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How to comment on this report 
 
This report is published as part of the evidence base for the Gateshead Local 
Plan Core Strategy being published for consultation simultaneously and is, in 
itself, intended to be the final version of the Strategic Land Review and Green 
Belt Assessment in respect of Gateshead. Therefore, comments should not be 
made directly on this document, but related to the Plan document - the Core 
Strategy and Urban Core Plan. Details of how to comment on this will be found at 
the start of the relevant documents.    
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1. Introduction 
 
This report is the third, and is intended to be the final, report on the Strategic 
Land Review and Green Belt Assessment carried out by Gateshead Metropolitan 
Borough Council (a separate report is being published by Newcastle upon Tyne 
City Council) to form part of the evidence base for our Development Plan 
documents - namely (i) the (joint) Core Strategy and Urban Core Plan; (ii) Making 
Spaces for Growing Places (the Gateshead allocations and development 
management policies Development Plan Document (Newcastle intends to 
publish a separate allocations and development management policies 
Development Plan Document in due course); and (iii) the MetroGreen Action 
Area Plan (to be prepared by Gateshead Council); and any other Action Area 
Plans to be prepared by Gateshead Council. Details of the intended 
Development Plan documents and their proposed production, consultation and 
adoption timescales can be found in the Local Development Scheme. 
 
The first Strategic Land Review and Green Belt Assessment report was issued 
jointly by the two Councils for consultation in September 2011. Public and 
stakeholder consultation generated a large number of responses which were 
considered carefully, and further analysis was carried out, with respect to all 
potential sites including some new sites which emerged from the consultation 
process. A revised set of recommended sites was then included in the Stage 2 
reports issued for public consultation in July 2012. These were issued separately 
by each Council. Again, this generated a large number of responses. These have 
been carefully considered together with additional evidence. The Council has 
prepared development frameworks for each site, or, where applicable, for groups 
of sites adjacent to each other or in the same settlement. To a significant extent, 
these draw on material prepared by, or commissioned for, the landowners of the 
respective sites. The development frameworks are available separately, but the 
maps included at Appendix C show the general layout and key features 
envisaged at each location.       
 
The Councils explained at Stages 1 and 2 that the need to identify land, currently 
in the Green Belt, for housing, results from a shortage of land which can be 
developed for housing in other locations - whether brownfield sites, or greenfield 
sites which are not currently in the Green Belt. This shortage, demonstrated by 
the Councils' respective Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessments, exists 
both in terms of the five-year advance supply of land available for development, 
which all councils are required by the government to identify, and in terms of the 
land available for housing over the whole Plan period of the Core Strategy and 
the other Development Plan documents, each of which runs to 2030. This issue 
remains under consideration by the two Councils, who have commissioned 
specialist analysis, and taken into account revised estimates and forecasts of 
population and households issued by the Office for National Statistics, including 
the results of the 2011 Census of Population. An updated account of the position 
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on population and its impact on the required supply of housing land is included in 
section 2(a) of this report.  
 
In respect of the need to identify sites for housing in what is currently the Green 
Belt, therefore, the purpose of this report is to explain the outcome of the 
consultation at Stage 2 and the work which has been carried out since, and set 
out the Council’s resulting proposed final choice of sites. Alongside this, 
proposed alterations to the Green Belt boundary, resulting from the proposed 
allocation of these housing sites, are set out.  
 
In addition, however, the Council has reviewed the boundary of the Green Belt in 
its entirety to ensure that it remains fit for purpose; that all land which will 
continue to be in the Green Belt can contribute to the objectives of the Green 
Belt; that any land not in the Green Belt which can so contribute is included in the 
Green Belt; and that the detailed boundaries of the Green Belt accord with 
national guidance on how Green Belt boundaries should be drawn and what 
features on the ground they should follow.    
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2. Developments since the Stage 2 consultation 
 
 
(a) Update on population/household projections and the requirement for 
Green Belt housing land 
 
The Strategic Land Review and Green Belt Assessment Stage 2 Report 
estimated a shortfall of approximately 3,100 homes that would have needed to 
be accommodated in the Green Belt. 
 
Since then the Council has re-assessed likely population growth to take account 
of revised national figures; the results of the 2011 Census have informed the 
Office for National Statistics' (ONS') population projections to 2030. This results 
in a projected growth in Gateshead's population of around 13,600 between 2010 
and 2030.  This level of population growth is higher than that indicated in 
previous official projections produced prior to the release of data from the 2011 
Census.  The previous, 2010-based projections used to inform our Proposed 
Major Changes Report set out growth of around 10,500 between 2010 and 2030. 
 
However, two factors combine to result in a lower, rather than a higher, 
requirement for housing sites in the Green Belt than was anticipated at the time 
of the Stage 2 report. These factors are (i) the emerging ONS household 
projections, which provisionally suggest a requirement in the region of 8,500 net 
(11,000 gross) additions to our dwelling stock between 2010 and 2030, and (ii) 
re-assessment of the capacity of urban brownfield and other non-Green Belt 
sites, and the likely level of conversions, changes of use and demolitions within 
the existing housing stock. The latter re-assessment results in the conclusion that 
the urban areas are capable of delivering 8,600 gross additional dwellings 
between 2010 and 2030. In order to reach a Borough-wide total (including the 
Green Belt) of 11,000 gross additional dwellings by 2030, therefore, land for 
approximately an additional 2,400 dwellings needs to be found in the Green Belt.  
The estimated capacity of the sites identified by this report adds up to a little over 
2400 dwellings and would cover the identified shortfall.  
 
 
(b) Corrections to the Stage 2 Report 
 
Following the publication of, and consultation on, the Stage 2 report, it came to 
light that some errors had been made. These errors related to the following: 
 
(i) some of the calculations of the capacities of sites; the correct figures are 
shown in Appendix H. 
 
(ii) some of the calculations in the accessibility scoring for sites. A corrected 
version of the table is shown at Appendix I. 
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(iii) a single miscalculation of the anticipated population of one settlement 
(Chopwell) as stated in paragraph 43 of the report. The last sentence of 
paragraph 43 should have read: 
 

"Taken together, therefore, the development of all the Chopwell sites 
would result in an additional 534 homes in the village and an extra 1388 
people, which would be an increase of 44% in the population of the 
village."   
 

Because of recalculation and site boundary amendments, these figures have 
changed slightly. The correct figures are now an additional 550 homes in the 
village and an extra 1430 people, which would be an increase of 45% on the 
population of the village.   
 
None of these errors affected, or would have affected, the selection of sites made 
by the Stage 2 report.  
 
A further error was made which would have affected the boundary of the site at 
Highfield put forward in the Stage 2 report. The Stage 2 report indicated 
(page105) that despite the potential significant adverse impact of development 
on the site on ecology and habitat values, mitigation would enable development 
to take place. The report should have acknowledged that 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 (local 
Wildlife Sites and Site of Special Scientific Interest) could make the site 
undeliverable. The site boundary has been revised and the site substantially 
reduced in size. 
 
 
 (c) Analysis of consultation responses 
 
This report provides an overview of the consultation responses received during 
the summer 2012 (Stage 2) consultation. A fuller report is available as the 
Consultation Feedback Report on the council’s website.  
 
Responses 
 
A large number of individual responses was received, through the post and at 
drop-in events. 
 
6 petitions with 8436 signatures have been received, of which 6,360 signatures 
can be identified as signatures from Gateshead residents, not being duplicates. 
Petitions were submitted relating to the following areas:    
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Petitions 

 Sites 
Total 
Signatures 

Incomplete 
Details Duplicates 

Outside 
Gateshead 

Identified 
non-
duplicate 
signatures 
by 
Gateshead 
residents 

Ryton 285, 
287 

2969 126 215 149 2479 

Dunston 
Hill 

69, 
269, 
270a 

4102 185 192 1023 2702 

Crawcrook 288, 
292 

938 60 69 35 774 

Crawcrook 288 251 5 8 2 236 

Chopwell 
224, 
307a, 
309 

39 1 0 0 38 

Chopwell 309 137 4 2 0 131 
 
 
Key themes  
  
All sites identified through the Strategic Land Review and Green Belt 
Assessment Stage 2 received some objection. Residents have challenged the 
population and economic growth projections and the assessment of brownfield 
site availability. The majority of residents would prefer the prioritisation of 
brownfield land and the reuse of empty properties.  
 
The majority of residents’ responses were against new housing development, 
particularly in the Green Belt. Certain areas had significant opposition, and in 
many cases organised and responded in large numbers through the use of 
petitions. The key reasons for objecting to the sites are as follows:  
 
 
Locations  
 
Dunston Hill  

 
Responses by local residents demonstrated significant objection to the proposals 
for Dunston Hill.  
 
4,102 signatures were submitted as part of this petition, although the number of 
identified non-duplicate signatures by Gateshead residents was 2,702. 
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In addition to the petition, 49 written submissions were made of which 33 (67%) 
were in objection to the proposals. 
 
Significant objection to the proposals was recorded. There is strong local 
opposition to development at Dunston Hill, on the grounds of increased traffic 
problems (55%) and the loss of open and green space (22%). The main issue 
was congestion on Whickham Highway and onto the A1, which is viewed as 
already unacceptable and the perception is that new development will make this 
worse. 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The petition submitted set out the objection to the proposals in the area as 
follows: “We believe that development of these locations will damage the 
separate identities of Dunston, Lobley Hill 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” 
 
In addition to responses by local residents, representations were made by 
Persimmon Homes and Save Dunston Hill Residents Group. 
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Persimmon Homes expressed support for the proposals in that the site is ‘clearly 
the most sustainable choice for Green Belt development’ and also support the 
reduction in the number of homes on the site. As part of their representation, 
Persimmon Homes sought to address some of the issues highlighted by 
residents in the previous round of consultation, which included acknowledgement 
that further work is required to understand road infrastructure issues. 
 
The Save Dunston Hill Campaign Group also objected to the proposals, with key 
reasons cited as the negative impact on local wildlife, particularly within 
Watergate Park; loss of green space and countryside, including the Central 
Nursery site; and the potential for significantly increased traffic and congestion on 
already busy adjacent and nearby roads. 
 
 
Chopwell 
 
87 written submissions were made in relation to proposals for Chopwell. In 
addition, 2 petitions were submitted: one petition specifically objecting to site 309 
totalling 131 signatures, and another objecting to all sites in Chopwell totalling 38 
signatures. 
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67% of written submissions were in objection to housing in and around Chopwell 
on the Green Belt with key reasons being cited as impact on wildlife (41%), 
increased traffic and congestion (49%), and also increased flood risk (43%). The 
potential detrimental impact on regeneration of area was also noted, with the 
Heartlands site being highlighted frequently. 

 
Some support for the development of the sites was noted, particularly as its 
development would see some affordable housing made available as well as the 
increased population potentially contributing to sustaining and improving local 
facilities and services.  
 
Support was also noted for the principle of development of Chopwell although 
this would be dependent on more detail around the proposals being provided and 
the preference for the Heartlands site to be prioritised over Green Belt land. 
 
George F White on behalf of Messrs Willey and also the Durham County Badger 
Group made written representations relating to proposals for Chopwell. 
 
George F White supported the retention of Chopwell as a village growth area and 
particularly supported for site 307(a). They also indicated that the 370 homes for 
Chopwell as set out in the plan should be considered as a minimum level of 
development. George F White also supported the method used to determine the 
suitability of sites in Chopwell. 
 
The Durham County Badger Group noted concerns relating to site 309 in that 
development of the site would adversely impact on nearby badgers and their 
habitat, as their setts are located in and around Milkwellburn Wood and Blackhall 
Mill. 
 
 
Crawcrook  

 
129 written submissions were made by local residents, with 95% of these in 
objection to proposals for Crawcrook. 
 
Local residents set out clear opposition to new housing in the Green Belt around 
Crawcrook. The key reasons for this were the impact on wildlife (38%), increased 
traffic and congestion (67%), impact on local facilities and services (40%) 
including school capacity (16%), and loss of open space (31%). 
 
 
 
 
 



 14 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Two petitions were submitted in objection to proposals for housing development 
on Green Belt in Crawcrook: one petition specifically relating to site 288 totalling 
236 signatures, and another objecting to both sites totalling 774 signatures. 
 
Written submissions were also made by Signet Planning on behalf of Storey 
Homes, and Ward Hadaway on behalf of Cheesbrough and Sons. 
 
Signet Planning demonstrated support for the proposals in relation to site 288 
and agree that the site is deliverable within the period up to 2017. Signet also 
noted that any comments relating to the population and economic growth 
projections will be reserved for when the plan is updated in line with 2011 
Census data. 
 
Ward Hadaway expressed support for the inclusion of site 292 as a potential site 
for removal from the Green Belt for housing development. 
 
Councillors Helen Hughes, Jack Graham and Kathleen McCartney of Crawcrook 
and Greenside ward submitted the petitions referred to above and set out their 
objections to the removal of sites 288 and 292 from the Green Belt in Crawcrook. 
They noted significant concern in relation to wildlife, infrastructure including 
schools and transport, ground conditions, open space, site topography, merging 
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of settlements and also deliverability. They also questioned the evidence used to 
inform proposals and asked that the assessment of these sites be reconsidered. 
 
 
Highfield 
 
Three written submissions were made in relation to the proposals for Highfield, 
all objecting to the proposals. The main reasons noted were that brownfield land 
should be developed as a priority, and that development will result in the loss of 
recreational amenity and will also impact on local wildlife, however the reasons 
cited were varied. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Written representations were also made by Signet Planning on behalf of Mr 
Sidhu and Mr and Mrs Coulson, who supported the inclusion of site 305 in the 
proposals. 

 
An additional submission was made from the landowner of part of site 305, also 
expressing support for the inclusion of the site in the plans. 

Resident Grounds for objecting to proposals for Highfield 
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High Spen 
 
Significant opposition to housing development was expressed with 81% (66 
representations) of written submissions being against the proposals. A variety of 
reasons were cited for objecting to the proposals including increased traffic and 
congestion (78%), impact on wildlife (36%), loss of local identity (28%) and 
potential impact on existing facilities and services (50%). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
George F White on behalf of Mr J W Stokoe submitted a representation setting 
out support for the proposals for site 301, and also recommended a change in 
the site boundary in line with a net development area of 5.1ha considering a 
gross developable area of 75%. They also supported the method used to 
determine the suitability of sites within High Spen. 
 
 
 
 
 

36%

78%

22%

4%

6%

41%

22%

17%

28%

22%

32%

50%

26%

15%

8%

4%

19%

36%

18%

Adverse Impact on Wildlife

Increased Traffic and Congestion

Loss of Countryside

Historical Assets

Detrimental Impact on Regeneration

Increased Flood Risk

Loss of Views

Increased Pollution

Loss of Local Identity and Character

Population Assumptions are Incorrect

Loss of Open Space/Green Space

Impact on Local Facilities and Services

Consultation

Brownfield First

Urban Sprawl

Loss of Recreational Amenity

Scale Proposed Too Big

School Capacity

Prime Agricultural Land

Resident grounds for objecting to proposals for High Spen 



 17 

Kibblesworth 
 
40 written submissions were made in relation to the proposals for Kibblesworth. 1 
was in support of the proposals whilst 32 (80%) were in opposition to the plans. 
Key reasons for being against the proposals were the increase in traffic (54%) 
and the potential for increased flood risk (49%) that it was believed would result 
from development. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Barton Willmore made a representation on behalf of Taylor Wimpey setting out 
that, in relation to sites 43 and 263, development of the two sites will continue the 
historical development of the settlement and form natural extensions from the 
existing built environment. They also expressed support for the scoring of the two 
sites. 
 
 
Ryton  
 
There were 470 written submissions made in relation to the proposals for Ryton, 
and of these 416 (89%) were in objection. In addition to the written submissions a 
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2, 479 signature petition was submitted objecting to the proposals for sites 285 
and 287. 
 
The key reasons being cited for opposing the proposals included 61% concerned 
about the traffic and congestion, 36% relating to the potential increase in flood 
risk and 36% concerned around the impact of development on local facilities and 
services. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Written submissions were also made by Barton Willmore on behalf of Bellway 
Homes, Ryton Green Belt Protection Group, Ward Hadaway on behalf of 
Cheesbrough and Sons and Councillors for the Ryton, Crookhill and Stella Ward.  

 
Barton Willmore indicated that they no longer wish to promote the inclusion of 
site 287 as part of the proposals. They did however indicate that they will 
continue to encourage the retention of site 285. Barton Willmore believed that 
Ryton is clearly the most appropriate settlement for growth given its facilities, 
services and links to the wider area. 
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Ryton Green Belt Protection Group objected to the proposals for sites 285 and 
287 and noted particular concern in relation to traffic and congestion, increased 
flooding, insufficient infrastructure and loss of agricultural land. 
 
Ward Hadaway expressed support for the inclusion of site 287 in the proposals. 
 
Councillors Liz Twist, Alex Geddes and Christine McHatton set out their 
objections to the proposals, expressing their agreement with concerns set out by 
local residents. Key factors noted include the potential for increased flood risk, 
and issues with local school capacity, and also questioned the evidence which 
has been used to inform proposals. 
 
 
Sunniside/Streetgate 
 
60 written submissions were made by local residents of which 34 (57%) objected 
to the proposals for reallocation of Green Belt land for housing development at 
Sunniside/Streetgate. 
 
Although there is opposition to the development of Green Belt land for housing, 
with key reasons being increased traffic problems and potential for increased 
flood risk, the number of comments received in objection to the proposals is 
significantly reduced in comparison to the previous round of consultation (the 
scale of proposed development having been reduced significantly in this 
location). 
 
Of those objecting to the proposals, 79% objected on the grounds of increased 
traffic and congestion, 34% due to the impact of development on local facilities 
and services and 26% on the loss of recreational amenity. 
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Some support was noted for the proposals (8% of written submissions), in that it 
was felt that development of the area would improve housing choice and 
affordability. Support was also expressed for the proposals, pending the 
resolution of any local road capacity issues. 

 
Barton Willmore on behalf of Taylor Wimpey, and Banks Property Group also 
submitted representations relating to sites within Sunniside/Streetgate. 
 
Barton Willmore provided further information relating to issues identified by local 
residents as a result of a previous consultation and acknowledged the reduction 
in housing numbers set out in the plan to 185 for sites 357, 358 and 363. Barton 
Willmore also noted that they reserve the right to comment upon further work 
being undertaken regarding the scale of development what the sites are able to 
accommodate. 
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Banks Property Group objected to the exclusion of site 268 from the proposals 
and the rejection of a bypass due to costing for the bypass being incorrect and 
there being inadequate consultation with local residents relating to the bypass. 
They also objected to the continued inclusion of sites 312 and 364 in the plan on 
the grounds that construction of suitable access points would require property 
acquisitions and would not deliver wider traffic mitigation measures. Banks 
Property Group also argued that the approach to housing density is inconsistent, 
unclear and does not reflect current design practice. 
 
 
Comments received on sites not being put forward 
 
During the consultation period on the Stage 2 Report, representations were also 
made by or on behalf of landowners and developers regarding the non-inclusion 
of certain sites in the list of preferred sites. These were detailed submissions in 
the case of site 268 (Sunniside) and site 280 (Winlaton). All these were 
considered carefully but did not change or outweigh the conclusions about these 
sites in the Stage 2 report. The Council's detailed responses to the points made 
will be found in the Consultation Feedback Report. 
 
 
(d) Proposals since Stage 2 to change the boundaries of preferred sites 
 
In some cases the work submitted by landowners/developers or their agents to 
inform the assessment of deliverability and the development frameworks has 
adopted a different boundary to that put forward by the Council. Where this 
boundary includes land not previously consulted on, the Council has had to 
decide whether to wholly or partially incorporate it in the proposals, including for 
Green Belt deletion, or rule it out on the grounds that there has not been a 
suitable opportunity for consultation. The Council has not felt able to recommend 
expansions of sites except where the proposed expansion only makes a marginal 
difference in terms of area, and does not significantly change the nature of the 
land being considered.  
 
In other cases additional evidence has come to light and led the Council to 
reconsider the boundaries.  
 
Where revised boundaries are proposed, they are shown mapped in Appendix B. 
 
 
Locations  
 
Dunston Hill - sites 269 and 270(a) 
 
Persimmon have submitted indicative layouts including a substantial southern 
extension to site 269 to bring it to the current field boundary. They take the view 
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that this will facilitate the successful establishment of a strong Green Belt 
boundary. The Council is confident that this can be secured in any case through 
the planning process. The additional land is part of site 270(b) which was 
assessed and rejected for reasons stated in the Stage 2 report. The Council does 
not accept this proposal to expand the site. 
 
Persimmon have also proposed a small westward extension of site 270(a) to the 
nearby field boundary. The same considerations apply to the necessity of 
establishing a strong new Green Belt boundary as for site 269 referred to above. 
The Council rejects this extension because, whereas the Councils' proposed 
western boundary trends back away from the Green Belt gap between Dunston 
Hill and Whickham, this proposal, even though the area of land is very small, 
would, just, attenuate the gap by lengthening the north-south distance along 
which the gap between the two built-up areas is at a minimum width, measured 
from the built-up area of Whickham where it abuts on Washingwell Lane. This 
would be contrary to the method applied at Stage 1 to preserving the Green Belt 
gaps between settlements. 
 
 
Chopwell - site 307(a) 
 
The triangle at the south west of the site, on the south side of Ramsay Road, is 
now the subject of an application for Village Green status, and combined with 
statements from nearby residents that it is habitually used for recreation, this 
results in considerable uncertainty over its deliverability for housing and it is 
proposed to delete it from the proposed housing site. Moreover, it appears to be 
physically undevelopable for housing. 
 
The Council is also proposing a relatively slight amendment of the north-western 
boundary. This would remain "anchored" at the north east corner of the rear 
gardens of North Terrace but reach Greenhead Road approximately 35 metres 
further north. Despite this, the estimated capacity of the site is reduced from 90 
(stated in the Stage 2 report) to 80 because of the exclusion of the land subject 
to a Village Green application (see above) and a reassessment of which parts of 
the site are developable. The change to the north west boundary would allow 
more flexibility in planning the internal layout of the site. The exact line of this 
boundary was not a contentious issue in the responses at Stage 2. 
 
 
Crawcrook - site 288  
 

 At the time of writing an application for Village Green status for the westernmost 
field of the site, including Hill 60, has been made.  Combined with the many 
representations made strongly supporting the statement that this field has been 
available for recreation by the public for many decades, there is significant 
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uncertainty over the deliverability of this part of the site and the Council has 
decided to exclude it from the proposal. 

 
 

Highfield - site 305 
 
Signet Planning have proposed a southward extension of the site. For reasons 
stated elsewhere in this report (section 2(f)), in the context of the necessary 
reduction in the extent of the Highfield site, this cannot be accepted. At the same 
site, it is proposed to expand the site to the east to reach Highfield Road. The 
additional area is owned by the Council and is incorporated to help achieve a 
single comprehensive design and layout for the whole area which might be 
subject to housing development. However, this additional area is not in the Green 
Belt and could therefore come forward for development independently of the 
Strategic Land Review. 
 
As indicated in section 2 (b), an error was made at Stage 2 in not taking fully into 
account the information available to us about the ecological significance of land 
adjoining the site and, to a lesser extent, of the site itself, and the limited extent 
to which this could be mitigated whilst still developing the whole site for housing.  
The effect of correcting this error is to considerably reduce the site area. The 
Council is recommending that the southern and south-western parts, and the 
northwest corner, are removed from the proposed housing site. The designated 
Local Wildlife Site GAT5 (Strother Hills), adjoining the southern part of the site as 
originally proposed, is particularly vulnerable because the woodland it contains is 
habitat for a number of species of fauna (including badgers and bats) directly 
vulnerable to disturbance by people and predation by domestic pets. The 
proposed new boundary will ensure a considerable distance between the 
housing development and this site. It will also help to protect the less vulnerable 
Local Wildlife Site (GAT18, Beda Hills), to the west of the site as originally 
proposed, and the southern part of the site itself, which whilst not designated for 
nature conservation purposes, does have recorded badger activity. The 
northwest corner of the site as originally proposed is woodland and therefore of 
some ecological significance, though not a designated site. 
 
 
High Spen - site 322 
 
Further consideration of this site, especially from a landform and ecology point of 
view, has concluded that he southern part of the site is not suitable to be 
developed, for reasons based on ecological value, landscape and ground 
conditions (being a former quarry). 
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Ryton - site 287 
 
Sites 285 and 287 as proposed at Stage 2 occupy most of the land between the 
built-up area of Ryton, Woodside Land and the Ryton-Crawcrook By-Pass. The 
Stage 2 report showed (map on page 216) site 287 rounded off at the south west 
corner and excluding the reservoir adjoining Woodside Lane, while the maps on 
pages 251 and 252 of the same report showed the site continuing to the corner 
of Woodside Lane and the By-Pass. The map in this report shows all this land as 
included within the site. 
 
However this does not mean that built development will occupy that corner. The 
Development Framework maps show a high proportion of the land in sites 285 
and 287 close to the by-pass as intended to be left open to provide a major 
recreational and natural site, and this is consistent with the large reduction in the 
housing capacity of the two sites compared to their theoretical capacity if a larger 
proportion of the sites were to be developed.   
 
The Development Frameworks and planning process will be used to ensure that 
the number of dwellings built does not exceed the stated maximum and a large 
proportion of the sites, adjoining the by-pass, will be kept open. However no firm 
boundary between the housing and the open area has been definitely determined 
and it is not intended that this should be done irrevocably at the current stage. 
 
 
Sunniside/Streetgate north - site 364 
 
It was proposed at Stage 2 that site 364 would include part of the curtilage of 2 
The Cottages, Streetgate. The proposed new Green Belt boundary was drawn 
diagonally across it so that it met the existing Green Belt boundary towards the 
east boundary of the curtilage. However, neither the old boundary east of this 
point, nor the proposed boundary west of it, follows an identifiable feature on the 
ground or can be justified logically. The most appropriate features to follow are 
the curtilage boundaries a little further to the north, mostly curtilage boundaries. 
Had it not been for the proposed housing site, it is likely that the Council would in 
any case have put forward a revision to the Green Belt boundary which would 
take all of the curtilage of 2 The Cottages out of the Green Belt. Therefore, it is 
appropriate to add it to the proposed housing site.  
 
 
(e) Developers' submissions and Development Frameworks  
 
The Council has prepared development frameworks for each site, or, where 
applicable, for groups of sites adjacent to each other or in the same settlement. 
To a significant extent, these draw on material prepared by, or commissioned for, 
the landowners of the respective sites. The development frameworks are 
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available separately, but the maps included at Appendix C show the general 
layout and key features envisaged at each location. 
 
(f) Additional or revised sites submitted since Stage 2 consultation 
 
Following the conclusion of the Stage 2 consultation period, a number of 
additional potential sites were submitted by landowners who had not been aware 
of the original call-out for sites or wished to submit sites with revised boundaries. 
 
Whilst all areas of the Green Belt were tested at Stage 1 for their contribution to 
the purposes of the Green Belt, the resulting scores were, inevitably, partly 
dependent on the boundaries used to divide up the Green Belt for the purposes 
of this assessment.  
 
Most of the new sites which were submitted would have failed the scoring used 
at Stage 1, either by scoring below 19 points, or because they scored 0 on at 
least one of the criteria. This situation ruled sites out automatically, both at Stage 
1 and at any later stage. In the case of a site submitted north of Blackhall Mill, 
however, the landowner's agent expressed a willingness to reduce the site 
further to comply with the Stage 1 criteria.  
 
Nevertheless, the view was taken that submission at this stage of a site which 
had not previously been consulted on meant that it could not be considered. It 
would have been necessary to hold a further full consultation enabling sites to be 
considered for the first time, and allow a further period for consideration of 
representations received, as well as allow time for the preparation of more 
detailed information to establish the suitability and deliverability of the sites in 
question. This would have unacceptably delayed the process and put back the 
eventual adoption of the plan by many months and perhaps for a year. The view 
was taken that sufficient opportunity had been provided for sites to be submitted 
earlier. Landowners who submitted sites late were informed of this decision.   
 
At Sunniside/Streetgate, a representation was submitted that a minority of the 
previously assessed site 268, in the north east corner of this site, should be 
assessed in its own right. This was in a different category from the above sites in 
that the larger site, of which it forms a part, has already been consulted on. The 
revised proposal was carefully considered and the site revisited. However, the 
revised boundary did not appear to follow the landform as closely as had been 
represented; the proposed site included a lengthy “tail” for an access road which 
would be intrusive and wasteful of land (access being better obtained by 
combining development with that of sites 357, 358 and 363 to the east); and the 
proposal would have been disproportionately damaging to attractive countryside 
and the recreational value of the public right of way for the number of houses it 
could have delivered. The Council also considered reducing the site further by 
confining development to the northeast side of the public right of way, but this 
area almost wholly coincides with the part of the site most susceptible to surface 
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water flooding and would have unacceptably displaced this risk to adjoining 
areas. The representation was therefore rejected. 
 
Therefore, no additional sites are proposed, other than those which were 
proposed in the Stage 2 report.  
 
   
(g) Proposed final selection of sites (including site by site summary of key 
recommendations) 
 
Appendix A shows all the preferred sites on a single map for each local authority 
area and Appendix B comprises maps of each individual site. 
 

 The process leading up to this report has included the reassessment of 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. The key 
elements of this process since the Stage 2 report have been: 

 
(i) Consideration of the response to consultation 
 
(ii)  Consideration of the additional evidence submitted by or on behalf of 
 landowners and preparation of Development Frameworks by the Council 
 
(iii) Identification and correction of a small number of errors made at the time of 
 the preparation of the Stage 2 report (see section 2(b) above) 
 
(iv) Further consideration, taking account of new figures which have become 

available, of likely population change and housing site supply over the Plan 
period and therefore of the scale of the requirement to find sites for housing 
in what is currently the Green Belt. 

 
The combined effect of consideration of these issues has been that no change 
has been made since the Stage 2 report in which sites are proposed for housing 
development, although there have been adjustments to the boundaries of six 
sites (sites 307(a) at Chopwell, 288 at Crawcrook, 305 at Highfield, 322 at High 
Spen, 287 at Ryton and 364 at Streetgate). In some further cases there are 
changes in the numbers of dwellings which it is believed each site can 
accommodate. These result from correction of miscalculations made previously, 
and/or from more detailed consideration of the characteristics of particular sites. 
In the case of all sites, the detailed information submitted by 
landowners/developers has been considered together with the Council's own 
analysis of the characteristics of the sites and boundaries have been drawn to 
identify the potential developable area of each site. These have resulted, in a 
number of cases, in a change to the estimated capacity of the site. The areas 
within each site identified as developable are shown on the plans of each site 
included at Appendix C. 
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The calculations of site capacity continued to assume development at a density 
of 30 dwellings per hectare (except where a maximum development number has 
been applied to a site to avoid over-development of a village; this could lead 
either to a lower density or non-development of part of the site, or a combination 
of the two).  
 
The recommended final selection of sites is therefore as follows:  
 
 
Neighbourhood Growth Areas  
 
Dunston Hill 
 

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

 The capacity of the preferred sites is estimated at 530 homes, resulting in an 
estimated population increase of 1378. 
 
 
Village Growth Areas 
 
Chopwell 
 

 Recommend that Chopwell is confirmed as a Village Growth Area on the basis of 
the previously proposed sites 224, 307(a) (with a minor amendment to the 
boundary of this site) and 309. 
 

 The estimated capacity of the preferred sites is 385 homes, resulting in an 
estimated additional population of 1001. The Joint Venture site at Chopwell 
Heartlands has an estimated capacity of 165 homes, resulting in an estimated 
additional population of 429. Taken together, therefore, the development of all 
the Chopwell sites would result in an additional 550 homes in the village and an 
extra 1430 people, which would be an increase of 45% in the population of the 
village.    
 
 
Crawcrook 
 

 Recommend that Crawcrook is confirmed as a Village Growth Area on the basis 
of the previously proposed sites 288 (covering a reduced site area with an 
amended boundary) and 292.  
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 The estimated capacity of the preferred sites is 371 homes, resulting in an 
estimated additional population of 965. This would be a 20% increase in the 
population of the village.  
 
 
Highfield 
 

 Recommend that Highfield is confirmed as a Village Growth Area on the basis of 
the previously proposed site 305 covering a greatly reduced site area with an 
amended boundary. 
 

 The estimated capacity of the preferred site is 55 homes, resulting in an 
estimated additional population of 143. This would be a 7% increase in the 
population of Highfield. 
 
 
High Spen 
 

 Recommend that High Spen is confirmed as a Village Growth Area on the basis 
of the previously proposed sites 301, and previously proposed site 322 covering 
a reduced site area with an amended boundary.  
 

 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. 
 

 The estimated capacity of the preferred sites (not including Hookergate School) 
is 174 homes, resulting in an estimated additional population of 452. This would 
be a 21% increase in the population of the village. 
 
 
Kibblesworth 
 

 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.  
 

 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. 
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Ryton 
 

 Recommend that Ryton is confirmed as a Village Growth Area on the basis of 
previously proposed sites 285 and 287, with a maximum joint capacity of 550 
dwellings with large parts of the sites left open. 
 

 The estimated capacity of the preferred sites is 550 homes, resulting in an 
additional population of 1430. This would be a 16% increase in the population of 
the village. 
 
 
Sunniside/Streetgate  
 

 Recommended that Sunniside/Streetgate be confirmed as a Village Growth Area 
on the basis of previously identified sites 312, 357, 358, 363 and 364. It is 
proposed to enlarge site 364 to include the whole of the curtilage of No. 2 The 
Cottages. 

 
 The estimated capacity of the preferred sites is 131 homes, resulting in an 

additional population of 341. This would be an 11% increase in the population of 
Sunniside/Streetgate. 
 
 
Other locations for housing development 
 

 For the avoidance of doubt, no other sites or locations for housing development, 
in the Green Belt, are proposed beyond those listed above.  
 
 
Location for employment development (Follingsby) 
 

 As in Stages 1 and 2 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 in July 2012, and 
specific work to confirm the need for the Follingsby site which is being published 
simultaneously with this report. In brief, the existing Follingsby park development 
is a distribution park of regional importance that is well located to serve the Tyne 
and Wear urban area. It has a number of high-profile distribution/logistics 
occupiers and is an important employment location, which, although it has 
potential for growth, is likely to reach capacity in the medium term. The 
expansion of the park through an additional 22 hectares of net employment land 
south of Follingsby Lane will continue to accommodate the growth of distribution 
and logistics sectors to 2030 within Gateshead. 
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Detailed work has taken place regarding constraints on development of this site 
and, in particular, the need for the development to be designed to take account of 
ecology and the green infrastructure network (with particular reference to the 
river Don corridor along the south boundary of the site), sustainable drainage, 
transport accessibility, possible archaeological remains and utility provision. This 
work is being published as a separate document.  
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3. Changes to the Green Belt boundary 
 
(a) Brief history of the Green Belt in Gateshead and Newcastle and 
previous changes 
 
A Green Belt was first put in place around Gateshead and Newcastle, and other 
parts of the Tyne and Wear conurbation and extending into surrounding rural 
areas (particularly in the Tyne valley in Northumberland), in the 1960s. Its 
boundaries were imprecise. Precise boundaries for the Green Belt in Gateshead 
and the rest of Tyne and Wear were defined by the Tyne and Wear Green Belt 
Local Plan, prepared by the former Tyne and Wear County Council and adopted 
in 1985.  
 
Since that date, there have been both major and minor changes to the boundary 
established in 1985. Major changes were made coinciding with the adoption of 
the Council's first Unitary Development Plan in 1998. Approximately 1500 
hectares were added to the Green Belt in the parts of the Borough furthest from 
the main built-up area of Tyneside, resulting in the Green Belt effectively 
including all the countryside within the Borough boundary.  
 
Minor changes have also taken place, involving small areas of land and slight 
adjustments to the boundary, especially on the edge of the urban area. A set of 
such changes was approved as part of the replacement Gateshead Unitary 
Development Plan in 2007. The purpose of these changes, which did not affect 
the general extent of the Green Belt, was to remove small areas which did not 
contribute to any of the objectives of including land in the Green Belt or to realign 
the boundary to follow identifiable features on the ground where this was not 
previously, or had ceased to be, the case.    
 
 
(b) Relevant national guidance on Green Belts 
 
Until March 2012 government guidance on Green Belts was contained within 
Planning Policy Guidance note 2 (PPG2), "Green Belts". This set out the five 
purposes which Green Belts are expected to serve, and which were used to 
assess the contribution of each proposed site and area of the Green Belt as 
expressed in the scoring applied at Stage 1 of the Strategic Land Review and 
Green Belt Assessment. These purposes were reaffirmed in the National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), the overall statement of government 
planning policy which superseded PPG2 in March 2012.   
 
These purposes are (NPPF para. 80): 
 
• to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas; 
 
• to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another; 
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• to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment; 
 
• to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns; and 
 
• to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and 

other urban land. 
 
In addition the NPPF indicates that "the fundamental aim of Green Belt policy is 
to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open; the essential 
characteristics of Green Belts are their openness and their permanence" (para. 
79). Green Belt boundaries may only be altered "in exceptional circumstances, 
through the preparation or review of the Local Plan" (para. 83).  
 
NPPF para. 85 indicates the considerations which local authorities must take 
account of in defining Green Belt boundaries. These include injunctions to: 
 
• "ensure consistency with the Local Plan strategy for meeting identified 

requirements for sustainable development"; and to  
 
• "define boundaries clearly, using physical features that are readily 

recognisable and are likely to be permanent".  
 
 
(c) Reasons for the current review 
 
The current review is being carried out to accord with the above national planning 
policy guidance, and to coincide with the review of the Local Plan (in this case, 
the preparation of the Core Strategy and other Development Plan documents). 
As stated previously and elsewhere (e.g. the Stage 2 Report and the draft Core 
Strategy), the need to identify land to delete from the Green Belt, mainly for 
housing, is created by the shortfall of other land. Combined with the detailed 
consideration of all the potential impacts and implications of development at each 
location proposed (included in the Stage 2 report and in the consideration of 
representations made subsequently), and at locations which it has been decided 
not to propose, the Councils are therefore fulfilling the duty referred to in para. 85 
of the NPPF to ensure consistency with the Local Plan strategy for meeting 
identified requirements for sustainable development. Accompanying these 
proposed deletions, the Councils have carefully considered the appropriate exact 
locations of the replacement Green Belt boundaries where these have had to be 
redrawn to exclude the proposed housing sites (and employment site at 
Follingsby). The detailed method for doing so is described in section 3(d) below. 
Some of these have involved consequential changes to the Green Belt boundary 
beyond the deletion of the housing site from the Green Belt; for example, at 
Crawcrook, the deletion of site 292 would join an existing terrace of houses, 
Kingsley Terrace, to the main built-up area of Crawcrook. At present it is an 
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isolated terrace of houses within the Green Belt, but in the new circumstances it 
would be inappropriate to continue to include it in the Green Belt and it is 
proposed that the new Green Belt boundary arising principally from the deletion 
of site 292 should be drawn to exclude the terrace from the Green Belt.     
 
In addition, it was appropriate for the Council to consider whether there is a 
compelling reason for any further adjustments needs to be made to the Green 
Belt boundary, in addition to those resulting from the proposed new housing 
sites, and employment site at Follingsby. These adjustments would be in cases 
where there was no justification for changing the general extent of the Green 
Belt, but where minor adjustments need to be made for any of the following 
reasons: 
 

• to take account of physical changes that have occurred since the 
boundaries were drawn,  

 
• to correct inconsistencies between the original map base and the latest 

(more accurate) digital base or errors arising from the scale at which the 
original boundary was delineated; or   

 
• because, on examination, alternative boundaries would be far more 

recognisable and permanent; 
 

• to include or exclude small pieces of land contributing or not contributing, 
respectively, to the purposes of the Green Belt, and/or  

 
• to ensure that the Green Belt boundary follows, wherever practicable, 

readily identifiable features on the ground that are likely to be permanent.  
 
Whilst it is acknowledged that any major removal of land from the Green Belt will 
result in some harm to the purposes of the Green Belt, a major consideration in 
the evaluation of these sites was to ensure that the release of sites would not 
have an unacceptable negative impact, either individually or on a cumulative 
basis.       
 
 
(d) Method for deciding proposed new Green Belt boundaries  
 
The entire Green Belt boundary has been re-examined. Proposed changes fit 
into two categories: 
 
• changes resulting from the need to establish a new boundary where it is 

proposed to delete land from the Green Belt to meet housing or other needs 
for land for built development; and 
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• cases where an adjustment is needed to align the Green Belt boundary to 
clear features on the ground and/or to exclude or include land not 
contributing to, or contributing to, the purposes of the Green Belt. 

 
The essential principle applied in drawing proposed new Green Belt boundaries 
has been:  
 

to make the minimum possible change to current boundaries, consistent 
with including land in the Green Belt which can contribute to its purposes, 
and excluding land which cannot; and also consistent with establishing new 
Green Belt boundaries, where these are necessary, as far as possible using 
physical features that are readily recognisable and likely to be permanent, 
taking into account planning and appeal decisions. 

 
Whilst the objective should be to minimise the extent of land removed from the 
Green Belt, it is recognised that it is not practicable to limit this to merely the area 
where built development is proposed. In some instances existing areas of open 
land will be effectively ‘severed’ from the wider Green Belt by new development 
and will also need to be removed (albeit in some instances these will continue to 
be protected from development). Within development areas there will be some 
areas of open space that could in principle remain in the Green Belt but the 
locations of such areas are still to be established through a detailed 
masterplanning exercise; 

 
In accordance with national policy, it is important, where practicable, to utilise 
clear, strong physical features that are readily recognisable and likely to be 
permanent. 
 
In a few cases it has not proved possible for the boundary to follow a specific 
feature in existence on the ground. In these cases the boundary is identified as 
straight line between two points that can be identified on the ground.   
 
In practice, experience of other local authorities has shown that there is a 
spectrum of types of boundaries which range from very "strong" boundaries 
(major features which are readily recognisable and likely to be permanent) to 
relatively "weak" boundaries, which do not make a strong visual impact and/or 
are relatively impermanent. The latter have not been used except where no 
stronger boundary was available without excluding from the Green Belt 
significant areas of land which would not contribute to is purposes, or vice versa. 
  
The Council has used the following table showing the relative strengths and 
weaknesses of different features as potential boundaries. This is taken from the 
draft Detailed Green Belt Boundary Review carried out by the London Borough of 
Enfield, with minor additions, and the exclusion of certain types of feature which 
do not occur in Gateshead.  
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Strong boundaries Moderate 

boundaries 
Weak boundaries 

Roads and other adopted 
highways 

Private roads and 
public rights of way 

Informal and permissive 
paths 

Railway lines   
Prominent natural and 
landscape features 
including rivers, larger 
streams and lakes, blocks 
of woodland and strong 
tree lines 

Small streams Undefined natural 
landscape features, for 
example a ridge lines 
which do not follow a clear 
precise line on the ground 

Edges of more major areas 
of recreational and other 
publicly-accessible land, 
including parks, sports 
pitches, school grounds, 
allotments, golf courses, 
and cemeteries 

Clearly defined 
boundaries of more 
minor areas of 
publicly-accessible 
land 

Incidental areas of open 
space and landscaping, 
especially without clearly 
marked boundaries 

Boundaries of residential 
curtilages where clearly 
defined on the ground, e.g. 
by walls and hedges, 
especially where these are 
long-established, visually 
prominent, or follow a 
consistent line which is the 
boundary of a block of 
curtilages; usually where 
planning permission to 
enclose additional land into 
gardens would be clearly 
recognised a setting a 
precedent 

Well-defined but 
erratic building 
curtilage boundaries 

Boundaries of residential 
curtilages which are poorly 
defined on the ground 

Field boundaries where 
they are clearly defined by 
a permanent or semi-
permanent feature such as 
a strong hedge or tree line 

Field boundaries 
where they are 
defined by walls or 
small hedges 

Field boundaries where 
they are easily altered, for 
example post-and-rail 
fences 

Clearly established and 
consistent building line 
common to a number of 
buildings 

 Other building lines 

  Power lines; pipelines 
Clearly defined boundaries 
of areas subject to 

Less clearly defined 
boundaries of such 
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national/statutory 
designation such as 
Conservation Areas and 
Historic Parks and 
Gardens, Sites of Special 
Scientific Interest and 
Local Nature Reserves 

designated areas 

  
 
In a number of cases the proposed Green Belt boundaries follow lines on the 
map which do not accord with the above requirements. There are several cases, 
where the proposed Green Belt boundary coincides with the proposed boundary 
of one of the housing sites identified on land which it is proposed to delete from 
the Green Belt, where there is no feature on the ground at present suitable to 
form a Green Belt boundary. The Council was criticised, in representations 
received as part of the response to the Stage 2 consultation, for proposing 
housing site boundaries which do not coincide with established features on the 
ground which could be adopted as suitable Green Belt boundary in their current 
form. For example, at Dunston Hill the south west boundary of site 269 runs 
diagonally across a field and does not follow any feature on the ground.  
 
In such cases the Council has good reason for proposing the housing site 
boundaries in the locations proposed. For example, at Dunston Hill, development 
beyond this boundary would exceed a reasonable walking distance from public 
transport routes and community facilities, and have an undesirable visual impact 
on the adjoining countryside, including a major public recreational countryside 
site. In such cases the Council will require, through the planning process, that 
suitable strong Green Belt boundary features are incorporated within the 
boundaries of the developments in question and established in the locations 
shown in this report, where they do not already exist. The Council will use its 
planning powers to ensure that development of the sites in question cannot 
proceed without the physical establishment of such boundary features taking 
place concurrently with development. Physical development should, wherever 
possible, be required to help consolidate and strengthen existing and proposed 
boundaries.  
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(e) Schedule of changes resulting from the SLR-GBA housing and 
employment sites 
 
The following schedule lists each location where changes to Green Belt 
boundaries are proposed to accommodate built development. 
 
Settlement Change 

ref. no.  
Housing 
site 
number 

Location Net 
change to 
Green Belt 
area 
(hectares) 
(net 
deletions 
from Green 
Belt 
expressed 
as negative 
numbers) 

Appendix 
G map 
number   

Chopwell 1 224 North of 
Derwent 
Street 

-4.13 1 

Chopwell 2 307(a) Greenhead 
Road 

-4.95 2 

Chopwell 3 309 West of 
Valley Dene 

-8.24 3 

Crawcrook 4 288 South side 
of 
Crawcrook 

-12.35 4 

Crawcrook 5 292 N side of 
Crawcrook 

-7.81 5 

Dunston Hill 6 62, 269, 
270 (a) 

South of 
Whickham 
Highway 

-27.61 6 

Follingsby 31 n/a S of 
Follingsby 
Lane 

-39.31 26 

Highfield 7 305 W side of 
Highfield 

-2.34 7 

High Spen 8 322 Clayton 
Terrace 
Road 

-0.88 8 

High Spen 9 301 Watson 
Street 

-7.72 9 

Kibblesworth 10 43, 263 W side of 
Kibblesworth 

-12.08 10 

Ryton 11 285, 287 South side -35.1 11 
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of Ryton 
Sunniside/ 
Streetgate 

12 312, 364 North side of 
Streetgate 

-2.2 12 

Sunniside/ 
Streetgate 

13 357, 358, 
363 

Pennyfine 
Road 

-7.1 13 

Total    -171.82 ha.  
 
 
 
(f) Schedule of other changes  
 
Settlement Change ref. 

no 
Location Net change 

to Green Belt 
area 
(hectares) 
(net deletions 
from Green 
Belt 
expressed as 
negative 
numbers) 

Appendix G 
map number  

Blackhall 
Mill 

14 Mill Court +0.15 14 

Blackhall 
Mill 

15 East side of 
Blackhall Mill 

+3.18 15 

Blaydon 16 St. Thomas 
More School 

-0.09 16 

Blaydon 17 North of Twizell 
Avenue 

+0.02 16 

Chopwell 18 (a) and (b) Rivers Estate  -0.06 17 
Chopwell 19 Bolton's 

Bungalows 
+0.25 18 

Greenside 20 Holly House -0.01 19 
Greenside 21 Folly Cottages -0.01 19 
High Spen 22 Beda Hill, 

Hookergate 
Lane 

-0.14 20 

High Spen 23 Spen Burn +0.38 21 
Kibblesworth 24 Highdale Villa 

and adjacent 
-0.01 22 

Ryton 25 Ryton Grange +0.04 23 
Ryton 26 Grange Lonnen -0.03 23 
Ryton 27 Rear of Grange 

Lonnen 
+0.01 23 

Ryton 28 Rear of St. 
Mary's Terrace 

-0.08 23 
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Ryton 29 Hedgefield +0.67 24 
Swalwell 30 Whickham 

Industrial 
Estate (north) 

-0.16 25 

Total   +4.11 ha.  
 
 
 
(g) Description of changes and statement of reasons 
 
1 North of Derwent Street, Chopwell 
 
It is proposed to delete land from the Green Belt to accommodate housing 
development on site 224, and to make a small additional change to improve the 
Green Belt boundary.  
 
The north boundary of the site is a straight line across public open space and is 
not defined on the ground. It will be necessary to establish suitable identifiable 
features on the ground as part of the development of this site to mark the 
boundary, although since the land to the north is public open space rather than 
open countryside, this will not need to be as strong visually as in some other 
locations. 
 
The west boundary of the housing site is already marked by the edge of a block 
of woodland and scrub, and therefore already has a clear and strong boundary. 
 
For a short distance at the south west end of the proposed new boundary, it 
follows the northern edge of a surfaced path running east to west, which is also 
the south edge of the block of woodland and scrub referred to immediately 
above. This is a strong boundary whereas a new boundary would need to be 
established south east of this point where the boundary of the housing site 
continues to run southwards for a short stretch, which is undefined, across the 
open space. The small triangle of land which will be taken out of the Green Belt 
will not contribute significantly to Green Belt objectives when the larger open 
space site to the east, of which it forms a part, becomes a housing site. 
 
     
2 Greenhead Road, Chopwell 
 
It is proposed to delete land from the Green Belt to accommodate housing 
development on site 307(a), and to make further changes to improve the Green 
Belt boundary.  
 
The north boundary of the housing site is a straight line across a field connecting 
the north east corner of the curtilages of houses in North Terrace to a point on 
Greenhead Road. It will be necessary to establish strong identifiable features on 
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the ground as part of the development of this site to mark the boundary, which 
will mark a sharp and sudden transition from built-up area to open countryside. 
 
The north east boundary of the housing site runs along Greenhead Road. This 
provides a clear boundary already, but it is proposed that Labourn Fell Farm, 
which is a quite dense complex of buildings on the opposite site of the road from 
the proposed housing site, within a compact site clearly differentiated from the 
surrounding fields, should also be removed from the Green Belt. 
 
The south boundary of the housing site runs along the edge of Ramsay Road. It 
is no longer proposed that the triangle of public open space south of Ramsay 
Road should be part of the housing site, but it would be adjoined on two sides out 
of three by housing; its southern edge is the very strong visual boundary of the 
edge of the adjoining woodland. Visually, therefore, it would read as part of the 
village rather than the countryside and it is proposed that it should be removed 
from the Green Belt in order to strengthen the distinction between the Green Belt 
and the built-up area of Chopwell. 
 
The club on Ramsay Road is currently in the Green Belt as are North Terrace 
and Greenhead Terrace, which are currently separated from the main built-up 
area of Chopwell by the open land which is to be incorporated in the housing site. 
Since these buildings and their curtilages would be part of the continuous built-up 
area of Chopwell if the housing site is developed, it is proposed that they too are 
removed from the Green Belt. To leave either of them in the Green Belt would be 
noticeably anomalous. 
 
 
3 West of Valley Dene, Chopwell     
 
It is proposed to delete land from the Green Belt to accommodate housing 
development on site 309, and to make a slight change to improve the Green Belt 
boundary.  
 
Proposed housing site 309 is bounded to the east by part of the built-up area of 
Chopwell. Of the western boundary, the northern two thirds follows field 
boundaries and the southern third ids a straight line drawn across a field to 
reduce the irregularity of the boundary of the housing site. The field boundaries 
are reasonably well-established hedge lines including some trees.  Where the 
boundary crosses a field, a strong Green Belt boundary would need to be 
established as part of the process of development.  
 
The housing site's short northern boundary partly follows the road called 
Whinney Leas. It excludes a plot of land west of the bungalow Doriville, which is 
in separate ownership from the adjoining field and was not submitted for 
development as part of the Strategic Land Review and Green Belt Assessment. 
However, if the housing site were to be developed, building on this plot, which 
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the Council understands is envisaged by the owner, would not adversely affect 
the openness of the Green Belt. Since in addition, the roadway of Whinney Leas 
would form a clear boundary at this point, it is proposed that this plot should also 
be removed from the Green Belt. 
 
 
4 South side of Crawcrook 
 
It is proposed to delete land from the Green Belt to accommodate housing 
development on site 288, and to make a further change to improve the Green 
Belt boundary. 
 
Site 288 occupies the majority of the land between the Ryton-Crawcrook By-
Pass and the built-up area of Crawcrook, east of Greenside Road. As stated 
above, the Council proposes to delete the westernmost field from the proposed 
site, as the application for Village Green status results in considerable 
uncertainty over its deliverability.  
 
It is not suggested that the westernmost field should remain in the Green Belt, 
despite its omission from the housing site. It would form an isolated projection of 
Green belt land surrounded by housing on three sides and the by-pass on the 
fourth, the latter separating it from the rest of the countryside. If Village Green 
status is in due course granted, this would protect its open character. If it is not 
granted, the field would become "white land" on which development could be 
considered, but the Council would still have regard to the recreational, ecological 
and landscape value of the site or parts of it. This would be consistent with the 
approach which was envisaged at Stage 2 and would have been proposed if the 
Village Green application had not been submitted. Therefore, with regard to the 
Green Belt boundary, it is proposed that the new boundary should follow the by-
pass.  
 
The southern boundary of the site is shown in the Stage 2 report as the top of the 
embankment along the by-pass, which is rather irregular in shape. This boundary 
is also likely to have to be pierced by an access road as a result of development 
of the site. The inner edge of the carriageway of the by-pass is considered to 
provide a more readily-identifiable boundary, connecting one end of the housing 
site with the other and connecting the two points where the current boundary of 
the settlement of Crawcrook reaches to the road, at Bracken Way and Mount 
View.  
 
West of Mount View the current Green Belt boundary cuts across an access 
road, hardstanding and a domestic garden and includes hard-surfaced car 
parking and some sheds or garages in the Green Belt. It is proposed to alter the 
boundary to exclude the above features and follow walls and fences where they 
exist, taking the boundary close to the edge of the by-pass. 
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5 North side of Crawcrook 
 
It is proposed to delete land from the Green Belt to accommodate housing 
development on site 292, and to make a further consequential change to improve 
the Green Belt boundary. 
 
Site 292 is bordered on the west by the carriageway of Crawcrook Lane and on 
the north and east by clearly-marked field boundaries with in places, especially 
along the east side, a substantial hedge line. The clarity of the northern boundary 
is reinforced by the fact that it marks a transition from the currently open nature 
of the proposed housing site to a collection of small enclosed pieces of ground 
used for a variety of purposes including the premises of Ryton Football Club. The 
clarity of the eastern boundary is strengthened by the fact that it forms part of a 
continuous straight edge which also includes the eastern edge of the settlement 
of Crawcrook, adjoining the Garden House Estate, to the south, and to the north, 
extending as far as Stannerford Road, the end of the line of smaller properties 
referred to above. 
 
Consideration was given to including the whole area as far north as Stannerford 
Road within the settlement boundary; it includes the football ground and a 
closely-built line of detached dwellings. However within this area there is also a 
substantial amount of open land within large curtilages not all of which are clearly 
associated with the existing dwellings, and an area of mature trees. It was 
concluded that also removing this area from the Green Belt would damage the 
remaining openness and could not be clearly justified. 
 
Opposite the housing site on the west side of Crawcrook Lane is Kingsley 
Terrace, and urban-type terrace currently separated from the main built-up area 
of Crawcrook by a short stretch where Crawcrook Lane is open on both sides, 
and a pair of semi-detached houses immediately to its south. This compact block 
is clearly separated from the surrounding countryside, mostly by a rear lane and 
path. Beyond the rear lane and less clearly separated is a series of plots which 
are either allotments or detached gardens belonging to the houses here. It was 
considered that the terrace and the two houses should be removed from the 
Green Belt because, with the development of the housing site opposite, they 
would clearly form part of the built-up area of Crawcrook, but the allotments or 
detached gardens should not be removed from the Green Belt, both because this 
would potentially encourage built development on land which is currently open, 
and because their boundary with the remainder of the Green Belt would be less 
clearly defined that that of the terrace and semi-detached houses and their 
immediate curtilages.     
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6 South of Whickham Highway, Dunston Hill 
 
It is proposed to delete land from the Green Belt to accommodate housing 
development on sites 62, 269 and 270(a), and to make a further consequential 
changes to improve the Green Belt boundary. 
 
Proposed housing sites 62, 269 and 270(a) potentially form a single development 
site, though 270(a) is only tenuously connected to 269 given the area of 
woodland between them which is to be preserved. The south west boundary of 
this combined housing site, as shown in the Stage 2 Report, partly follows the 
boundary of the Watergate Forest Park and partly follows an extremely well-
established and wide hedge line which incorporates a continuous line of mature 
trees. However, for two long stretches, along the south west boundary of site 269 
and along part of the west boundary of site 270(a), the boundary is a straight line 
drawn across fields. This is to avoid undue projection into the Green Belt, visual 
impact when viewed from the countryside especially the Watergate Forest Park, 
and undue distance from new houses within the development to public transport 
or community facilities, especially on foot. Where the proposed new Green Belt 
boundary does not coincide with features already present on the ground, it will be 
necessary to establish strong identifiable features on the ground as part of the 
development of this site to mark the boundary.  
 
To the east of site 62, the proposed new Green Belt boundary has been drawn to 
exclude the proposed Park and Ride site. It has also been drawn to exclude the 
first part of the entrance route into the Watergate Forest Park, to avoid having a 
narrow strip of Green Belt running between two areas of non-Green Belt land, as 
this could not in practice contribute meaningfully to openness. However, from the 
point at which the route into the Forest Park starts to widen out, it is proposed to 
retain it within the Green Belt. 
 
Several residential properties along Whickham Highway are in the Green Belt at 
present and would be surrounded by housing if the proposed housing sites were 
developed. It is a logical consequential change to the Green Belt boundary to 
exclude them from the Green Belt. 
 
The line of bungalows from Oakwood to Lambert House, on the south side of 
Whickham Highway opposite the top of Dunston Bank, backs onto site 270(a). 
Whilst at present they are tenuously attached to the rest of the built-up area, if 
site 270(a) were developed they would clearly form a part of the continuous built-
up area. The west side of the curtilage of Lambert House and the north side of 
the carriageway of Whickham Highway from opposite Lambert House to the top 
of Dunston Bank would them form the clearest and most appropriate boundary 
for the Green Belt, providing a clear visual break between housing, and the open 
land opposite.  
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7 West side of Highfield 
 
It is proposed to delete land from the Green Belt to accommodate housing 
development on site 305. The site has been substantially reduced in extent 
compared to that proposed at Stage 2 (see section 2 (d) above). The new 
proposed south-west boundary of the site is a straight line running diagonally 
across the two upper fields within the previously-proposed site. It is proposed 
that this line should also be the new Green Belt boundary. Development of the 
site should secure a suitable identifiable and strong feature or features on the 
ground to mark this new boundary for its entire length, taking account of the 
existing ecological interest of land on both sides of this boundary and the need to 
protect the land to the south and west, within and beyond the extent of the 
previously proposed site, from undue adverse influence caused by the proximity 
of the new housing. 
 
On its west side the housing site boundary is now proposed to run northward for 
a short distance from the northwest end of the line just described, along an 
existing fence, and then continue northward along the east edge of an area of 
woodland until it meets the road (B6315 Hookergate Lane). This woodland and 
the small triangular wedge of open land immediately to its south are not to be 
included in the housing site but are not proposed to be included in the Green Belt 
either, because if they were so included they would be almost detached from the 
remainder of the Green Belt. It is therefore proposed that the new Green Belt 
boundary should follow the existing public right of way northwards for the short 
distance necessary to bridge the gap between the south-west boundary of the 
housing site and the existing Green Belt boundary. 
 
 
8 Clayton Terrace Road, High Spen 
 
The Stage 2 Strategic Land Review and Green Belt Assessment Report 
proposed the allocation for housing of a site off Clayton Terrace Road, High 
Spen, between West Street and the Garesfield Golf Course. The eastern part of 
this site is former allotments, where the area of tenanted plots has contracted 
eastwards, but the whole site is now rough grass or scrub with some trees 
growing, especially in the southern part of the site as originally drawn. The 
eastern part of the site is not in the Green Belt, but the Green Belt boundary 
dividing the site now appears wholly unrelated to identifiable features.  
 
A small stream which flows from west to east across the centre of the site forms 
an appropriate Green Belt boundary, but would need to be visually strengthened 
at least at the eastern end. This continues east to the track running into the 
allotments from West Street, south of which some former allotments are now 
reverting to countryside and woodland. These are not in the Green Belt at 
present but it is proposed to add them to the Green Belt, as it is not envisaged 
that their site would be suitable for development, but can contribute to the 
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purposes of including land in the Green Belt as they are a seamless continuation 
of the regenerating woodland further to the west. This would also allow an 
unidentifiable Green Belt boundary to be replaced by an identifiable one, namely 
the western edge of the remaining tenanted allotments. 
 
The western boundary of the site marks the edge of the Garesfield Golf Course. 
This is classified as a strong boundary in the typology of boundary features.   
 
 
9 Watson Street, High Spen 
 
It is proposed to delete land from the Green Belt to accommodate housing 
development on site 301, and to make a further consequential changes to 
improve the Green Belt boundary. 
   
Pawston Road forms a strong northern boundary of the site. It is not proposed to 
retain the allotments immediately east of Watson Street, which would be almost 
surrounded by housing, in the Green Belt. Other planning policies can protect 
their retention as allotments. 
 
Most of the eastern boundary of the site follows an existing field boundary. This 
is a strong boundary comprising a long-established hedgerow with mature trees, 
which forms the skyline and visual termination to the upward slope eastwards 
across the site, when view from parts of the village. The southern boundary of 
the site is also a strong boundary of the site formed by a mature hedgerow. 
 
The northern end of the eastern boundary of the site has been drawn as a 
straight line across a field. This is to square off the shape of the village and avoid 
a projection of the housing site eastwards along Pawston Road. It will be 
necessary to establish strong identifiable features on the ground as part of the 
development of this site to mark the boundary. 
 
To the south west of the housing site, it is proposed that land between the 
housing site and High Spen Court should be deleted from the Green Belt. Most of 
the land appears to be a very large domestic garden. This is separated from the 
agricultural field to the east by a post and rail fence. This is a relatively weak 
boundary, but appears to be the best attainable given that the existing boundary 
immediately north of Nos. 4,5 and 6 High Spen Court crosses their curtilages 
without being marked by any feature on the ground. The transition from domestic 
garden to agricultural use provides some strengthening of the boundary. 
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10 West side of Kibblesworth 
 
It is proposed to delete land from the Green Belt to accommodate housing 
development on sites 43 and 263, and to make further changes to improve the 
Green Belt boundary.  
 
Site 43 on the north west side of Kibblesworth has as its western boundary 
Ouslaw Lane, and as the western part of its northern boundary, the edge of a belt 
of woodland following the course of the Coltspool Burn. The north east boundary 
of the site has been drawn across a field to round it off and avoid what would 
otherwise be a poorly-shaped projection of housing into the Green Belt. The 
eastern boundary is the track and hedgerow which also mark the western 
boundary of the allotments beyond. All these are satisfactory boundaries except 
at the north east where the field is crosses; here it will be necessary to establish 
a new strong Green Belt boundary as part of the development. 
 
Site 263 south of Kibblesworth Bank has been drawn with an artificial straight line 
boundary crossing two fields on its south-west side, to limit the amount of 
housing here, its distance from the village and visual impact given the marked 
upward slope away from the village. It will be necessary to establish a new strong 
Green Belt boundary along this line as part of the development. 
 
South east of this area (south west of Gardiner Square) there is at present an 
extensive area between the village and the Bowes Railway which is not in the 
Green Belt. This is predominantly open though it includes a single dwelling and 
an allotment site with an admittedly high density of substantial sheds and other 
structures. It is considered appropriate to add this area to the Green Belt 
because 
 
(i) it is predominantly open, with many trees 
(ii)  its western boundary does not follow identifiable features on the ground 
(iii) there are no suitable features which could be used to draw a Green Belt 
 boundary around the house and allotments; and 
(iv) the proposed new Green Belt boundary along the north east side of this 
 area of land follows clear features and marks a much more obvious sharp 
 transition between the built-up area of the village and the countryside.  
 
 
11 South side of Ryton 
 
It is proposed to delete land from the Green Belt to accommodate housing 
development on sites 285 and 287, and to make further changes to improve the 
Green Belt boundary. 
 
Section 2(d) above indicates that site 287 is proposed to be redefined as 
extending to the intersection of the Ryton-Crawcrook By-Pass and Woodside 
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Lane. Therefore, and because it forms a very strong clear boundary around the 
outer edge of the proposed sites, the By-pass and Woodside Lane are the most 
appropriate new Green Belt boundary. The southern and western edges of the 
highway are proposed to be used as the boundary in each case for consistency 
with the boundary further east at Stargate, which runs along the southern edge of 
the By-Pass.  
 
 
12 North side of Streetgate 
 
It is proposed to delete land from the Green Belt to accommodate housing 
development on sites 312 and 364, and to make further changes to improve the 
Green Belt boundary. 
 
The large majority of the land here which it is proposed to delete from the Green 
Belt comprises the two housing sites, and is made up of land in four different 
ownerships, comprising domestic curtilages, stables and a commercial 
horticultural nursery. These uses are clearly distinguishable from the agricultural 
fields to the north and Lottie's Wood, the Woodland Trust site to the north west. 
Their northern and western boundaries essentially form two straight lines which 
are largely marked by hedgerows and a strong line of trees which are readily 
identifiable on the ground. This would form a much clearer boundary than the 
current irregular boundary which in several places cuts apparently arbitrarily 
through curtilages. 
 
At the north east end, it is proposed to alter the Green Belt boundary to a line 
further back from Gateshead Road than at present. The current boundary cross 
two curtilages and is not identifiable on the ground. The new boundary would still 
for one stretch divide a curtilage, by a straight line between points, but would be 
easier to identify and further from the existing dwellings, thus more accurately 
reflecting the transition from built-up area to countryside. This is, however, 
considered more appropriate than either the existing boundary, or a boundary 
which would include the whole of a large curtilage, currently open and projecting 
into the Green Belt, within the settlement.  
 
At the south west end, instead of the existing Green Belt boundary which cuts 
across the curtilage of Oakfield House, a domestic garden, diagonally, it is 
proposed to remove the rest of this garden from the Green Belt. The boundary 
would then be the boundary of Lottie's Wood which is a strong boundary and 
readily identifiable on the ground. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 48 

13 Pennyfine Road, Streetgate 
 
It is proposed to delete land from the Green Belt to accommodate housing 
development on sites 357, 358 and 363, and to make further changes to improve 
the Green Belt boundary.  
 
These three housing sites form a single block of land west of Pennyfine Road on 
the south side of Streetgate. If developed they would from a substantial block of 
housing in themselves, but they immediately adjoin existing buildings to the east 
along Pennyfine Road, including some other buildings on the west side (not 
included within the boundaries of the proposed housing sites) but mainly lines of 
houses on the east side of Pennyfine Road. Hitherto, the density and continuity 
of development here has not quite been sufficient to exclude these buildings from 
the Green Belt, but with the development of the three proposed sites for housing, 
there would be a clear case for removing the whole area from the Green Belt. 
 
On the north the area concerned begins at the Tanfield Railway path which is the 
existing Green Belt boundary. From here southwards (on the west side) the new 
Green Belt boundary would be the western boundary of the three housing sites, 
which is mainly marked by hedges and trees, though some strengthening of the 
boundary through development would be likely to be necessary.  
 
One the east side, the boundary running south from the Tanfield Railway is 
proposed to be a line which mainly follows the continuous line of curtilage 
boundaries of the houses east of Pennyfine Road, and the edge of the roadway 
where there is a break in the houses. At 13-17 Pennyfine Road, map evidence 
shows that some curtilages have broken through the otherwise regular line 
marking the ends of the gardens. It is proposed that the extensions of the 
gardens here should remain in the Green Belt, to avoid introducing either a 
convoluted Green Belt boundary or one which sets a precedent for the extension 
of more gardens into the countryside. 
 
At the south end of the area it is proposed to remove several detached properties 
and their curtilages from the Green Belt. The southernmost of these are 130 
Pennyfine Road on the east side of the road and Rosevale Cottage on the west 
side. It is proposed that Chevy Chase, of Pennyfine Road to the east,  which 
forms part of a large complex of commercial buildings, should not be removed 
from the Green Belt; this is a sensitive urban edge location and any exclusion of 
this site from the Green Belt could allow further intensification in a location 
surrounded by open countryside on three sides. The boundaries of the curtilages 
of 130 Pennyfine Road, Rosevale Cottage and the Cottage are clearly defined on 
the ground and mark the most southerly extent of development of a suburban 
and purely residential character along Pennyfine Road.    
 
 
 



 49 

14 Mill Court, Blackhall Mill 
 
It is proposed to add land to the Green Belt  to align the boundary with suitable 
identifiable features on the ground. 
 
The proposed new boundary follows a series of fenced property boundaries and 
a fenced road edge. It would include in the Green Belt the whole of a field which 
is currently bisected by the Green Belt boundary, and coincide with the 
identifiable edge of the settlement.  
 
 
15 East side of Blackhall Mill 
 
It is proposed to add land to the Green Belt to better reflect the contribution which 
land can make to Green Belt objectives and to align the boundary with suitable 
identifiable features on the ground.   
 
A substantial area of open land adjoining the east side of the settlement at 
Blackhall Mill is proposed to be added to the Green Belt. This is the largest area 
of land affected by proposed changes in the current report, other than where a 
strategic housing site is proposed.  
 
The land is recreational but is relatively informal and of open aspect especially as 
viewed from the edge of the village. It has a rural ambience with a backdrop of 
woods, countryside and the river Derwent on the southern edge. The land is also 
not developable because of unacceptable road access and flood risk, and at 
present the recreational value of the football pitch. Part of the existing Green Belt 
boundary is no longer traceable on the ground. A boundary which is considered 
preferable is available in the form of a line connecting the side boundaries of the 
gardens of the last houses on each side of Connolly Terrace and in Armondside 
Road. 
 
 
16 Saint Thomas More Roman Catholic School, Blaydon 
 
It is proposed to delete land from the Green Belt to improve the boundary on the 
north side of Saint Thomas More School, Blaydon. 
 
The existing boundary does not follow identifiable features on the ground. A 
recently-constructed building straddles it, and to the east of this it does not quite 
coincide with the playground edge. A stout palisade fence now marks the divide 
between the part if the site which comprises buildings and tarmac surfaces, and 
the playing fields to the north. This fence is now the most appropriate boundary 
for the Green Belt. 
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17 North of Twizell Avenue, Blaydon 
 
It is proposed to add a very small piece of land to the Green Belt, north of the 
north east corner of the allotments at the end of Twizell Avenue. The land is a 
corner of a field and appears to have been omitted from the Green Belt as a 
result of a previous drafting error. 
 
 
18 Rivers Estate, Chopwell 
 
18 (a) 
 
It is proposed to delete land from the Green Belt on the north east side of the 
Rivers estate to secure a boundary which can be related to identifiable features 
and better distinguishes between the built-up area  and the countryside. 
 
The existing Green Belt boundary in the vicinity of Wansbeck Street, Tay Street 
and South Road (at the end of Clyde Street) follows a line which does not relate 
to features on the ground, runs through the middle of the scatter of garages and 
sheds east of Wansbeck Street, and passes through the modern shop building 
(Select and Save) at 15 South Road.  
 
These shop premises have a stout fence to the rear, the east arm of which is a 
sharp boundary to the open land and should serve as part of the new Green Belt 
boundary. There is no satisfactory feature on the ground to form the Green Belt 
boundary north or west of this point, given that the density of the garages and 
sheds is too great where they front onto streets and back lanes for these areas to 
be regarding as contributing to the purposes of maintaining land in the Green 
Belt. The best solution is considered to be a straight line connecting the north 
east corner of the curtilage of 15 South Road with the south east corner of the 
curtilage of 33 West Meadows. 
 
18 (b) 
 
It is proposed to add land to the Green Belt at the east extremity of the Rivers 
estate, east of East Street. This is to amend the boundary to follow identifiable 
features on the ground, namely the boundary of the allotment plots. The present 
boundary follows a line through the public open space and woodland to the 
north-east of this, which does not follow discernible features on the ground. 
 
   
19 Bolton's Bungalows, Chopwell 
 
It is proposed to add land to the Green Belt to align the boundary with identifiable 
features on the ground. 
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Bolton's Bungalows have an open-plan layout to the rear, and the grassed areas 
which are part of the estate shade imperceptibly into the adjoining public open 
space which is part of the Green Belt. There is therefore no identifiable feature 
coinciding with the current Green Belt boundary. It is considered that amore 
appropriate boundary is a line linking the boundaries of the immediate curtilages 
of the dwellings, where these exist, the edges of roadways and paths where 
appropriate, and in some cases the walls of buildings. This is not a wholly 
satisfactory set of boundary features, but is considered to be a substantial 
improvement on the current boundary, with the additional advantages that the 
visual boundary between built-up area and open land is better reflected, and an 
attractive area with trees at the north end of Bolton's Bungalows would benefit 
from Green Belt protection. 
 
 
20 Holly House, Greenside 
 
It is proposed to delete land from the Green Belt to align the boundary better with 
features on the ground. 
 
This very minor change is proposed to regularise the current situation whereby 
the Green Belt boundary runs diagonally through an outbuilding and diagonally 
across a small parcel of land.   
 
The proposed revised boundary mostly follows either the edge of the access 
road or the edges of buildings within the site, cutting across a road where this is 
unavoidable. This is the minimum change to the current Green Belt boundary 
consistent with aligning it to features on the ground as far as possible. 
 
 
21 Folly Cottages, Greenside 
 
It is proposed to add land to the Green Belt to align the boundary better with 
features on the ground. 
 
This very minor change is proposed to regularise the current situation whereby 
the Green Belt boundary runs across a parcel of land and an access roadway. 
With the exception of one location where the proposed new boundary crosses 
the access road directly (rather than obliquely), the proposed new boundary 
follows hedges and curtilage boundaries on the ground.          
 
This is the minimum change to the current Green Belt boundary consistent with 
aligning it to features on the ground as far as possible. 
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22 Beda Hill, Hookergate Lane, High Spen 
 
It is proposed to delete land from the Green Belt to align the boundary with the 
boundary of the site on which outline planning permission for housing was 
granted in February 2009 and extended in 2011. 
 
The current Green Belt boundary, which cuts across a large open field in order to 
include the large adjoining houses in the settlement of High Spen, does not 
coincide precisely with the boundary of the site for which planning permission 
has been granted, although it appears that this is the result of poor drafting rather 
than any deliberate intent. The effect is that an irregularly-shaped sliver of Green 
Belt land is part of the site which has permission for housing. In these 
circumstances, the appropriate course if action is to align the Green Belt 
boundary with the boundary of the site which has permission for housing. 
 
 
23 Spen Burn, High Spen 
 
It is proposed to add land to the Green Belt to align the boundary as far as 
possible to identifiable features on the ground. 
 
The current Green Belt boundary no longer follows identifiable features on the 
ground, though it may have done when it was first drawn. It also excludes from 
the Green Belt land which it would be appropriate to include; parts of fields and 
the belt of woodland along the valley of the Spen Burn. The new boundary 
proposed is the rear boundary of the curtilages of the houses from 30 to 54 Spen 
Burn, which provide a clear and consistent line where the transition is suddenly 
made from residential area to countryside. To avoid a narrow salient of Green 
Belt projecting into the settlement, it is proposed that for a short distance, the 
Green Belt boundary formed by the east boundary of the curtilage of Lilyburn, 
Ashtree Lane, should continue across the woodland to the point where it meets 
the rear of the curtilage of 54 Spen Burn. 
 
 
24 Highdale Villa and adjacent, Kibblesworth 
 
It is proposed to alter the Green Belt boundary, both adding and deleting land, t 
align it with identifiable features on the ground and take account of a planning 
permission granted in 2009. 
 
The curtilage of Highdale Villa includes land which has planning permission for 
two Dutch bungalows, and fences have recently been erected along the 
boundary of the site. It therefore seems likely that a clear boundary to the village 
will be established along this line (the eastern boundary of the curtilage) clearly 
separating domestic gardens from agricultural land. The current Green Belt 
boundary is already not represented by any features on the ground. 
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To the south of this, east of South Farm Cottage, again the current Green Belt 
boundary does not follow features on the ground. It is proposed to move it 
westwards to coincide with the edge of the field  (immediately at the side of the 
access track) and, east of that, the northern edge of the roadway of Moormill 
Lane until it meets the existing boundary. 
 
 
25 Ryton Grange, Ryton 
 
It is proposed to add land to the Green Belt to align the boundary with identifiable 
features on the ground. 
 
The current boundary excludes from the Green Belt a part of the field, extending 
further north, which lies in the angle between the curtilages of Ryton Grange and 
the houses opposite. The proposed alteration would follow the edges of the 
curtilages of these properties, as they are now delineated, and unite the entire 
field in the Green Belt. 
 
 
26  Grange Lonnen, Ryton   
 
It is proposed to delete land from the Green Belt, and add a small piece of 
nearby land to the Green Belt, so that the boundary is aligned with identifiable 
features on the ground. The current boundary appears not to have been drawn 
with great precision. It is proposed to rectify this so that if follows the fence along 
the east side of the garden of West Grange, and the line of fence continuing this 
across the entrance to the adjoining paddock.  
 
 
27 Rear of Grange Lonnen, Ryton 
 
It is proposed to add land to the Green Belt to align the boundary with identifiable 
features on the ground. 
 
The current Green Belt boundary cuts across the corner of the paddock behind 
Langdale, Grange Lonnen. It is proposed to alter this so that the whole paddock 
is in the Green Belt. 
 
 
28 Rear of St. Mary's Terrace, Ryton 
 
It is proposed to delete land from the Green Belt, to align its boundary with 
identifiable features on the ground. 
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The current Green Belt boundary does not follow the consistent line provided by 
the end of the detached gardens behind nos. 1-17 St. Mary's Terrace; instead it 
follows the continuation of a line along the ends of the gardens behind nos. 18-
22, which are shorter. At some point the gardens of 1-17 have been extended. It 
is proposed that the whole of these gardens, and the whole curtilage of Fieldside, 
the house on the plot behind 1a St. Mary's Terrace, should be excluded from the 
Green Belt. This would not only reflect current features on the ground but align 
the boundary with what is now a clear and consistent edge separating the built-
up area from the countryside.     
 
 
29 Hedgefield, Ryton 
 
It is proposed to add land to the Green Belt, and to delete other land, to align the 
Green Belt boundary with identifiable features on the ground and better reflect 
the extent to which land can contribute to the purposes of including it in the 
Green Belt, especially by strengthening the Green Belt gap between Ryton and 
the main built-up area of Tyneside. 
 
The current Green Belt boundary at Hedgefield, on the edge of Ryton, does not 
follow the boundary of the curtilages of houses in Primrose Gardens,  which have 
been built since it was designated. Two small net deletions are therefore 
proposed so that the whole of the gardens of these houses are within the 
settlement boundary. 
 
Immediately to the south, a substantial area is excluded from the Green Belt, 
including the three residential properties of High Hedgefield House, Hedgefield 
Cottage and the Coach House, an allotment site, and a stretch of the roadway 
extending almost as far as the former Saint Hilda's church. Overall this area of 
land is predominantly open, and has a lower density of buildings present than 
other parts of the fragmented settlement of Hedgefield further east towards 
Stella, which are in the Green Belt. Moreover any intensification of development 
here would contribute to the merging of Ryton with the main built-up area of 
Tyneside, which extends to Stella and, even closer to the rear, the Addison 
Industrial Estate. A new Green Belt boundary following the rear curtilage 
boundaries of the houses in Primrose Gardens and the edge of the back lane to 
High Hedgefield Terrace better reflects the edge of the continuous built-up area 
of Ryton and would mark the obvious transition point between built-up and 
predominantly open land uses.   
   
 
30 Whickham Industrial estate (north) 
 
It is proposed to delete land from the Green Belt, and add other land, to align the 
boundary with identifiable features on the ground. 
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In the vicinity of the Swalwell end of the Derwent Walk and the north side of the 
Whickham Industrial Estate, the current Green Belt boundary cuts diagonally 
across a small area of open land and through the Council depot in the industrial 
estate. It is proposed that the boundary should follow as closely as possible the 
"inner" edge of the open land and the outer boundary of the depot. 
 
 
31 Follingsby 
 
It is proposed to delete land from the Green Belt, to accommodate the proposed 
development for employment purposes south of Follingsby Lane. 
 
The proposed Green Belt deletion is bounded on the north by the existing Green 
Belt boundary, running along the southern edge of Follingsby Lane, and on the 
east and south by the boundaries of Gateshead with South Tyneside and 
Sunderland respectively. Therefore, only the western boundary requires 
consideration of the most appropriate location for a new Green Belt boundary. It 
is proposed that the boundary should run from the existing Green Belt boundary 
at the junction of Follingsby Lane with Follingsby Avenue, southward along the 
eastern edge of the roadway of the north-south stretch of Follingsby Lane, then, 
from the point where it begins, along the boundary between the fields which form 
part of the proposed development site and the woodland planting which 
surrounds the road junction. Land within and surrounding the road junction is well 
planted on all sides and it was not thought appropriate to delete any of this from 
the Green Belt. 
     
 
(h) Note on settlement envelopes and village envelopes 
 
Gateshead Council's Unitary Development includes the identification of eight 
villages or hamlets where a "settlement envelope" boundary has been drawn. 
These are Barlow, Byermoor, Clara Vale, Coalburns, Eighton Banks, Lockhaugh, 
Marley Hill and Winlaton Mill. Whilst these settlements are part of the Green Belt, 
infilling development is allowed within these boundaries, subject to detailed 
considerations, whereas it would be likely to be inappropriate, and resisted, 
elsewhere in the Green Belt.  
 
The settlement envelope / village envelope boundaries are not part of the 
boundary of the Green Belt as such and are not considered by the present 
review. These will be considered by the council as part of the preparation of 
Making Spaces for Growing Places, which is due to be consulted on concurrently 
with the Strategic Land Review and Green Belt Assessment Stage 3 report.  
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Appendix A 
 
 

Map of all preferred sites





 
 
 
 

Appendix B  
 

Individual housing and employment site maps 
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Appendix C - Development Framework maps for individual sites 
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Appendix D 
 

Maps of the environs of proposed sites (as included in Stage 2 report) 
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Appendix E 
 

 Updated information on schools 
 
 
The Stage 2 Report included an assessment of the likely impact of the proposed 
developments on schools and consideration of how best additional pupil numbers could be 
accommodated. This work has now been updated and the following statement indicates the 
result of this reconsideration. 
 
Within Gateshead, it is anticipated that to accommodate demographic change and 
development growth across the borough, there may be a requirement for several primary 
schools to be expanded by either half or one form per year group to increase the number of 
school places available. In the short term (up to 2019), it is possible to specify the schools 
that need to expand. Beyond 2020 however, there are a number of factors that prevent 
specificity, resulting in identification of broad locations that will need additional school places, 
but the exact location will be identified closer to the time, determined taking account of school 
performance, capacity and parental choice.  
 
In the short term, there is pressing need due to population increase for greater capacity in the 
inner west area. There will be a one form extension required at Riverside Academy and a 
half form extension at St Philip Neri RC Primary School. Targeted Basic Needs Funding will 
be used to undertake the development. 
 
In the mid to long term (2020-30), to mitigate the planned growth, it is anticipated that one 
and half additional forms will be required in central Gateshead. In the south of the borough, a 
one form extension will be required to meet primary school demand in the Birtley and 
surrounding area. In the west, an additional one form entry will be required around High 
Spen, and in Crawcrook or Ryton an additional half form, to meet demand. This will require 
implementation and phasing at relevant trigger points and will, in all cases, have regard to 
existing surpluses across all year groups at all other local schools in the same planning area. 

 
The development of housing within the west of the borough will require the careful monitoring 
of the impact on the secondary school sector. However due to the new provision and 
development of the school buildings at Charles Thorp Comprehensive School and the 
significant surplus projected at other schools in the area to 2019 it is not envisaged that 
additional housing will place undue demand for secondary places prior to 2019 although the 
position will be reviewed at relevant intervals. 
  



Appendix F 
 

Key map to Green Belt boundary changes 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 



Appendix G 
 

Individual maps of Green Belt boundary changes 
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Appendix H 
 

Maps showing where the Green Belt boundary will require the establishment or 
strengthening of features on the ground 
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Appendix I 
 
Corrected statement of the capacity of each proposed housing site 
 

Site name Site number Estimated capacity 
Chopwell, north of Derwent Street 224 89 
Chopwell, Greenhead Road 307(a) 80 
Chopwell, west of Valley Dene 309 216 
Crawcrook, south 288 197 
Crawcrook, north 292 174 
Dunston Hill, south of Whickham Highway 62 223 

" 269 211 
" 270(a) 96 

Highfield, west side 305 55 
High Spen, Clayton Terrace Road 322 42 
High Spen, Watson Street 301 132 
Kibblesworth, west side 43 162 

" 263 63 
Ryton, south 285 450 

" 287 100 
Streetgate, north 312 18 

" 364 30 
Streetgate, Pennyfine Road 357 24 

" 358 37 
" 363 22 

   
Total   2421 
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Appendix J - Corrected table showing the accessibility scoring of sites in Gateshead 
 
See Excel spreadsheet attached as a separate document  
 




