Sprawl 5 

 

Chopwell Site 307(a) 

Consideration Score (total 23)  

Coalescence 5 

Countryside encroachment 3 

Urban regeneration 5 

Historic Towns 5 

Urban Sprawl 5 
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Chopwell Site 309 

Consideration Score (total 22 ) 

Coalescence 5 

Countryside encroachment 2 

Urban regeneration 5 

Historic Towns 5 

Urban Sprawl 5 

 
 
Crawcrook 
 

Crawcrook Site 288 

Consideration Score (total 23) 

Coalescence 5 

Countryside encroachment 3 

Urban regeneration 5 

Historic Towns 5 

Urban Sprawl 5 

 

Crawcrook Site 292 

Consideration Score (total 22) 

Coalescence 5 

Countryside encroachment 2 

Urban regeneration 5 

Historic Towns 5 

Urban Sprawl 5 
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Highfield 
 

Highfield Site 305 

Consideration Score (total 23 ) 

Coalescence 5 

Countryside encroachment 3 

Urban regeneration 5 

Historic Towns 5 

Urban Sprawl 5 

 
High Spen 
 

High Spen Site 301 

Consideration Score (total 21) 

Coalescence 5 

Countryside encroachment 1 

Urban regeneration 5 

Historic Towns 5 

Urban Sprawl 5 

 

High Spen Site 322 

Consideration Score (total 22) 

Coalescence 5 

Countryside encroachment 2 

Urban regeneration 5 

Historic Towns 5 

Urban Sprawl 5 
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Kibblesworth 
 

Kibblesworth Site 43 

Consideration Score (total 23) 

Coalescence 5 

Countryside encroachment 3 

Urban regeneration 5 

Historic Towns 5 

Urban Sprawl 5 

 

Kibblesworth Site 263 

Consideration Score (total 23) 

Coalescence 5 

Countryside encroachment 3 

Urban regeneration 5 

Historic Towns 5 

Urban Sprawl 5 

 
Ryton 

Ryton Site 285 

Consideration Score (total 23) 

Coalescence 5 

Countryside encroachment 3 

Urban regeneration 5 

Historic Towns 5 

Urban Sprawl 5 
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Ryton Site 287 

Consideration Score (total 21) 

Coalescence 5 

Countryside encroachment 1 

Urban regeneration 5 

Historic Towns 5 

Urban Sprawl 5 

 
 
Sunniside 
 

Sunniside Site 312 

Consideration Score (total22) 

Coalescence 5 

Countryside encroachment 2 

Urban regeneration 5 

Historic Towns 5 

Urban Sprawl 5 

 

Sunniside Site 357 

Consideration Score (total 24) 

Coalescence 5 

Countryside encroachment 4 

Urban regeneration 5 

Historic Towns 5 

Urban Sprawl 5 
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Sunniside Site 358 

Consideration Score (total24) 

Coalescence 5 

Countryside encroachment 4 

Urban regeneration 5 

Historic Towns 5 

Urban Sprawl 5 

 
 

Sunniside Site 363 

Consideration Score (total22) 

Coalescence 5 

Countryside encroachment 2 

Urban regeneration 5 

Historic Towns 5 

Urban Sprawl 5 

 

Sunniside Site 364 

Consideration Score (total22) 

Coalescence 5 

Countryside encroachment 2 

Urban regeneration 5 

Historic Towns 5 

Urban Sprawl 5 
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Appendix J 
Illustrative site layouts 
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Appendix K 
 
Implications of development for schools 
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Implications of Core Strategy Growth Plans on Gateshead Schools 
 

Locati
on Schools Context 

Potential 
Development 
Scheme 

Potential Next 
Steps 

 

Washing
well 
Communi
ty 
Primary, 
Dunston 
Hill 
Primary; 
Lobley 
Hill 
Primary  
 

Primary 
Currently a ½ form build at St 
Mary’s, which has direct bus 
route but not through village. 
Offers overflow to Washingwell. 
Will have 1% surplus by 2015. 
 
Lobley Hill Primary has no 
surplus at present. 
An alternative if development at 
Dunston were to go ahead and 
not as Sunniside would be to 
provide a new 3 form school, 
although this wouldn’t be 
popular. 
 

Would need 
new form 
extensions to 
schools. ½ form 
at St. Marys 
although this 
may have 
implications on 
Thomas Moore. 
And ½ form at 
Washingwell. 
St. Mary’s 
wants to 
expand. It would 
be good to get 
1½ form 
extension 
across both 
schools. 

Expansion of 
Primary School 
due to 
development at 
Dunston Hill 

Dunst
on Hill 

Whickha
m 
Academy 
and 
Kingsme
adow 
School 

Secondary 
No surplus at Whickham 
Academy 

No development 
required 

 

Lingey 
House 
Primary 
and 
Roman 
Road 
Primary 

Primary 
Lingey House Primary and 
Roman Road Primary have 
been confirmed as entering the 
Priority School Building 
Programme (PSBP), in the first 
wave of PFI schemes.   

1 form 
extension to 
Lingey House 
Primary and 
Roman Road 
Primary 

Expansion of two 
Primary Schools 
due to 
development at 
Leam Lane 

Leam 
Lane 

Heworth 
Grange 
Compreh
ensive 
School 
 

Secondary 
There would be no issue as a 
result of development. 

No development 
required 

 

Winlat
on 

Winlaton 
West 
Lane 
Primary 

Primary 
School stock remains constant 
at Winlaton West as a result of 
development. New house 
building would further sustain. 

No primary new 
build required. 
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Charles 
Thorp 
Compreh
ensive 

Secondary  
Would need to provide spaces 
at Charles Thorp if 
development went ahead. 
There would be a need for 
additional funding to support 
Charles Thorp. Charles Thorp 
will reach capacity by 2017. 

Secondary 
school will have 
its conditions 
addressed 
through the 
Priority School 
Programme. 
New build 
extension 
required subject 
to funding 

 

Chopwell 
Primary 
 

Primary 
There is surplus at Chopwell 
and Rowlands Gill with an 
expected surplus at 2015 of 
22.7%. Development would 
support local schools, address 
surplus and sustain viability of 
current provision 
 

No development 
required  
 

 

Chop
well 

Charles 
Thorp 
Compreh
ensive 

Secondary 
Would need to provide spaces 
at Charles Thorp if 
development went ahead. 
There would be a need for 
additional funding to support 
Charles Thorp. Charles Thorp 
will reach capacity by 2017. 

Secondary 
school will have 
its conditions 
addressed 
through the 
Priority School 
Programme. 
New build 
extension 
required, 
subject to 
funding  

Expansion of 
Secondary School 
due to 
development at 
High Spen, 
Highfield, 
Chopwell, Ryton 
& Crawcrook 

Emmavill
e 
Primary, 
Crookhill 
Primary 

Primary 
Plenty of capacity with 20% 
surplus by 2015 if no 
development. Development 
would support local school, 
address surplus and sustain 
viability of current provision. 

No primary new 
build required. 

 

Crawc
rook 

Charles 
Thorp 
Compreh
ensive 

Secondary  
Would need to provide spaces 
at Charles Thorp if 
development went ahead. 
There would be a need for 
additional funding to support 
Charles Thorp. Charles Thorp 
will reach capacity by 2017. 

Secondary 
school will have 
its conditions 
addressed 
through the 
Priority School 
Programme. 
New build 
extension 
required subject 
to funding  

Expansion of 
Secondary School 
due to 
development at 
High Spen, 
Highfield, 
Chopwell, Ryton 
& Crawcrook 
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Highfield 
Communi
ty 
Primary 

Primary 
If development were to occur, 
school would reach capacity by 
2015. However demand would 
be facilitated at High Spen 
subject to extension. There will 
be difficulties if development at 
High Spen doesn’t go ahead, 
as Highfield would use surplus 
from High Spen. There is an 
issue with capacity at Highfield 
at present, but this isn’t 
significant due to the surplus at 
High Spen. 

No development 
required 

 

Highfi
eld 

Charles 
Thorp 
Compreh
ensive 

Secondary  
Would need to provide spaces 
at Charles Thorp if 
development went ahead. 
There would be a need for 
additional funding to support 
Charles Thorp. Charles Thorp 
will reach capacity by 2017. 

Secondary 
school will have 
its conditions 
addressed 
through the 
Priority School 
Programme. 
New build 
extension 
required subject 
to funding  

Expansion of 
Secondary School 
due to 
development at 
High Spen, 
Highfield, 
Chopwell, Ryton 
& Crawcrook 

High 
Spen 
Primary 

Primary 
As a result of development and 
feed in to school, there would 
be no capacity from 2017. 

Need for new 
build extension 
from 1 form to 2 
forms in longer 
term, from 2017 
up to 2030. 

Expansion of 
Primary School 
due to 
development at 
High Spen and 
Highfield 

High 
Spen 

Charles 
Thorp 
Compreh
ensive 

Secondary  
Would need to provide spaces 
at Charles Thorp if 
development went ahead. 
There would be a need for 
additional funding to support 
Charles Thorp. Charles Thorp 
will reach capacity by 2017. 

Secondary 
school will have 
its conditions 
addressed 
through the 
Priority School 
Programme. 
New build 
extension 
required subject 
to funding 

Expansion of 
Secondary School 
due to 
development at 
High Spen, 
Highfield, 
Chopwell, Ryton 
& Crawcrook 

Kibble
s-
worth 

Kibblesw
orth 
Primary 

Primary 
At present school has surplus. 
School site currently downsized 
from 210 pupils to 120. By 2015 
as at present, the school would 
be 20% over capacity and new 
build  of 1 form would be 
needed. This would increase as 
a result of development of area. 

2 form 
extension 
required if 
working to 120 
initial capacity. 

Expansion of 
Primary School 
due to 
development at 
Kibblesworth 
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Lord 
Lawson 
Compreh
ensive, 
Joseph 
Swan 

Secondary 
No need for additional 
provision. Lord Lawson 
currently supports 25% of 
capacity from outside Borough 
which would be offset. 

No development 
required 

 

Ryton 
Communi
ty Junior, 
Crookhill 
Primary 

Primary 
No new build, surplus capacity. 
Development would support 
local school, address surplus 
and sustain viability of current 
provision. 

No primary new 
build required. 

 

Ryton 

Charles 
Thorp 
Compreh
ensive 

Secondary  
Would need to provide spaces 
at Charles Thorp if 
development went ahead. 
There would be a need for 
additional funding to support 
Charles Thorp. Charles Thorp 
will reach capacity by 2017. 

Secondary 
school will have 
its conditions 
addressed 
through the 
Priority School 
Programme. 
New build 
extension 
required subject 
to funding  

Expansion of 
Secondary School 
due to 
development at 
High Spen, 
Highfield, 
Chopwell, Ryton 
& Crawcrook 

Clover 
Hill 
Communi
ty 
Primary, 
Whickha
m 
Parochial 
C of E 
Primary; 
Fellside 
Primary; 
Washing
well 
Communi
ty 
Primary 
 

Primary 
No surplus to 2015, and no 
space in Whickham schools at 
all. Could be pressure for a new 
school if Sunniside is 
developed, which could create 
surplus elsewhere. There are 
transport issues to 
development and environment.  
Washingwell School is popular 
as accessibility is good and has 
a better fit to social dynamic. 
Washingwell has an existing 
school transport system which 
would want to develop further in 
future. 
Also issues with Childcare 
provision in area and would 
look to provide this. 

1 form 
extension to 
Washingwell 
Primary. 

Expansion of 
Primary School 
due to 
development at 
Sunniside 

Sunnis
ide 

Whickha
m 
Academy 

Secondary 
There is no surplus but school 
take proportion of children 
outside of Borough. Already 
asked for additional buildings 
but no funding. There is 
adequate space at 
Kingsmeadow School. 

No development 
required 
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