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Executive Summary 
 
Background  
 
This Pre-consultation Options Report forms part of the process of preparing an Area Action Plan 
(AAP) for the MetroGreen Area of Change.  It forms part of Stage 2: Option Development and 
Testing.  
 
The purpose of the document is to: 
 

• Consider reasonable alternative spatial options for the MetroGreen area based on 
proportionate evidence as set out in the NPPF. 

• Describe the four spatial options for the AAP to consider following completion of the 
Stage 1 Baseline Report and Stage 2 mitigation work. 

• Outline the appraisal process for assessing and scoring the options. 

• Identify a preferred spatial option for the MetroGreen area for consultation with key 
stakeholders.  

 
The four spatial options in this document have been prepared in consultation with key 
stakeholders and are based on the Stage 1 Baseline Report and Stage 2 mitigation work.  The 
preferred option may be one of the identified four options or, it could evolve from the four 
options and the responses received as part of this process.   
 

Spatial Options 
 
The following spatial options have been assessed: 
 

Option Description 
 

Option 1A- Baseline position with 
Strategic Flood Management 
 

850 homes and 15,000 square metres of Class B1a office 
on vacant and / or underused sites together with a 
strategic approach to flood risk mitigation. 
 

Option 1B – Baseline position with 
Piecemeal Flood Management 
 

850 homes and 15,000 square metres of Class B1a office 
on vacant and / or underused sites together with a 
piecemeal approach to flood risk mitigation. 
 

Option 2A – Housing and Leisure 
option with Strategic Flood 
Management 
 

850 homes, 25,500 square metres of leisure and ancillary 
uses and 200 bed hotel that will support and sustain the 
role of the MetroCentre with a strategic approach to flood 
risk mitigation. 
 

Option 2B – Housing and Leisure 
option with Piecemeal Flood 
Management 
 

850 homes, 25,500 square metres of leisure and ancillary 
uses and 200 bed hotel that will support and sustain the 
role of the MetroCentre with a piecemeal approach to 
flood risk mitigation. 
 

 
 
Approach to options testing 
 
Each option has been assessed and ranked based on its ability to meet set criteria during the 
plan period (up to 2030). 
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Each option has been assessed by the Council’s Project Team and Consultant’s Project Team, 
facilitated by the Project Manager. Technical support has been provided from each of the 
technical leads (e.g. Flooding, Transport, Contamination, Viability).  
 
Details of the criteria, issues considered, and ranking are provided in the following table: 

 
 
Criteria 
 

 
Issues to Consider 

Does the option meet the 
overall spatial vision and 
strategic objectives? 

The spatial vision of MetroGreen is as follows: 
 
‘MetroGreen brings together sustainable waterfront communities 
offering a hugely attractive lifestyle with the River Tyne as it's 
backdrop and easy access to city and country, riverside and 
seaside. A mix of distinct neighbourhoods are well connected to 
local facilities and activities. At the core of the area, integrated with 
these neighbourhoods, is a re-imagined MetroCentre – outward 
looking and incorporating an exciting leisure offer of regional 
importance. Connected communities – residential and business – 
are supported by excellent public transport and a green network of 
parks, streets and spaces with water never far away.’ 
 
The strategic objectives of MetroGreen are as follows: 
 
Neighbourhoods, Communities & Housing  
Providing a mix of distinct integrated neighbourhoods and 
pioneering communities promoting local distinctiveness and design 
quality in line with Building for Life.  
 
Facilities, Leisure & Wellbeing  
Supporting community well-being with a range of sustainable and 
accessible clustered facilities including a local neighbourhood and 
regional leisure offer.  
 
Sustainable Transport & Connections  
Promoting safe and attractive linkages across MetroGreen for a 
hierarchy of users - including walking, cycling and public transport 
- as well as high quality connectivity to the city and the broader 
hinterland.  
 
Greenspace & Biodiversity  
Providing a network of greenspace, open space and green routes 
that support communities, connectivity and bio-diversity.  
 
Water & Blue Infrastructure  
Making the most of the waterside - the Tyne and Derwent - 
balancing community interest, ecology, landscape integration and 
managing the water environment.  
 
Low Carbon  
Promoting sustainability through a low carbon approach to land 
use, transport, energy, waste and housing.  
Economy & Employment  
Underpinning a mixed-use approach integrating with the sub-
region, sustainable local employment, skills and training. 
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Criteria 
 

 
Issues to Consider 

 

Does the option address 
and mitigate site 
constraints? 

There is a need to address constraints associated with: 
 
Flood Risk and Water Management 
Transport and Accessibility 
Green Infrastructure and Natural Environment 
Contamination 
Noise 
Air Quality  
 

Can the required 
infrastructure be 
financed? 

What is the cost of the required infrastructure and can it be 
financed? 

Can the option be split 
into appropriate phases? 
 

Can the option be brought forward in a co-ordinated manner, taking 
into consideration the need to mitigate any constraints? 

Is the option deliverable? Can 850 dwellings and new commercial/leisure uses be delivered 
prior to 2030? 
 

Is the option viable? Does the option generate a surplus, sufficient to fund the required 
site infrastructure and any abnormal development costs? 

 
Scoring 
 
Based on our commentary in section 3, the overall ranking of the options is as follows: 
 

Ranking Option 

1 Option 2a: 850 homes, 25,500 square metres of leisure and ancillary uses and 200 
bed hotel that will support and sustain the role of the MetroCentre with a strategic 
approach to flood risk mitigation. 
 

2 Option 1a: 850 homes and 15,000 square metres of Class B1a office on vacant and 
/ or underused sites together with a strategic approach to flood risk mitigation  

3 Option 2b: 850 homes, 25,500 square metres of leisure and ancillary uses and 200 
bed hotel that will support and sustain the role of the MetroCentre with a piecemeal 
approach to flood risk mitigation. 
 

4 Option 1b: 850 homes and 15,000 square metres of Class B1a office on vacant and 
/ or underused sites together with a piecemeal approach to flood risk mitigation 

 
Option 2a is ranked highest as the strategic approach to flood risk and best meets the spatial 
vision and strategic objectives for MetroGreen, as set out by Gateshead Council. In addition, the 
option best mitigates the various constraints, while also generating the lowest abnormal site 
infrastructure costs.  It should be noted that this is only marginally more favourable than Option 
1a and that flexibility will be required in delivery in order to ensure that the site is able to respond 
to changing market needs, particularly as regards commercial uses for which there is much 
uncertainty regarding occupier requirements. 
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Conclusion and Next Steps 
 
This report has provided a qualitative appraisal of the four spatial options against agreed objective 
criteria, the result of which is to indicate Option 2a as the preferred option.  This option is identified 
as the preferred scenario due to benefits of taking a strategic approach to flood risk management, 
and the potential to maximise residential development as the most likely highest value generating 
use on site. 

 

The next steps will involve consultation on the preferred option. The documentation will be made 

available on the Council's website for comment.  All comments received will inform the next project 

stage. At stage 3, the preferred option will be used to produce a spatial framework and draft 

strategies for the following topic themes will be produced: Transport Strategy, Flood and water 

Management, Green Infrastructure, Viability and Deliverability. 
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1 Introduction 
 
1.1 Gateshead Council is preparing an Area Action Plan (AAP) to facilitate the regeneration of 

and investment in vacant and underused brownfield land around the MetroCentre on the 

south bank of the River Tyne. The area incorporates the MetroCentre, surrounding shops, 

office and industrial uses and is approximately 213 hectares in size. 

 

1.2 The MetroGreen AAP will be a Local Development Document that forms part of the 

Gateshead Local Plan. The 2015 adopted Planning for the Future Core Strategy and Urban 

Core Plan for Gateshead and Newcastle (CSUCP) set’s the strategic framework for this 

AAP. The AAP is a statutory document that will provide detailed planning and design 

policies and guidance for the area up to 2030 and beyond, setting out which land uses 

should go where, what infrastructure is required and how it will be delivered. 

 

1.3 The project stages required to inform the production of the Area Action Plan are outlined 

below: 

 

 
 

1.4 This document forms part of Stage 2: Option Development & Testing. 

  

1.5 The purpose of this document is to identify a preferred option. The preferred option will 

inform the spatial framework which will plan for the entire MetroGreen area. 

 

1.6 The document provides an overview of the spatial options developed following completion 

of the Stage 1 Baseline Report and Stage 2 mitigation work, before outlying the criteria 

against which each option has been assessed. The scoring of each option against the 

criteria is detailed, before the report concludes by identifying a preferred option. 
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2 Sustainability Appraisal 
 
2.1 An Options Sustainability Appraisal (SA), 2020 has been produced which presents the SA 

of the MetroGreen AAP Options.  
 

2.2 The results of the SA are that all four of the AAP options are likely to have both positive 
and negative effects as described below. The AAP options will have positive effects 
compared to the do-nothing option1through development of a clear spatial frameworkand 
design principles to guide sustainable, coordinated development across the site that 
provides economic, social and environmental improvements.  Key effects identified include: 

 

• All the AAP options will have positive effects for social objectives through providing a 
mix of good quality new housing for a range of demographics, providing improved 
footpaths, cycleways and green corridors/open spaces to encourage active lifestyles 
and benefits for mental wellbeing. Public transport links will also support accessibility 
to goods, services and employment areas. The Listed Building will need to be 
protected and integrated into the development proposed for land parcel2F-1. Social 
infrastructure is currently sufficient to meet the development needs pre-2030 but 
future provision is likely to be required post-2030.A neutral effect on health and well-
being was identified because although the AAP options will have benefits through 
green space and active travel, there may also be negative effects from noise intrusion 
and air pollution from increased vehicle emissions. 
 

• All the AAP options will have neutral or minor negative effects for environmental 
objectives. The AAP options will involvecreation and improvement of open spaces 
and green corridors linking across the site and connecting to existing wildlife 
siteshelping maintain connectivity and commuting corridors for birds and bats. 
Buffers between the River Tyne and development will help protect the mudflats and 
species such as birds and otters who use the river area. Brownfield habitat will be 
lost to development;however, the next stage of the AAP development will develop 
habitat creation and investigate off-site compensatorymeasures. Economic growth 
and development of MetroGreen has the potential to contribute to climate change 
through energy use, materials use, and vehicle emissions. The MetroGreenAAP 
strategic objectives includes the promotion of sustainability through a low carbon 
approach and the MSGP and CSUCP contain policies for new development to reduce 
emissions and their contribution to climate change. However, to support the Council’s 
netzero carbon targets more will need to be done to reduce and offset carbon 
emissions from development of MetroGreen. 
 

• All the AAP options will have positive effects for economic objectives through creation 
of temporary jobs through construction and permanent jobs through provision ofnew 
office or leisure development. Option 2A and 2B may have more significant benefits 
as they have the potential to support and complement the existing Metrocentre, 
helping to ensure its continued viability and creating additional leisure and 
hospitalityemployment opportunities.  
 

2.3 When developing the AAP options, policies in the CSUCP and MSGP documents were 
reviewed to ensure appropriate provision of housing types, open space, buffer zones at the 
River Tyne, transport and flood mitigation requirements.  A number of recommendations 
for further mitigation and enhancement measures have been developed as part of the SA 
for future stages of the AAP development. These recommendations will be taken forward 
into the development of the preferred option for the AAP Draft and Submission Draft Plan. 
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3 Consultation Feedback 
 
3.1 A landowner and investor workshop was held on Thursday 21 November 2019 at the 

Lancastrian Suite, Gateshead, as part of Stage 2- Option Development and Testing. 
 

3.2 The purpose of the event was to: 
 

• Outline the Council’s refreshed vision for the MetroGreen area. 

• Provide an update on the MetroGreen Area Action Plan. 

• Engage with and seek feedback from landowners and investors on the four spatial 
options for the MetroGreen area to inform a preferred spatial option. 

• Ensure a deliverable plan approach for MetroGreen. 
 
3.3 Feedback received during discussions at the drop-in tables is summarised in the table 

below: 

 

 
Table 
 

 
Topic 

 
Feedback 

1 Market and Viability 
Context 

- General support for development at MetroGreen. 
- Questions were raised over what had been 

accounted for in the Stage 1 viability. It was noted 
that abnormal costs had been excluded but would 
be included in Stage 2 viability testing. 

- Mixed views as to whether a piecemeal or 
strategic approach should be taken. 

- Attendees were keen to understand who would 
pay for upfront infrastructure works. 

 
 

2 Planning Context - Support for residential development at 
MetroGreen.  

- Concerns were raised over site abnormal costs 
and the impact this has on viability and 
deliverability.  

- Queries over how the flood risk infrastructure 
would be funded and delivered along the river 
frontage.  

- Queries received over what would be acceptable 
building height along the river frontage.  

- Landowners were keen to understand the 
availability of suitable alternative sites that enable 
existing businesses to re-locate.  

- Concerns were raised over the impact pre-2030 
development would have on post-2030 sites 
particularly during the construction phase  

- Discussions with owners of small business within 
MetroGreen and uncertainty on how to progress  

- Discussions with owners of businesses who have 
industrial remit and concern that no mention in 
documents of fit with that industrial type business. 
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Table 
 

 
Topic 

 
Feedback 

3 Site Constraints - Attendees were generally supportive of the 
proposals but keen for further details on individual 
sites. 

- There was an acknowledgement of ground 
contamination and flooding risks on specific sites. 

- Queries were raised on specific sites with regards 
to highways access. 

- Concerns were raised over impact the potential 
impact that major works would have on existing 
occupiers. 

- Support for residential land use to plots to the east 
of the MetroCentre. 

 

4 Options Development - Concerns raised by some attendees with regards 
to allocation of their land for residential or 
allocation of adjoining land for residential. 

- Discussions held around pre and post 2030 
timescales. 

- Concerns raised over the deliverability/viability of 
the options. 
 

5 General Discussion - Placemaking will be critical – home builders need 
to be able to sell homes. MetroGreen needs to be 
a place to live - have life & vibrancy. 

- Land assembly (potentially CPO) will be required 
to ensure placemaking.  

- Metro Centre seen as a positive - evening 
destination as well as shopping.   

- Noted potential for retirement living re purposed 
areas of the MetroCentre  or adjacent.   

- Queries around traffic.  
- Metro Centre to Metro would support home 

building and leisure.    
- Noted competition- Newburn Riverside, Former 

Calder’s.   
- Early wins - bridge head of development required 

to start process.  
- An iconic riverside point block (30 stories) should 

be considered.   
- Queries around 30m riverside buffer profile – how 

would it work flood prevention, open space, 
ecological buffer, cycle and walkway.    

 

 
3.4 In summary, development proposals for MetroGreen were generally viewed favourably, 

although there was no clear preference for any of the four spatial options.  Concerns were 
raised with regard to the viability and deliverability of the spatial options, with the main risks 
being contamination and flood risk. Fragmented ownership was also raised as a potential 
risk to deliverability, with some attendees suggesting that Gateshead Council should seek 
to use CPO powers.  Feedback received from the event will be used to produce a preferred 
spatial option for MetroGreen.  
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4 Spatial Options 
 
4.1 Four Masterplan Options, which were developed at Stage 2, are to be assessed.  These 

options are varied by the approach taken to flood mitigation (strategic or piecemeal) and 
the proposed commercial uses (offices or leisure).  The options are summarised below but 
for further detail please see the Gillespies Options Report at the following link 
https://www.gateshead.gov.uk/article/3011/MetroGreen.  
 

4.2 The options are in summary: 
 

• Option 1a: 850 homes and 15,000 square metres of Class B1a office on vacant 
and / or underused sites together with a strategic approach to flood risk mitigation  

• Option 1b: 850 homes and 15,000 square metres of Class B1a office on vacant 
and / or underused sites together with a piecemeal approach to flood risk 
mitigation 

• Option 2a: Housing and leisure around the Intu MetroCentre including 850 homes 
25,500 sq. m. of leisure and ancillary uses and a 200-bed hotel, with a strategic 
approach to flood risk mitigation 

• Option 2b: Housing and leisure around the Intu MetroCentre including 850 
homes, 25,500 sq. m. of leisure and ancillary uses and a 200-bed hotel, with a 
piecemeal approach to flood risk mitigation. 

 
4.3 The strategic approach to flood risk mitigation is anticipated to include a comprehensive 

multifunctional flood defence along the River Tyne; land raising; strategic compensatory 
area and river restoration along the River Derwent; strategic land drainage network and a 
30m wide environmental buffer along the River Tyne and Derwent. 

 
4.4 The piecemeal approach to flood risk and water management involves the land raising of 

individual sites to a higher level than if a strategic approach was taken to land raising. 
 

4.5 A summary of the spatial options is provided overleaf. 

https://www.gateshead.gov.uk/article/3011/MetroGreen
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Option 1A- Baseline position with Strategic Flood Management 
 

“850 homes and 15,000 square metres of Class B1a office on vacant and / or underused sites together with a strategic approach 
to flood risk mitigation” 1 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
1Potential for a total of 2821 homes (1175 homes Pre-2030 / 1646 homes post 2030)   
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Option 1B – Baseline position with Piecemeal Flood Management 
 

“850 homes and 15,000 square metres of Class B1a office on vacant and / or underused sites together with a piecemeal 
approach to flood risk mitigation”2 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
2  
Potential for a total of 2444 homes (998 homes Pre-2030 / 1446 homes post 2030)   
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Option 2A – Housing and Leisure option with Strategic Flood Management 
 
“850 homes, 25,500 square metres of leisure and ancillary uses and 200 bed hotel that will support and sustain the role of the 
MetroCentre with a strategic approach to flood risk mitigation.”3 

  

 
3  Potential for a total of 2620 homes (974 homes Pre-2030 / 1646 homes post 2030)   
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Option 2B – Housing and Leisure option with Piecemeal Flood Management 
 
“850 homes, 25,500 square metres of leisure and ancillary uses and 200 bed hotel that will support and sustain the role of the MetroCentre 
with a piecemeal approach to flood risk mitigation.”4 

 
 

 
 

 
4  
Potential for a total of 2283 homes (837 homes Pre-2030 / 1446 homes post 2030)   
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5 Scoring 
 
5.1 As outlined in chapter 4, four options were devised at Stage 2. These were developed 

following completion of a range of baseline reports, covering topics including flood risk and 
water management, transport and accessibility, green infrastructure and natural 
environment and contamination. Details of all reports can be found at 

https://www.gateshead.gov.uk/article/3011/MetroGreen 
 

5.2 Each option has been assessed and ranked based on its ability to meet set criteria during 
the plan period (up to 2030). The option best meeting the criteria has been ranked as 1, 
the option that least meets the criteria has been ranked as 4. 

 
5.3 Each option has been assessed by the Council’s Project Team and Consultant’s Project 

Team, facilitated by the Project Manager. Technical support has been provided from each 
of the technical leads (e.g. Flooding, Transport, Contamination, Viability).  

 
5.4 Details of the technical lead, criteria, issues considered, and ranking are provided below: 
 

https://www.gateshead.gov.uk/article/3011/MetroGreen


 

16 
 

 
Plan Period (up to 2030) 
 

Technical 
Lead  

Criteria Issues to Consider Project team comments Ranking 

Gillespies/ 
Gateshead 
Council 

Does the 
option meet 
the overall 
spatial vision 
and strategic 
objectives? 

The spatial vision of MetroGreen is as follows: 
 
‘MetroGreen brings together sustainable waterfront 
communities offering a hugely attractive lifestyle 
with the River Tyne as it's backdrop and easy 
access to city and country, riverside and seaside. 
A mix of distinct neighbourhoods are well 
connected to local facilities and activities. At the 
core of the area, integrated with these 
neighbourhoods, is a re-imagined MetroCentre - 
outward looking and incorporating an exciting 
leisure offer of regional importance. Connected 
communities - residential and business - are 
supported by excellent public transport and a 
green network of parks, streets and spaces with 
water never far away.’ 
The strategic objectives of MetroGreen are as 
follows: 
 
Neighbourhoods, Communities & Housing  
Providing a mix of distinct integrated 
neighbourhoods and initially pioneering 
communities promoting local distinctiveness and 
design quality in line with Building for Life.  
 
Facilities, Leisure & Wellbeing  
Supporting community well-being with a range of 
sustainable and accessible clustered facilities 
including a local neighbourhood and regional 
leisure offer.  
 

In preparing each of the options, there has been clear 
regard to the spatial vision and strategic objectives set 
out by Gateshead Council, with each of the options 
incorporating new residential communities, business or 
leisure uses, interspaced with a network of 
greenspaces and linkages for a hierarchy of users and 
flood risk mitigation to manage the water environment.   
 
The main differences between the four options are 
land use, development quantum and the approach to 
flood and water management.    
 
Option 1a (Ranking 3+ 1-) 
+ Residential communities 850+ homes  
+ Includes business office space  
- Does not include land for a regional leisure offer  
+ Strategic approach to flood risk mitigation maximises 
the amount of land available for development, ensures 
a holistic approach to blue and green infrastructure 
and likely to deliver better connected communities with 
a strong sense of place, due to the need for limited 
land raising.  
 
Option 1b (Ranking 2+ 2-) 
+ Residential communities 850+ homes  
+ Includes business office space 
-Does not include land for a regional leisure offer  
-Piecemeal approach to flood risk mitigation reduces 
the amount of land available for development and is 
less likely to deliver well connected communities.   
Refer to office, retail and leisure study  

 
1 Option 1a 
1 Option 2a 
2 Option 1b 
3 Option 2b 

 
The above 
rankings reflect 
that a strategic 
approach to flood 
risk management 
will maximise the 
amount of land 
available to 
development. 
 
Option 1a and 1b 
are equally 
ranked. Option 1a 
includes business 
office space but it 
does not include 
the regional 
leisure offer.  
Option 1b 
includes the 
regional leisure 
offer but does not 
include business 
office space. 
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Technical 
Lead  

Criteria Issues to Consider Project team comments Ranking 

Sustainable Transport & Connections 
Promoting safe and attractive linkages across 
MetroGreen for a hierarchy of users - including 
walking, cycling and public transport - as well as 
high quality connectivity to the city and the broader 
hinterland.  
 
Greenspace & Biodiversity  
Providing a network of greenspace, open space 
and green routes that support communities, 
connectivity and bio-diversity.  
 
 
Water & Blue Infrastructure  
Making the most of the waterside - the Tyne and 
Derwent - balancing community interest, ecology, 
landscape integration and managing the water 
environment.  
Low Carbon  
Promoting sustainability through a low carbon 
approach to land use, transport, energy, waste and 
housing.  
 
Economy & Employment  
Underpinning a mixed-use approach integrating 
with the sub-region, sustainable local employment, 
skills and training. 
 

 
Option 2a (Ranking 3+ 1-) 
+ Residential communities 850+ homes  
-Doesn’t include business office space  
+ Includes land for a regional leisure offer 
Strategic infrastructure – connections  
+ Strategic approach to flood risk mitigation maximises 
the amount of land available for development, ensures 
a holistic approach to blue and green infrastructure 
and likely to deliver better connected communities with 
a strong sense of place, due to the need for limited 
land raising. 
 
Option 2b (Ranking 1+ 3-) 
- Residential communities (less than 850 homes)  
-Doesn’t include business office space  
+Does include land for a regional leisure offer  
- Piecemeal approach to flood risk mitigation reduces 
the amount of land available for development and is 
less likely to deliver well connected communities.   
 
 

Mott 
Macdonald/ 
Gillespies 

Does the 
option 
address and 
mitigate site 
constraints? 

There is a need to address constraints associated 
with: 
 

- Flood Risk and Water Management 
- Transport and Accessibility 
- Green Infrastructure and Natural 

Flood Risk and Water Management 
As set out in the Stage 1 Flood Risk and Water 
Management Report 2019, parts of the AAP are at risk 
from flooding.  The risks / constraints associated with 
flooding are addressed by all four options and have 
been informed by the Stage 2 Flood Risk Mitigation 

1- Option 1a 
2- Option 2a 
3- Option 1b 
4- Option 2b 

 
Those options 
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Technical 
Lead  

Criteria Issues to Consider Project team comments Ranking 

Environment 
- Contamination 
- Noise 
- Air Quality  
 

Options Appraisal Report 2019 which identifies 
preferred mitigation solutions.  A strategic approach to 
flood risk and water management is considered most 
desirable because it would provide flood protection for 
multiple individual development sites and maximise the 
amount of land available.  This view was supported by 
respondents at the MetroGreen Landowner and 
Investor Workshop 2019. A piecemeal approach to 
flood risk and water management would result in 
reduced development density and a risk of displacing 
water to adjoining sites.   
 
In accordance with national guidance and local 
planning policy it is important to apply the sequential 
test in respect of flood risk and water management. In 
light of the NPPG Flood risk vulnerability classification 
Paragraph: 066 Reference ID: 7-066-20140306, 
preference is for the land uses be to located in areas 
appropriate to their level of sensitivity. All four options 
would locate residential on land that is at higher risk of 
flooding.  Options 2a and 2b locate the leisure on land 
that is at lower risk of flooding.  The AAP is required to 
deliver 850 homes on deliverable sites by 
2030.  Landowners of the sites at lowest risk of 
flooding have stated that they do not intend to bring 
forward residential on these sites.  For this reason, 
there are no reasonable available alternative sites at 
lower risk of flooding to meet the 850 homes 
requirement.    Therefore, all four options provide flood 
mitigation to achieve the 850 homes by 2030 to make 
the development safe for its lifetime without increasing 
flood risk elsewhere in line with the NPPG.  

 
Transport and Accessibility  

with a strategic 
approach to flood 
risk are ranked 
higher than those 
with a piecemeal 
approach. 
Flooding is a key 
constraint to 
development at 
MetroGreen and it 
is believed that a 
strategic 
approach will best 
mitigate the risk, 
with a piecemeal 
approach 
potentially 
resulting in water 
being displaced 
onto adjoining 
sites. 
 
Option 1a is 
ranked above 2a 
as leisure uses 
has the potential 
to have the 
greatest impact 
on transport, 
noise and air 
quality. Careful 
consideration will 
need to be given 
to how issues with 
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Technical 
Lead  

Criteria Issues to Consider Project team comments Ranking 

The Stage 1 Transport and Accessibility Report 2019 
highlights the need to reduce severance, increase 
permeability and create continuous, dedicated 
pedestrian and cycle facilities in the MetroGreen area.  
The four options include the provision of key 
pedestrian and cycle connections to surrounding uses, 
particularly to the Metrocentre, Public Transport 
Interchange and the Riverside, thereby encouraging 
internal trips by sustainable modes of transport.   
 
The potential impacts that the residential use will have 
on transport and accessibility is documented in the 
Stage 1 Transport and Accessibility Report 2019.  The 
transport modelling showed options 1a and 1b to have 
a limited impact on the existing road infrastructure. The 
transport modelling showed Options 2a and 2b to 
generate the greatest road traffic due to the leisure 
use.  A range of transport mitigation measures will be 
required to mitigate the impacts of both residential and 
leisure.  They are likely to be more onerous for leisure 
including a policy cap on car parking  and the need to 
have strong connections to the Metrocentre building 
that are direct, spacious and pedestrianised with 
natural surveillance. 

 
Green Infrastructure and the Natural Environment  
All four options incorporate an integrated green 
infrastructure network with a total area of 22.22 
hectares of open space.  The buffers along the River 
Tyne and River Derwent will make a large contribution 
to this.   
 
In terms of ecology, all four options will result in a loss 
of brownfield habitat which will require mitigation and / 

noise, air quality 
and traffic can be 
mitigated in option 
1a. 
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Technical 
Lead  

Criteria Issues to Consider Project team comments Ranking 

or compensation.  
 
Energy, Utilities and Social Infrastructure 
 
Advice from Northern PowerGrid and Norther Gas 
Networks was sought regarding utility works for the 
options in respect of gas and electricity. The proposed 
utilities for the MetroGreen Stage 2 Spatial Options are 
Electricity, Gas, Openreach and Virgin Media  
 
All options do not include new social infrastructure 
provision because there is good provision of facilities in 
the surrounding area as detailed in the Stage 1 Spatial 
Framework, Green Infrastructure & Natural 
Environment and Social Infrastructure Report 2019.  
There is no identified need for additional school places 
pre-2030 although there is scope for an additional 
primary school post 2030.  A potential school site could 
be identified on site 2F1 should this be required to 
meet needs post 2030.  

 
Contamination  
Contamination is an issue across all four options as 
identified in the Stage 2 Remedial Options Appraisal.  
Remediation costs are likely to be higher for options 1a 
and 1b because they incorporate more residential 
which is required to achieve more stringent 

contamination criteria than other uses such as leisure.  
 
All four options will require land raising to address 
flood risk which will help to reduce the need for 
remediation. 
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Technical 
Lead  

Criteria Issues to Consider Project team comments Ranking 

Noise  
Noise issues apply to all options due to existing uses 
and the proximity of the A1.  
 
Leisure has the potential to generate the greatest 
noise and create conflicts with future adjacent 
residential sites. Leisure is best located next to the A1 
and next to existing uses with the potential to generate 
high levels of noise pollution.   
 
While residential uses are more likely to be impacted 
on by noise, the Stage 1 Noise Assessment 2018 
concludes that the risk can be mitigated at the design 
stage.  
 
Air Quality  
All options could result in changes to air quality as set 
out in the Stage 1 Air Quality Desktop Assessment 
2018 but can be mitigated through design. 
 
Leisure has the potential to generate the greatest 
additional road traffic and therefore negatively impact 
on air quality.  Leisure is less impacted by air quality 
than residential and therefore would be best located 
along the A1. 
 

As indicated in the Stage 1 Air Quality Assessment, 
the change in traffic characteristics caused by the 
development are unlikely to trigger exceedances of the 
EU limit value for Nitrogen Dioxide, NO2. However, 
this would be considered further at the detailed 
Planning Application stage when exact development 
and trips are known. 
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Technical 
Lead  

Criteria Issues to Consider Project team comments Ranking 

Archaeology  
There are no major archaeological constraints for all 
options as concluded in the Stage 1 Archaeological 
Assessment Report 2018. 

Gateshead 
Council 

Can the 
required 
infrastructure 
be financed? 

What is the cost of the required infrastructure and 
can it be financed? 

Initial viability testing indicates that each option is likely 
to generate a viability gap due to the cost of the 
required infrastructure and abnormal development 
costs. 
 
Cost estimates have been generated for: 
 

• Site remediation / decontamination  

• Gas 

• Waste water 

• Clean water 

• Energy 

• Flood mitigation 
 
The aggregate costs across each category for the 
Spatial Options is as follows: 
 

• Option 1a, £59,261,000 

• Option 1b, £78,100,500 

• Option 2a, £57,879,000 

• Option 2b, £76,815,000 
 
The Stage 2 viability assessment identifies a very 
limited amount of surplus headroom in land values to 
fund these infrastructure costs and it is the above 
differences in cost which drive the resulting 
performance of the options relative to oneanother.   
 
Gateshead Council are currently exploring options for 
public sector funding to assist in bringing forward 

1- Option 2a  
2- Option 1a 
3- Option 2b  
4- Option 1b 

 
Options are 
ranked according 
to the lowest 
infrastructure cost 
and the likelihood 
of attracting 
external funding. 
 
At the current 
time, there is no 
known funding 
available to assist 
in bringing 
forward leisure 
uses. 
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Technical 
Lead  

Criteria Issues to Consider Project team comments Ranking 

development at MetroGreen, with options including: 
 

• CIL 

• Homes England funding 

• Transport funding 
 
At this stage, it is not possible to determine whether 
any options are more favourable than others in respect 
of the ability to secure additional public sector support. 
 

Gillespies Can the 
option be 
split into 
appropriate 
phases? 
 

Can the option be brought forward in a co-
ordinated manner, taking into consideration the 
need to mitigate any constraints? 

All options have the ability to be phased.  At this stage 
in the AAP process, specific phasing is not known 
although it is anticipated that this will be informed by 
the approach to flood risk management.  A strategic 
approach to flooding will allow for development to be 
brought forward in a more co-ordinated manner hence 
Options 1a and 2a are judged to score higher than 
Option 1b and 2b.  
 

1- Option 1a 
Option 2a 

2- Option 1b 
Option 2b 

 
 

Cushman 
and 
Wakefield/ 
Gateshead 
Council 

Is the option 
deliverable? 

Can 850 dwellings and new commercial/leisure 
uses be delivered prior to 2030? 
 

There is a clear appetite from developers to deliver 
new housing at MetroGreen as documented in the 
Stage 1 Homes Report 2018 and the Stage 2 
Landowner and Investor Workshop Feedback Report 
2019.  Options 1a, 1b and 2a can accommodate 850+ 
dwellings prior to 2030.  Option 2b cannot 
accommodate the 850 dwellings prior to 2030.  
 
As reported in the Stage 1 – Office, Retail and Leisure 
Report 2018, funding for new office development in the 
North East remains difficult and there is expected to be 
limited new office development in the short to medium 
term with the exception of those assisted by the public 
sector.  All agents had concern over the viability of 
offices, with current rental levels in this location not 

1-   Option 2a 
2- Option 1a 
3- Option 1b 
4- Option 2b 

 
The above 
ranking reflects 
firstly that Option 
2b cannot deliver 
850 dwellings by 
2030 – as this is a 
key element of 
the proposal this 
is therefore 
attributed the 
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Technical 
Lead  

Criteria Issues to Consider Project team comments Ranking 

supporting new development at the current time.  This 
view was also reflected by some respondents at the 
MetroGreen Landowner and Investor workshop 2019 
who questioned the need for office accommodation. 
 
There is current interest in delivering new regional 
leisure uses in the area.  The Stage 1 – Office, Retail 
and Leisure Report 2018, states that there is likely to 
be demand for new leisure uses at MetroGreen linked 
to the Metrocentre building.   
 
New leisure would be subject to providing pedestrian 
and cycle connections to the Metrocentre building that 
are direct, spacious and pedestrianised with natural 
surveillance. 
 

lowest rank.  After 
this, the rankings 
are attributed in 
favour of the 
lowest cost 
infrastructure (a is 
ranked higher 
than b) and 
leisure being 
ranked as more 
deliverable than 
offices (hence 2a 
higher than 1a) 
offices  

Cushman 
and 
Wakefield 

Is the option 
viable? 

Does the option generate a surplus, sufficient to 
fund the required site infrastructure and any 
abnormal development costs? 

Initial viability testing indicates that each option is likely 
to generate a viability gap due to the cost of the 
required infrastructure and abnormal development 
costs. 
 
The aggregate abnormal / infrastructure costs across 
each category for the Spatial Options is as follows: 
 

• Option 1a, £59,261,000 

• Option 1b, £78,100,500 

• Option 2a, £57,879,000 

• Option 2b, £76,815,000 
 
The Stage 2 viability assessment identifies a very 
limited amount of surplus headroom in land values to 
fund these infrastructure costs and it is the above 
differences in cost which drive the resulting 
performance of the options relative to oneanother.   

1- Option 2a 
2- Option 1a 
3- Option 2b 
4- Option 1b 

 
The above 
ranking reflects 
that those options 
with a strategic 
approach to flood 
risk management 
and the greatest 
amount of 
residential use 
have the smallest 
viability gap.  
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Technical 
Lead  

Criteria Issues to Consider Project team comments Ranking 

 
A full Stage 2 Viability Report has been provided which 
is available a separate report. Gateshead Council are 
currently exploring options for public sector funding to 
assist in bringing forward development at MetroGreen 
and address viability gaps. 
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5.5 The following table summarises the ranks for each option across the criteria.  The final 
column sums the total of all the ranks to provide an overall indication of the highest ranked 
option across all of the criteria (the lower the aggregate number of ranks the more 
favourable the option). 
 

 

 Criteria Total 
of 
ranks 

 Spatial 
Vision 

Mitigation 
of site 
constraints 

Financing of 
infrastructure 

Phasing Deliverable Viable  

Option 1A 
Baseline 
position with 
Strategic 
Flood 
Management 

1 1 2 1 2 2 9 

Option 1B – 
Baseline 
position with 
Piecemeal 
Flood 
Management 
 

2 3 4 2 3 4 18 

Option 2A – 
Housing and 
Leisure 
option with 
Strategic 
Flood 
Management 
 

1 2 1 1 1 1 7 

Option 2B – 
Housing and 
Leisure 
option with 
Piecemeal 
Flood 
Management 
 

3 4 3 2 4 3 19 

 
 

5.6 In summary, this results in the following overall ranking: 
 

Ranking Option 

1 Option 2a: 850 homes, 25,500 square metres of leisure and ancillary uses and 200 
bed hotel that will support and sustain the role of the MetroCentre with a strategic 
approach to flood risk mitigation. 

2 Option 1a: 850 homes and 15,000 square metres of Class B1a office on vacant and 
/ or underused sites together with a strategic approach to flood risk mitigation  

3 Option 2b: 850 homes, 25,500 square metres of leisure and ancillary uses and 200 
bed hotel that will support and sustain the role of the MetroCentre with a piecemeal 
approach to flood risk mitigation. 

4 Option 1b: 850 homes and 15,000 square metres of Class B1a office on vacant and 
/ or underused sites together with a piecemeal approach to flood risk mitigation 
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5.7 Option 2a is ranked highest as the strategic approach to flood risk best meets the spatial 
vision and strategic objectives for MetroGreen, as set out by Gateshead Council. In 
addition, the option best mitigates the various constraints, while also having the lowest 
infrastructure and abnormal costs / viability gap. 
 

5.8 It is recognised that further refinement of this option will be required and, that in order to 
fully meet the spatial vision and strategic objectives for MetroGreen, an element of flexibly 
should be incorporated to allow for mixed commercial uses to come forward according to 
demand.  
 

5.9 Accordingly, it is recommended that the land to the east of the Metrocentre is brought 
forward for a mixed use area (principal leisure with ancillary retail and residential) with 
strong connections to the Metrocentre building that are direct, spacious and pedestrianised 
with natural surveillance.  It is also recommended that a number of the post 2030 residential 
sites are removed in response to landowner feedback confirming that their site is not 
available for residential development. 

 
5.10 It is acknowledged that all of the options, including that which has been identified as 

preferred, face viability challenges due to the large scale of site infrastructure costs.  
However, the preferred option has the lowest burden of infrastructure costs of those 
considered above and therefore offers the best prospect of delivery.   A separate viability 
report has been produced to assess viability and also to determine the mechanisms by 
which viability pressures can be mitigated to facilitate delivery of the site.  This work is to 
be further developed as part of Stage 3 of the process. 
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6 Preferred Spatial Option 
 
6.1 The preferred spatial option for MetroGreen is:  

 

• 974 homes, 25,500 square metres of leisure and ancillary uses and 200 bed hotel that 
will support the role of the Metrocentre with a strategic approach to flood risk 
mitigation.  

 
6.2 Key principles of the preferred spatial option:  
 

• River frontage residential parcels 2C-2, 2D and 2E are being brought forward pre 2030 
as part of the overall flood risk mitigation strategy. 
 

• In relation to waterfront developments, building heights adjacent to the river should be 
no higher than similar developments downstream and development should avoid a 
continuous line of high rise buildings along the river to mitigate against impacts on 
birds using the river mudflats  
 

• Parcels 2J-3, 2H-1, 2G-1 are allocated as mixed use for principal regional scale leisure 
(D2) and ancillary retail (A1, A3, A4), residential (C3) and and 200 bed hotel (C1).  
Residential (C3) will only be permitted where it can be demonstrated that it would not 
prejudice but complement wider development of the site for the primary leisure use 
(D2). 
 

• The Metrocentre Cube Car Park, Blue Car Park and Green Car Park are allocated as 
leisure (D2) and ancillary retail (A1, A3, A4). 
 

• Continuous riverside public realm of varying width is considered throughout the entire 
River Tyne flood defence buffer. Public access to the river restricted in order to protect 
inter-tidal mudflats 
 

• Parcel 1C, 1D-1 and 1D-2 are allocated as open spaces per flood compensation 
requirements, they can also provide opportunity as wildlife/ ecological zones  
 

• Parcel 2J-1 is allocated as open space to provide strategic attenuation allowance. 
Connecting with parcel 2A-4 would allow a north-south linkage between Metrocentre 
and the river frontage.  
 

• New and enhanced connections linking parcels 2J-3, 2H-1, 2G-1 to the Metrocentre 
building will be required to provide direct, spacious and pedestrianised streets with 
natural surveillance and active frontages. 
 

• The integrated green infrastructure network should provide the opportunity to restore 
existing watercourses and culverts to the east of the Metrocentre and on or around 
Cross Lane 

 
 
6.3 The transport modelling for the preferred spatial option and leisure uses is still to be 

complete and work is ongoing to complete the highway mitigation package.  
 

6.4 Details of the preferred option and accompanying technical data are provided overleaf.  
Both the plan and capacity technical data show the mixed-use allocation and removal of 
sites 1B (JR Adams),3C (Watermark),2B (Costco), 2C1 (Bus Depot).    
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7 Conclusion and Next Steps  
 
7.1 This report has provided a qualitative appraisal of the four spatial options against agreed 

objective criteria, the result of which is to indicate Option 2a as the preferred option.  This 

option is identified as the preferred scenario due to benefits of taking a strategic approach 

to flood risk management, the potential to maximise residential development as the most 

likely highest value generating use on site, and the potential to develop leisure facilities that 

support and link to the Metrocentre. 

 

7.2 The next steps will involve consultation on the preferred option. The documentation will be 

made available on the Council’s website for comment.  All comments received will inform 

the next project stage.  At stage 3, the preferred option will be used to produce a spatial 

framework and draft strategies for the following topic themes will be produced: Transport 

Strategy, Flood and water Management, Green Infrastructure, Viability and Deliverability. 

 

 


